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Commonwealth  v.  Andrews. 

[2  Ham.  14.] 

Goods  stolen  in  one  State  carried  to  another.— An  indictment 
will  lie  against  the  receiver  of  goods  stolen  in  New  Hampshire,  and 
brought  into  this  state. 

Indictment  for  receiving  stolen  goods.  It  stated  that  the 
defendant  "at  Boston,  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk, 
aforesaid  on  the  second  day  of  July,  did  abet  and  maintain 
him,  the  said  Tuttie  [the  principal],  in  committing  and  perpe- 
trating the  said  felony  and  theft,  and  there,  after  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  were  stolen,  as  aforesaid,  knowingly  did  receive  all 
the  same  goods  and  chattels  of  him,  the  said  Tuttie,  knowing 
the  same  to  have  been  stolen,  taken  and  carried  away,  as  afore- 
said, against  the  peace/'  etc.  It  appeared  that  Tuttie  stole 
the  goods  in  New  Hampshire,  and  immediately  brought  them 
into  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  and  there  concealed  them  in  a 
wood.  He  was  pursued  and  carried  back  to  New  Hampshire, 
and  there  committed  to  prison.  One  Symonds  obtained  infor- 
mation from  Tuttie  regarding  the  concealment  of  the  goods, 
Tuttie  believing  him  an  accomplice,  though  in  reality  he  was 
an  agent  of  an  association  for  the  detection  of  robberies,  etc. 
The  goods  were  found  and  carried  to  Harvard,  in  the  county  of 
Worcester,  with  Tuttle's  consent.  Symonds,  in  the  meantime, 
for  a  sum  of  money  less  than  the  value  of  the  goods,  procured 
from  Dow,  the  owner,  a  bill  of  sale,  or  a  release  of  his  interest 
in  them,  without  disclosing  to  him  that  he  had  them  in  posses- 
sion, and  with  the  sole  view,  as  he  testified,  of  procuring  the 
conviction  of  Andrews,  whom  he  and  his  associates  believed  to 
be  a  receiver  of  stolen  goods.  Tuttie,  having  procured  bail, 
AM.DEo.Yoi.ni-a  (17) 
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took  the  goods  in  company  with  Symonds  to  Boston,  and  there 
sold  tnem  to  Andrews,  and  under  circumstances  showing  the 
latter  knew  the  property  to  be  stolen.  The  defendant  was  con- 
victed, and  a  motion  was  made  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
of  the  verdict  being  against  evidence. 

Parsons  and  Otis,  for  defendant,  cited  Butler's  case,  8  Inst. 
113,  where  the  court  refused  to  take  cognizance  of  the  offense, 
which  was  stealing  goods  at  sea,  and  bringing  them  into  the 
county,  because  the  original  taking  was  not  a  felony  committed 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  They  also  cited  1  Hawk. 
P.  C.  217,  c.  33,  s.  63. 

Davis,  solicitor-general,  and  Sullivan,  attorney-genenl,  on  be- 
half of  the  commonwealth,  relied  on  Commonwealth  v.  CuUen, 
1  Mass.  116;  and  argued  that  a  person  stealing  goods  in  one 
state  and  bringing  them  into  another,  may  be  indicted  in  the 
latter,  for  every  moment's  continuance  of  the  trespass  is  us 
much  a  wrong,  and  may  come  under  the  word  cepit  as  the  first 
taking:  1  Hawk.  P.  0.  217,  c.  33,  s.  52. 

Pabkeb,  J.  I  hold  myself  bound  by  the  authority  of  Cullen's 
case,  and  that  of  Paul  Lord,  unless  I  were  convinced  that  those 
decisions  were  against  law.  If  solemn  and  repeated  determina- 
tions of  this  court  are  to  be  disregarded,  I  know  not  how  we 
are  to  govern  ourselves.  But  upon  principle,  independently  of 
these  cases,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  common  law  doctrine  re- 
specting counties  may  well  be  extended,  by  analogy,  to  the  case 
of  states,  united,  as  these  are,  under  one  general  government. 
In  this  case,  however,  I  see  nothing  to  induce  the  court  to  say 
that  the  second  taking  by  Tuttle  at  Harvard  was  not  felonious. 
The  point  on  which  the  court  refused  cognizance  of  the  pirates' 
case,  mentioned  in  3  Inst.,  was  that  the  admiralty  having  juris- 
diction of  the  offense,  there  was  no  danger  that  the  criminals 
would  escape  unpunished.  In  the  case  at  bar,  on  the  contrary, 
if  the  defendant  is  discharged  from  this  indictment  he  can  be 
convicted  nowhere.  All  that  can  be  inferred  from  the  statute  of 
13  G.  Ill  is,  that  there  were  doubts,  or  different  opinions,  on 
the  question.  If  there  had  been  a  decision  against  the  jurisdic- 
tion, it  would  not  have  been  said  that  doubts  existed;  but  that  the 
law  needed  alteration.  Different  opinions  may  have  been  held 
also  in  this  country,  but  the  two  cases  which  have  been  cited 
(and  several  others  of  like  kind  are  in  the  recollection  of  some 
of  the  court)  ought  to  settle  the  point.  I  am  satisfied  with  the 
verdict,  and  against  granting  a  new  trial. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


March,  1806.]  Commonwealth  v.  Andbewb.  19 

Thatohbb,  J.  I  concur  in  my  brother's  opinion,  and  for  the 
same  reasons.  It  appears  to  me  that  these  goods  were  taken 
by  Tattle  animofurandi,  at  Harvard,  and  that  it  is  immaterial 
how  they  eame  there;  that  Tattle  brought  them,  thus  stolen, 
to  Boston,  where  the  present  defendant  received  them,  know- 
ing, beyond  all  doubt,  that  they  had  been  stolen.  We  have, 
then,  under  the  impression  that  the  facts  make  on  my  mind, 
no  occasion  to  call  the  cases  of  Lord  and  Cullen  to  support 
this  verdict.     I  am  against  a  new  trial. 

Sedgwick,  J.  In  this  case  the  defendant  is  convicted  on  an 
indictment  charging  him  with  receiving  the  goods  enumerated 
in  it,  which  were  stolen  by  Amos  Tuttle  from  Moses  Dow,  jr., 
knowing  them  to  have  been  so  stolen.  On  the  trial,  it  appeared 
by  the  evidence  that  the  goods  were  stolen  by  Tuttle  in  the 
state  of  New  Hampshire,  by  him  brought  into  this  state,  at  first 
concealed,  afterwards  deposited  with  an  innocent  person  in  this 
state,  again  received  by  Tuttle,  and  by  him  finally  delivered  to 
the  defendant,  who,  at  the  time  he  received  the  goods,  was  ac- 
quainted with  all  these  circumstances.  The  defendant  has  been 
convicted  on  satisfactory  evidence;  but  it  is  said  by  his  counsel 
"  that  as  the  original  theft  was  committed  in  another  inde- 
pendent state,  the  principal  offender,  Tuttle,  could  not  be  con- 
victed here,  although  he  brought  the  goods  into  this  county; 
that  the  goods  have,  in  fact,  never  been  stolen  here;  and  that, 
therefore,  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  punished  as  a  receiver 
of  stolen  goods."  And  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  although  by 
our  statute,  the  conviction  of  the  principal  thief  is  not  neces- 
sary to  the  conviction  of  the  receiver,  yet,  unless  there  has  been 
a  theft  within  the  state  there  can  be  no  receiver  of  the  stolen 
goods,  and  the  defendant  ought  not  to  have  been  convicted. 

At  the  trial,  I  inclined  to  the  opinion,  and  my  brethren  who 
sat  with  me  concurred  in  it,  that  whatever  might  be  determined 
as  to  the  principal  question  in  this  case,  the  goods  having  got 
into  the  hands  of  an  innocent  third  person,  the  taking  them  a 
second  time  by  Tuttle,  while  the  property  of  Dow  continued, 
might  properly  be  considered  as  a  new  theft;  and  in  that  case 
they  were,  even  admitting  the  objection  of  the  defendant's 
counsel,  stolen  within  this  state.  But  I  do  not  choose  that  my 
opinion  should  rest  upon  that  circumstance,  as  I  am  satisfied 
that,  independently  of  it,  the  conviction  is  right. 

The  only  case  relied  upon,  as  directly  in  point,  is  that  of  the 
pirates,  in  8  Inst.  113:  "Butler  and  other  pirates,  in  summer 
vacation,  robbed  divers  of  his  majesty's  subjects  upon  the  coast 
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of  Norfolk,  upon  the  high  seas,  and  brought  divers  of  the  goods 
taken  into  the  county  of  Norfolk,  and  there  were  apprehended 
with  the  goods;  the  question  moved  to  Wray,  chief  justice,  and 
justice  Peryam,  justices  of  assize  in  Norfolk  was,  whether  they 
might  be  indicted  of  felony  in  Norfolk,  as  if  one  steal  goods  in 
one  county  and  cany  them  into  another,  he  may  be  indicted  in 
either  county;  and  it  was  resolved  by  them  that  they  could  not 
be  indicted  for  felony  in  Norfolk,  because  the  original  taking 
was  no  felony  whereof  the  common  law  took  conusance,  because 
it  was  done  upon  the  sea,  out  of  the  reach  of  the  common  law, 
and,  therefore,  not  like  the  case  where  one  stealeth  in  one  county, 
and  carrieth  the  goods  into  another,  for  the  original  act  was  felony, 
whereof  the  common  law  took  conusance."  The  only  reason 
which  appears  to  have  influenced  the  court  was,  that  the  juris- 
diction of  another  court  of  the  same  government  had  attached 
previous  to  any  crime  having  been  committed  of  which  that 
court  had  jurisdiction.  But  it  does  not  determine  that  if  goods 
had  been  stolen  in  another  country,  and  brought  into  England, 
the  fraudulent  possession  there  would  not  have  been  considered 
such  a  taking  as  to  have  constituted  it  a  theft. 

But  it  is  said  that  we  have  no  means  of  determining  what  acts 
will  constitute  a  theft  in  New  Hampshire.  To  this  I  answer  that 
I  know  not  why  we  might  not  inquire,  if  it  was  necessary,  what, 
in  this  respect,  is  the  law  in  that  state.  But  it  is  not  necessary. 
The  crime  of  theft  is  local,  and  can  be  tried  nowhere  but  in  the 
county  where  it  is  committed;  and,  therefore,  there  must  have 
been  a  theft  by  Tuttle,  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  or  the  de- 
fendant is  not  guilty.  We  know,  however,  that  goods  taken  as 
these  were  still  continue  the  property  of  the  owner.  When  so 
taken  in  New  Hampshire,  and  brought  into  this  state,  those 
goods  were  still  the  property  of  Dow.  Not  only  the  property, 
but  the  possession  also,  in  legal  contemplation,  continued  in 
him;  and  every  moment's  continuance  of  the  trespass  is  as  much 
a  wrong  as  the  first  taking,  and  may  as  well  come  under  the 
word  cepit :  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  33,  sec.  9.  And  hence  it  follows 
that  Tuttle  did  take,  wherever  he  had,  the  goods.  It  is,  how- 
ever, said  that  although  Tuttle  might  be  punished  in  this  state, 
he  may  still  be  punished  in  New .  Hampshire.  And  wherefore 
should  he  not?  For  myself,  I  feel  no  such  tenderness  for 
thieves,  as  to  desire  that  they  should  not  be  punished  wherever 
guilty.  If  they  offend  against  the  laws  of  two  states,  I  am  will- 
ing they  should  be  punished  in  both. 

The  mischiefs  which  would  result  from  the  establishment  of  a 
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principle  whereby  a  commerce  in  stolen  goods  might  be  carried 
on  with  impunity,  are  incalculable.  A  depot  of  plunder  might 
be  here  established,  and  gangs  of  desperate  villains  employed 
in  the  neighboring  states  for  its  support,  and  all  the  remedy 
that  could  be  afforded  to  the  injured  would  be  by  actions,  which 
in  nine  instances  out  of  ten,  might  fail,  for  want  of  identifying 
the  property ;  for  the  owners  could  not  be  witnesses  in  their 
own  behalf.  Should  goods  be  stolen  by  one  of  a  gang  in  New 
Hampshire,  and  sent  to  his  partner  here,  by  an  innocent  carrier, 
although  the  receiver  might  not  be  punishable  as  accessory  for 
receiving  stolen  goods  knowingly,  yet  I  have  no  doubt  but  that 
he  might  be  amenable  to  justice  as  a  principal  offender.  But 
whatever  I  might  think  upon  this  question  were  it  res  Integra, 
I  now  feel  myself  bound  by  authority.  The  case  in  York  was 
many  years  ago  decided,  and  as  we  are  informed  by  the  chief 
justice,  on  solemn  argument.  In  the  case  in  Bristol,  although 
it  was  in  a  trial  to  the  jury,  the  law  was  taken  to  be  established. 
I  myself  remember  many  cases  where  similar  convictions  have 
taken  place,  and  no  question  made  but  that  they  were  right. 
It  is  now,  therefore,  much  too  late  to  call  in  question  the  prin- 
ciple. If  the  legislature  perceive  any  mischiefs  from  the  estab- 
lishment of  it,  it  is  in  their  power,  and  in  their  power  only,  to 
correct  it. 

Dana,  0.  J.  We  all  concur  in  opinion  upon  this  point.  In 
the  case  of  Paid  Lord,  York,  June  term,  1792,  which  has  been 
referred  to,  this  objection  was  taken  and  fully  argued  on  the 
trial.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  proposed  to  take  a  special 
verdict;  but  as  the  facts  were  all  before  the  court,  and  they 
agreed  in  opinion  upon  the  law,  the  jury  were  instructed  that 
the  indictment  appeared  to  the  court  to  be  well  maintained  by 
the  evidence,  if  they  found  the  facts  true.  They  accordingly 
found  a  general  verdict  of  guilty,  and  the  point  was  not  after- 
wards stirred.  I  recollect  also  another  case,  so  long  ago  as 
when  the  late  Judge  Trowbridge  was  attorney-general.  A  man 
had  been  from  this  province  into  Bhode  Island  to  purchase 
sheep.  On  his  way  home,  while  yet  in  their  government,  some 
other  sheep  joined  his  flock,  and  he  drove  them  all  into  the 
county  of  Bristol,  where  he  was  indicted  and  convicted.  Great 
mischiefs  would  follow  from  a  contrary  determination,  which 
would  also  overthrow  three  solemn  decisions  of  this  court, 
which  are  now  remembered;  and  I  believe,  if  our  records  were 
searched,  many  more  would  be  discovered.  There  have  been 
many  instances,  I  am  satisfied,   of  persons  who  have  stolen 
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horses  in  the  neighboring  states,  and,  having  been  pursued  and 
found  in  possession  of  them  in  this  state,  have  been  here  in- 
dicted and  convicted.  The  principle  appears  to  me  well  estab- 
lished, that  the  original  taking  being  felonious,  every  act  of 
possession  continued  under  it,  by  the  thief,  is  a  felonious  tak- 
ing, and  wherever  he  carries  the  articles  stolen,  he  may  there 
be  indicted,  convicted,  and  punished  for  the  felony. 

The  offense  charged  on  the  defendant  is  the  receiving  the 
goods  in  Boston,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen.  If  the 
principal  could  be  tried  and  convicted  in  this  county,  the  acces- 
sory may  be  tried  and  convicted  here  also. 

The  same  reason  which  authorizes  a  conviction,  in  the  case  of 
stealing  goods  in  one  county  and  bringing  them  into  another, 
applies,  in  my  mind,  to  the  case  of  stealing  in  one  state  and 
bringing  them  into  another,  viz. :  that  every  moment's  felonious 
possession  is,  in  contemplation  of  the  law,  a  new  taking,  steal- 
ing, and  carrying  away. 

Having  respect,  then,  to  principles  as  well  as  to  cases  sol- 
emnly decided,  I  do  not  see  sufficient  ground  for  granting  a 
new  trial. 

New  trial  refused. 


See  State  v.  Brown,  1  Am.  Deo.  518,  and  note.  There  a  different  decision 
was  given  in  North  Carolina.  In  the  note  to  that  ease  it  is  shown  what 
states  adopt  the  doctrine  of  State  v.  Brown,  and  what  follow  that  laid  down 
here  in  Massachusetts. 

In  Commonwealth  v.  Andrews,  3  Mass.  126,  it  was  held  that  an  indictment 
against  the  defendant  could  not  he  maintained  unless  the  principal  had  been 
convicted.  The  question  of  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  came  before  the 
court  on  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment;  because  of  the  principal  not  hav- 
ing been  convicted,  it  was  contended  no  conviction  could  be  had  against 
Andrews.  The  defendant  was  tried,  upon  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  in  March, 
1807,  before  Parker,  J.,  when  the  jury  returned  a  special  verdict  as  follows: 
"The  jury  find  that  the  said  Thomas  Andrews  did  feloniously  have  and 
receive  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  in  manner  and  form  as  is 
therein  set  forth,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  stolen;  but  they  do  not  iind 
that  Amos  Tuttle,  the  principal  mentioned  in  said  indictment,  was  ever 
convicted  of  the  theft  therein  alleged;  and  whether  the  law  be  such,  that 
the  said  Andrews  can  be  lawfully  tried  and  convicted  of  the  charge  in  said 
indictment,  before  the  conviction  of  the  said  Tuttle,  the  jury  are  ignorant, 
and  pray  the  advisement  of  the  court;  and  if  the  law  be  such  that  the  said 
Andrews  can  bo  thus  convicted,  the  jury  find  him  guilty  in  manner  and 
form  as  alleged  in  said  indictment;  otherwise  they  find  him  not  guilty." 

Attorney-general  BidweU,  for  the  commonwealth. 

Otis,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Parker,  J.  [Having  first  reviewed  the  facts.]  By  the 
common  law  it  is  clear  that  no  accessory  can  be  tried  and  convicted, 
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unless  the  principal  has  been  either  previously  convicted  or  outlawed 
(which  amounts  to  a  conviction),  and  evidence  thereof  given  to  the  jury; 
or  unless  the  principal  be  charged  in  the  same  indictment  with  the 
accessory,  and  tried  at  the  same  time;  in  which  latter  case  the  jury 
must  first  inquire  of  the  charge  against  the  principal,  and  determine  that  to 
lie  true,  before  they  proceed  against  the  accessory.  The  only  exception  to 
this  rule  seems  to  be,  when  the  person  charged  as  accessory  shall  himself 
request  to  be  put  on  trial  before  the  principal;  and  even  then,  upon  convic- 
tion, judgment  against  him  is  to  bo  suspended  until  the  principal  shall  be 
prosecuted  and  found  guilty.  Foster  on  Accomplices,  c.  2,  p.  360,  343;  1 
Hale's  P.  G.  623;  2  Id.  224.  Cases  having  often  occurred,  in  which  the- 
guilt  of  the  accessory  was  manifest,  but  punishment  could  not  be  inflicted, 
because  of  the  concealment  or  escape  of  the  principal,  more  especially  in 
crime  of  the  nature  of  that  set  forth  in  this  indictment,  it  was  provided  by 
the  statute  of  1  Anne,  c  9.  sec  2,  that  when  the  principal  could  not  be 
taken  or  prosecuted,  the  receiver  of  the  stolen  goods  might  be  prosecuted, 
and  punished  for  a  misdemeanor. 

Our  statute  upon  the  same  subject  adopts  the  principle,  and  provides  that 
when  the  principal  is  not  known  or  prosecuted,  the  receiver  shall  be  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  and  punished  in  the  same  manner  as  the  principal  would 
have  been  if  convicted.  The  same  section  of  the  statute  constitutes  the 
receiver  of  stolen  goods  knowingly,  an  accessory;  and  he  must  be  pro- 
ceeded against  as  such,  unless  the  principal  be  not  known  or  prosecuted. 

The  facts  charged  against  the  defendant,  therefore,  making  him  an  ac- 
cessory, according  to  the  terms  of  the  statute,  provided  the  principal  were 
known  or  prosecuted,  it  will  be  necessary  to  ascertain  in  what  character  he  is 
by  the  indictment  prosecuted,  whether  as  accessory,  or  as  having  committed 
a  misdemeanor.  There  is  no  allegation  that  the  principal  is  not  known  or 
prosecuted,  which  would  seem  to  be  proper,  if  not  necessary,  in  order  to  keep 
op  the  distinction  which  the  legislature  has  seen  fit  to  adopt,  with  respect  to 
the  guilt  of  the  receiver  under 'different  circumstances.  And  we  find,  by 
examining  precedents,  such  allegation  always  made  when  the  party  is  pro- 
ceeded against  for  a  misdemeanor  only.  We  find  also  that  this  indictment 
is  conformable,  in  every  particular,  to  the  forms  in  the  books  of  precedents, 
where  the  party  is  charged  as  accessory;  the  principal  being  formally 
accused  in  the  same  bill,  and  the  receiving  being  stated  to  be  felonious, 
which  seems  to  negative  the  idea  of  its  being  a  mere  misdemeanor,  which 
the  grand  jury  intended  to  fix  upon  him.  We  must,  therefore,  consider  the 
defendant  in  this  case  to  be  indicted  as  accessory  to  the  felony  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  by  Amos  Tuttle;  which  being  the  case,  he  ought 
not,  according  to  the  principles  before  stated,  to  have  been  tried  until  Tut- 
tle had  been  tried  and  convicted,  unless  he  consented  thereto.  It  has  been 
insisted  by  the  attorney-general  that  his  having  pleaded  to  the  indictment, 
and  having  suffered  a  trial  without  claiming  this  privilege,  are  circum- 
stances sufficiently  indicative  of  a  waiver  of  his  right  in  this  particular, 
and  of  his  consent  to  the  proceedings  as  they  took  place.  But  we  are  of 
opinion  that  no  such  assent  can  be  implied  from  his  submission  to  the  course 
directed  by  the  attorney-general  or  by  the  court  In  criminal  cases,  an  ex- 
press relinquishment  of  a  right  should  appear  before  the  party  can  be  de- 
prived of  it  Here  is  no  such  relinquishment,  but  merely  a  silent  submis- 
sion, which  probably  arose  from  ignorance  at  the  time  that  such  right 
existed.  It  is,  however,  said  by  the  attorney-general,  that  the  eleventh 
section  of  the  statute,  giving  the  jury  authority  to  convict  of  a  crime  of  a 
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lower  denomination  than  the  one  charged,  provided  such  a  crime  be  sub- 
stantially proved,  applies  to  this  case;  and  that  under  the  special  verdict 
as  found,  the  court  may  enter  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  a  misde- 
meanor, that  being  essentially  found  by  the  jury.  But  whether  the  jury 
have  the  power  contended  for,  need  not  bo  decided,  it  being  clear  that  they 
have  not  exercised  it  They  convicted  the  defendant  of  the  whole  offense, 
in  manner  and  form  as  set  forth  in  the  indictment,  if  the  court  deem  such 
conviction  under  the  circumstances  to  be  legal;  otherwise  they  entirely 
acqu  i  t  The  court  have  no  authority  given  them  to  depart  from  the  alterna- 
tive presented  to  them  by  the  special  verdict 

We  are  of  opinion  that  judgment,  for  the  cause  set  forth  in  the  motion, 
must  be  arrested. 


Richardson  v.  Notes, 

f Q  Mam.  66.] 

Executory  Devise. — A  devise  was  made  in  these  words:  "  I  give  unto 
my  three  sons,  A.,  B.  and  C,  all  my  other  lands,  etc  Also,  my  will 
is  that  if  either  or  any  of  them  should  die  without  children,  the  sur- 
vivor or  survivors  to  hold  the  interest  or  share  of  each  or  any  of  them 
so  dying  without  children  as  aforesaid. "  It  was  held  that  an  estate  in 
fee-simple  passed,  determinable  on  the  contingency  of  the  children 
dying  without  issue,  and  on  that  contingency  vesting  in  the  survivor 
or  survivors  by  way  of  executory  devise. 

"Writ  of  error.  From  an  agreed  case  the  following  facts  ap- 
peared. John  Noyes,  seised  in  fee  of  certain  land,  made  his 
will.  The. preamble  recited:  "And  as  touching  such  worldly 
estate  as  it  hath  pleased  God  to  bless  me  with  in  this  life,  I  do 
demise  and  dispose  of  the  same  in  manner  and  form  follow- 
ing." Then  follows  a  devise  of  the  improvement  of  his 
dwelling-house  in  Sudbury,  and  of  one-third  of  his  lands  there, 
to  his  widow  during  her  widowhood,  together  with  certain 
legacies  to  her.  Certain  lands  are  then  given  to  Jonas,  the 
eldest  son,  without  words  of  limitation.  Then  follows: 
"  Item,  I  give  to  my  three  sons,  John  Noyes,  James  Noyes  and 
William  Noyes,  all  my  other  lands,  with  all  the  appurtenances 
lying  in  Sudbury,  except  the  improvement  of  one-third  re- 
served for  my  wife,  as  above  mentioned;  also,  my  will  is,  that 
if  either  or  any  of  my  three  last-named  sons,  John,  James  or 
or  William,  should  die  without  children,  the  survivor  or  sur- 
vivors to  hold  the  interest  or  share  of  each  or  any  of  them 
dying  without  children,  as  aforesaid.  Also,  my  will  is,  that 
my  husbandry  tools  and  negroes  shall  be  equally  divided 
amongst  and  between  my  three  sons,  John,  James  and  William, 
last  mentioned,  to  be  possessed  by  the  survivor  or  survivors, 
as  above  mentioned." 
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Other  lands  were  devised  to  the  four  sons,  without  words  of 
limitation;  a  legacy  given  to  the  daughter,  the  interest  whereof 
was  directed  to  be  paid  her  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and 
husband,  and  the  principal  after  the  death  of  her  husband;  but 
in  case  she  did  not  survive  him,  to  be  divided  among  her  chil- 
dren, to  be  paid  them  at  their  majority;  and  then,  following  a 
certain  other  specific  bequest,  was  the  residuary  clause,  whereby 
he  gave  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  be  divided  equally  amongst  his  children,  his  daugh- 
ter's share  to  be  retained  by  the  executors,  and  disposed  of  as 
in  the  case  of  the  legacy  to  her. 

After  the  testator's  death,  John,  James  and  William  entered 
upon  the  lands  devised  to  them,  and  made  partition  thereof. 
James  married  Mary,  the  defendant  below,  and  died  leaving 
her  encienle;  she  was  delivered  of  a  son,  who  lived  but  a  few 
days,  and  Mary  thus  became  the  next  of  kin  and  heir  to  James. 

The  original  declaration  filed  by  John  and  William  Noyes 
against  Mary  Noyes  set  forth  three  counts,  wherein  plaintiffs 
claimed  the  premises  in  question  as  remaindermen  in  tail  in 
fee,  and  for  life  respectively.  The  plaintiffs  recovered  judg- 
ment. To  reverse  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  taken  to 
this  court,  in  the  names  of  Mary  and  Thomas  Richardson,  with 
whom  she  had  intermarried. 

The  question  was,  what  estate  did  James  Noyes  take  under 
the  will. 

Attorney-General  Sullivan  and  Bigelow,  for  the  plaintiffs  in 
error. 

Partem*  and  Dexter,  for  the  defendants. 

Sedgwick,  J.  In  every  question  arising  on  the  construction 
of  a  will,  it  is  alike  dictated  by  justice,  common  sense,  and  the 
rules  of  law,  that  the  first  inquiry  shall  be,  what  was  the  true 
intention  of  the  testator?  And  if  that  can  be  satisfactorily  dis- 
covered, the  next  is,  can  such  intention  be  carried  into  effect 
consistently  with  the  rules  of  law?  And  if  so,  such  must  be 
the  decision.  The  question  on  which  this  case  depends  is, 
what  estate  did  James  take  under  the  first  devise  to  him  ?  If 
an  estate  tail,  then  are  the  demandants  entitled  to  their  judg- 
ment; otherwise  not.  This  general  question  may  make  it  of 
some  importance  to  consider:  1.  Does  the  devise  give  an  estate 
for  life  to  James,  and  a  fee  to  his  children,  if  he  should  have 
any,  by  way  of  executory  devise,  as  was  suggested  by  the  attor- 
ney-general in  his  argument  ?    2.  Did  James  and  his  brothers, 
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by  this  devise,  take  an  estate  tail,  with  cross-remainders  eithef 
in  fee,  or  in  tail?  3.  Did  the  three  sons  take  estates  in  fee, 
respectively,  determinable  on  the  contingency  of  their  dying 
without  children,  and  on  that  contingency  vesting  in  the  sur- 
vivor or  survivors,  by  way  of  executory  devise  ?  James,  under 
the  will,  took  either  an  estate  for  life,  in  tail,  or  in  fee. 

1.  Did  he  take  an  estate  for  life?  The  general  rule  of  law 
laid  down,  and,  as  far  as  is  recollected,  without  contradiction, 
is  that  in  a  devise  of  lands  to  one  without  words  of  limitation, 
the  devisee  takes  an  estate  for  life  only,  unless  it  can  be  found, 
from  the  whole  of  the  will,  taken  together  and  applied  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  devise,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  to  give  a  fee.  But  if,  from  the  whole  of  the  will,  so 
taken  together  and  applied  to  the  subject-matter,  it  can  be  col- 
lected that  the  testator  intended  to  give  a  fee,  it  ought  to  be  so 
construed,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  such  intention :  Yin.  Abr. ; 
Bacon;  Wooddeson,  Comyn's  Dig.;  Rowe  v.  Blacket,  1  Cowp. 
235;  Hogoin  v.  Jackson,  Id.  299;  Loveacres  v.  Blight ,  Id.  352; 
Denn  v.  Qashin,  2  Id.  657;  2  BL  Rep.  1045;  Right  v.  Sidebolham,  - 
Doug.  759.  And  I  do  think  that  courts  ought  to  make  liberal 
constructions  of  wills,  and  not  to  restrain  in  the  consideration 
of  those  circumstances  which  tend  to  enlarge  from  life  estates 
to  fees;  for  I  am  satisfied  that  the  idea  expressed  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  in  Loveacres  v.  Blight,  1  Cowp.  355,  is  correct. 
Speaking  of  the  rule  above  mentioned,  and  the  cases  wherein 
devisees  had  been  construed  to  give  only  estates  for  life,  he 
says:  "I  really  believe  almost  every  case  determined  by  this 
rule,  as  applied  to  a  devise  of  lands  in  a  will,  has  defeated  the 
real  intention  of  the  testator.  For  common  people,  and  even 
others,  who  have  some  knowledge  of  the  law,  do  not  distin- 
guish between  a  bequest  of  personalty,  and  a  devise  of  land  or 
real  estate.  But,  as  they  knovf ,  when  they  give  a  man  a  horse, 
they  give  it  to  him  forever,  so  they  think,  if  they  give  a  house  or 
land,  it  will  continue  to  be  the  sole  property  of  the  person  to 
whom  they  left  it."  The  same  idea  that  great  man  repeated 
almost  as  frequently  as  the  subject  came  before  him. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  will  in  this  case  was  written  by  an  un- 
skillful person.  Technical  accuracy  and  precision  are  not 
therefore  to  be  expected.  We  are  inquiring  for  the  intention 
of  the  testator;  and  it  is  clear,  from  a  view  of  the  whole  instru- 
ment— the  preamble,  the  provision  which  he  makes  for  all  his 
children,  and  the  ultimate  disposition  which  he  makes  by  the 
residuary  clause  of  any  residue  which  might  remain  after  the 
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specific  distribution — that  he  intended  a  complete  disposal  of 
all  the  property  he  should  leave  behind.  And  I  have  no  doubt 
that  he  intended  that  his  sons  should  take  an  estate  of  inherit- 
ance. Whether  that  can  be  construed  to  be  the  legal  intention, 
as  respects  the  first  devise  to  Jonas,  it  is  not  necessary  now  to 
determine.  The  question  is  not  before  the  court;  but  that  it 
was  the  real  intention  I  entertain  not  the  smallest  doubt.  The 
fee  was  certainly  intended  to  vest  in  children  or  grandchildren. 
Whether  any  of  the  latter  existed  at  the  time  the  will  was 
made,  or  not,  we  are  ignorant.  But  in  either  case,  no  motive 
is  suggested  why  the  testator  should  entertain  a  more  favorable 
regard  for  his  grandchildren,  and  make  a  better  provision  for 
them  than  for  his  own  children.  That  Jonas  was  a  favorite 
son  is  evident  by  his  being  admitted  to  the  executorship,  and 
all  the  rest  excluded.  Yet  if,  by  the  first  devise  to  him,  he  was 
intended  to  take  a  life  estate  only,  his  children  are  almost 
wholly  excluded  from  the  succession;  they  have  no  chance  of 
benefit,  but  from  the  residuary  devise,  except  as  to  the  lands 
in  Princeton  and  Mendon.  They  are  even  less  regarded  than 
the  children  of  the  daughters,  and  greatly  distinguished  from 
the  children  of  the  other  sons — a  distinction  which  it  is  im- 
possible should  have  been  intended  by  the  testator.  From  this 
consideration  alone  we  might  conclude,  with  a  good  degree  of 
satisfaction,  that  an  estate  of  inheritance,  by  virtue  of  the  first 
devise  to  Jonas,  was  intended  to  be  vested  in  him;  and  if  so, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  as  large  an  estate  was  intended  to 
be  vested  in  John,  James,  and  William,  by  virtue  of  the  devise 
to  them.  But  there  are  other  circumstances  of  great  weight  to 
be  considered.  A  devise  is  given  to  the  wife  for  life,  deter- 
minable, indeed,  on  her  marriage.  He  gives  to  her  the  im- 
provements of  the  real  estate.  To  the  sons  he  gives  the  land 
itself;  and  even  in  the  devise  to  John,  James,  and  William, 
this  improvement  is  again  mentioned  as  an  exception  during 
the  continuance  of  the  wife's  estate.  The  supposition  does  not, 
I  think,  partake  of  great  refinement,  that  the  testator,  when  he 
devised  the  thing  itself,  intended  to  give  his  whole  estate  in  it; 
and,  when  he  intended  a  term  only,  he  thought  he  had  given 
only  a  right  to  the  temporary  occupation,  which  he  meant  to 
express  by  the  word  "improvement."  The  devise  to  his 
daughter  Mary  Maynard,  as  well  in  the  specific  legacy  as  the 
residuary  clause,  shows  that  he  looked  forward  to  his  grand- 
children as  intended  to  be  benefited  by  his  will,  and  to  confer 
that  benefit  on  them  as  the  representative  of  his  own  children, 
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and  as  taking  in  succession  from  them.  The  anxiety  which  the 
testator  showed  to  provide  for  his  family,  by  vesting  the  share 
and  interest  of  him,  or  them,  who  should  die  without  children, 
in  the  survivor  or  survivors,  tends  to  strengthen  this  construc- 
tion. If  there  should  be  children,  the  estate  was,  by  implica- 
tion, to  go  to  them;  if  not,  to  the  survivor  or  survivors.  This 
share  and  interest,  which  was  to  go  to  the  devisee  and  his  chil- 
dren, if  he  had  anv,  was  to  vest  in  the  survivor  or  survivors,  if 
he  had  none.  It  then  depended  on  the  contingency  of  dying 
with  or  without  children,  whether  either  of  the  three  sons  should 
have  more  than  his  equal  proportion  of  the  devised  premises. 
A  devise  to  one,  and,  if  he  die  without  issue,  remainder  over, 
is  an  estate  tail,  from  the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator:  1 
Vent.  230;  Cro.  Jac.  448,  695;  1  P.  Wms.  229;  so  also  a  devise 
to  one,  and,  if  he  die  without  children,  remainder  over  may  be 
an  estate  tail:  4  Burr.  2246*  Now,  with  us,  all  the  children  are 
heirs;  and  as  this  is  a  devise  to  the  three  sons  and  their  chil- 
dren, or  in  effect  heirs,  it  could  not  be  an  estate  for  life  only. 
It  was  then  intended  to  give  an  estate  of  inheritance,  either  in 
tail  or  in  fee. 

2.  Was  an  estate  tail  intended?  I  think  not.  In  deciding  this 
question,  an  observation  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error  is,  in  my  opinion,  of  great  weight,  viz:  that  in  constru- 
ing language,  the  customs,  manners,  habits  or  laws  relative  to 
the  subject-matter  of  it,  are  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  In 
England,  lands  conveyed  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  generally  de- 
scend to  his  eldest  male  issue.  If  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of 
his  body,  they  descend  in  the  same  manner.  If  lands  here  are 
conveyed  in  the  same  manner,  in  the  former  case  they  descend 
to  all  his  children,  and  in  the  latter  to  his  eldest  male  issue. 
In  England,  if  a  devise  be  made  to  one  and  his  heirs  generally, 
or  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  the  devisee  die,  leaving  an  eld- 
est son  and  several  other  children,  the  whole  goes  to  such  son. 
But  here,  in  that  case,  the  above  distinction  would  take  place; 
the  fee-simple  would  go  to  all  the  children;  the  fee-tail  to  the 
eldest  son.  In  this  case  the  children,  if  any,  of  the  devisees 
are  to  take;  to  them  the  estate  is  given  by  the  will.  Did  the 
testator  intend,  by  children,  the  eldest  son  ?  It  is  impossible 
for  me  to  believe  that  he  did.  And  if  by  children  he  meant 
what,  in  common  parlance,  would  be  understood  all  the  chil- 
dren, then  he  intended  a  fee-simple,  and  not  a  fee-tail.  If,  by 
the  devise,  to  the  "  survivor  or  survivors,"  he  meant  that  he  or 
they  should  take  whenever  there  should  be  an  indefinite  failure 
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of  issue,  and  not  till  then,  however  distant  that  period  might 
be,  then  he  intended  a  fee-tail;  and  if,  by  this  expression,  he 
contemplated  events  which  were  to  take  plaee  in  the  life  of  the 
devisees,  then  he  did  not  intend  a  fee-tail.  That  this  was  the 
meaning  of  the  testator  is,  in  my  opinion,  clear  from  the  will 
itself.  The  bequest  of  personal  property,  which  immediately 
follows  the  devise  to  them,  is  in  these  words:  "Also,  my  will 
is,  that  my  husbandry  tools  and  negroes  shall  be  equally  divided 
amongst  and  between  my  three  sons,  John,  James  and  William, 
last  mentioned,  to  be  possessed  by  the  survivor  or  survivors,  as 
above  mentioned/1  This  shows  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  that  the  right  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  should 
rest,  by  survivorship,  upon  the  happening  of  the  same  contin- 
gency. No  other  reasonable  construction  can  be  given  of  the 
expression,  "  being  possessed  by  the  survivor  or  survivors,  as 
above  mentioned. "  The  survivors  were  to  be  thus  * '  possessed" 
how  and  when  ?  The  devise  answers  the  question :  when  "  any 
or  either  of  them  should  die  without  children/'  On  the  hap- 
pening of  that  contingency,  and  whenever  it  do  happen,  the 
right  accrues  of  being  "  possessed"  alike  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate.  Did  the  testator  intend  that  this  right  should  ac- 
crue when  there  should  be  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  and 
not  till  then;  ah  event  which  might  not  take  place  in  a  century; 
a  period  when  neither  the  negroes  nor  the  husbandry  tools 
would  be  in  existence?  The  supposition  is  absurd.  This  view 
of  the  subject  shows  clearly  that  the  event  contemplated  by  the 
testator,  which  was  to  give  a  right  by  survivorship,  was  to  hap- 
pen within  the  lives  of  the  immediate  devisees;  and,  therefore, 
it  cannot  be  considered  as  an  estate  tail,  where  the  estate  con- 
tinues until  there  is  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue.  We  may, 
then,  I  think,  pretty  confidently  conclude  that  the  testator  in- 
tended: 

3.  That  the  three  sons,  John,  James  and  William,  should 
take  respectively  an  estate  of  fee-simple,  determinable  upon  the 
contingency  of  their  dying  without  issue,  and  on  that  contin- 
gency vesting  in  the  survivor  or  survivors,  by  way  of  executory 
devise.  Now,  whether  this  intention  can  or  cannot  be  carried 
into  effect  is  not  very  material  to  be  determined  in  this  case, 
because  the  demandants'  right  to  recover  depends  on  the  devise 
being  construed  a  fee-tail,  which,  I  think,  it  is  shown  it  could 
not  be.  But  I  think  the  rules  of  law  will  recognize  the  devise 
as  a  fee-simple,  and,  on  that  construction,  execute  the  plain 
intention  of  the  testator.    It  is  not  necessary,  to  constitute  it  a 
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fee-simple,  that  it  should  be  absolute.  It  may  be  a  fee-simple 
determinable,  as  where  lands  are  given  to  a  man  and  his  heirs 
as  long  as  another  man  shall  have  heirs  of  his  body  and  the 
like:  Powell  on  Devises,  230;  Plow.  557.  It  may  be  a  base  fee, 
as  where,  in  England,  tenant  in  tail,  by  indenture  enrolled,  bar- 
gains and  sells  the  land  to  another  and  his  heirs,  and  afterwards 
levies  a  fine  to  the  bargainee,  the  bargainee  has  a  fee  in  the 
lbnd,  but  it  is  only  to  endure  as  long  as  the  tenant  in  tail  has 
heirs  of  his  body,  and  is  therefore  called  base,  as  compared  with 
the  pure  fee,  which  is  in  the  original  donor,  and  which  has  an 
absolute  perpetuity  belonging  to  it:  Powell  on  Devises,  231; 
Plow.  657;  1  Inst.  6;  1  P.  Wins.  74, 75;  Ld.  Bay.  1148.  So, 
also,  before  the  statute  de  donis,  an  estate  to  a  man  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body  was  a  fee-simple  conditional.  These  are  con- 
veyances other  than  wills;  the  vesting  of  estates  in  fee  by  way 
of  executory  devise  will  be  more  particularly  attended  to  here- 
after. It  will  not  be  useless  to  take  notice  of  the  attention 
which  has  been  paid  by  courts  to  a  liberal  construction  of  wills, 
that  the  intention  of  the  testator  might  be  carried  into  effect. 

In  Loveacres  v.  Blight,  Cowp.  352,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  "Wherever  there  are 
words,  either  general  or  particular,  or  clauses  in  a  will,  which 
the  court  can  lay  hold  of,  to  enlarge  the  estate  of  a  devisee, 
they  will  do  so,  to  effectuate  the  intention.'1  In  Spalding  v. 
Spalding,  Cro.  Car.  185,  a  devise,  after  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor's wife,  to  J.  S.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  in  fee,  and  if  J.  S. 
should  die  in  the  life  of  his  wife,  that  W.  should  be  his  heir. 
J.  S.  did  die  in  the  life  of  the  testator's  wife,  and  yet,  against 
the  words  of  the  will,  it  was  determined  that  the  estate  should 
not  go  to  W.,  but  to  the  heirs  of  J.  S.  A  devise,  Cro.  Eliz. 
525;  Dyer,  83  a,  to  a  son  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  die  before 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  or  without  issue,  then  to  another  son. 
He  did  die  before  twenty-one  years  of  age,  yet  it  was  adjudged 
that  his  issue  should  hold.  In  Lexford  v.  Cheeke,  3  Lev.  125,  a 
devise  to  a  wife  for  life,  if  she  do  not  marry;  but  if  she  do 
marry,  then  with  several  limitations;  she  did  not  marry,  and 
although  the  devise  over,  according  to  the  expression,  seemed 
to  depend  on  the  marriage  of  the  wife,  yet  was  it  adjudged  an 
estate  tail.  In  Robinson  v.  Robinson,  1  Burr.  38,  a  devise  to 
Launcelot  Hickes  "for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural 
life,"  is  construed  an  estate  tail,  "to  effectuate  the  manifest 
general  intent  of  the  testator."  In  Evans,  ex  demise  Brooke  v. 
AsUey,  3  Burr.  1570,  a  devise,  after  several  limitations,  to  every 
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son,  and  sons  of  Charles  Buckenfield  which  shall  be  begotten 
on  the  body  of  Sarah,  his  now  wife;  although  it  was  agreed  by 
the  court  that  the  words  of  the  will  made  the  sons  joint-ten- 
ants, yet,  because  the  construction  must  be  agreeable  to  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator,  and  as,  from  a  consideration  of  the 
whole  will,  it  appeared  impossible  that  should  have  been  his 
intention,  but  that  the  sons  should  take  in  succession  an  estate 
tail,  it  was  accordingly  so  adjudged.  In  Newland  v.  Shepherd, 
2  P.  Wms.  194,  Mr.  Shepherd,  after  the  devise  of  several  parts 
of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  several  persons,  devises  the 
interest  and  produce  of  the  surplus  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators, 
in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  produce  and  interest  thereof 
for  the  maintenance  and  benefit  of  such  of  his  grandchildren 
as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  his  death,  until  his 
grandchildren  should  come  to  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
or  be  married;  and  he  went  no  farther,  nor  made  any  other 
disposition  of  his  estate.  It  was,  however,  determined  that 
this  would  pass  the  absolute  right  and  property  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate  to  the  grandchildren.  Let  this  case  be 
compared  with  the  one  under  consideration.  In  White  v.  Bar- 
ber, 5  Burr.  2703,  a  devise  to  a  child,  with  which  the  wife  of 
the  testator  should  be  enciente  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  was 
construed  to  effectuate  his  intention  to  vest  the  estate  in  chil- 
dren born  after  making  the  will  and  before  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

In  Statham  v.  BeU,  Oowp.  40,  the  testator  supposing  his  wife 
to  be  enciente,  made  a  devise  to  the  child,  if  he  should  be  a  son, 
when  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  but  if  a 
daughter,  then  one  moiety  of  his  estate  to  his  wife,  and  the 
other  moiety  to  his  two  daughters,  he  then  having  one  daughter, 
when  they  should  attain  their  age  of  twenty-one  years,  with 
survivorship  between  the  daughters.  If  they  should  both  die 
before  twenty-one,  their  moiety  to  go  to  the  wife  and  her  heirs 
forever;  if  she  died,  her  share  to  go  to  them.  The  wife  proved 
not  to  have  been  enoiente.  The  testator  died,  and  so  did  the 
daughter,  without  issue,  and  under  age.  It  was  determined 
that  the  wife  should  take  the  whole  estate.  A  devise,  6  Mod. 
110,  to  give  to  his  children,  to  dispose  of  at  will  and  pleasure; 
to  a  wife,  to  dispose  thereof  upon  herself  and  children,  6  Mod. 
4,  give  fees.  A.  devises  to  A.  for  life,  and  then  to  his  son,  ex- 
cept A.  purchases  land  of  the  same  value  for  his  son,  and  then 
the  devisee  shall  sell;  A.  does  not  purchase;  his  son  has  a  fee; 
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Hob.  66;  Oro.  Jac.  599.  A  devise  to  three  daughters,  and  if  one 
dies  before  the  others,  one  to  be  heir  to  the  other,  gives  a  fee:  1 
Boll.  Ab.  883,  1.  45;  a  case  differing  nothing  in  principle 
from  the  one  under  consideration.  A  devise  to  A.,  and  if  he 
dies  under  age,  to  the  heirs  of  the  devisor:  2  Baund.  388;  so  a 
devise  to  A.,  but  if  his  father  purchase  land  of  like  value,  to 
another,  A.  has  a  fee:  Hob.  65.  So  the  words  "whatsoever 
else  I  have  in  the  world,"  have  been  construed  to  give  a  fee:  1 
Salk.  239;  2  Ver.  687.  It  would  be  endless  to  state,  in  the 
most  concise  manner  possible,  all  the  cases  which  have  been 
decided  on  the  same  general  principle  of  justice,  carrying  into 
effect  the  meaning  of  the  testator,  and  for  this  rejecting  some 
words,  supplying  others,  transposing  words  and  sentences,  in 
some  particulars  contracting  and  in  others  enlarging;  and  all 
this  that  the  right  which  a  man  has  of  deciding,  according  to 
his  own  will  and  pleasure,  who  shall  enjoy,  after  his  decease, 
the  property  he  may  leave  behind,  may  be  carried  into  effect. 
Instances  of  this  kind  are  abundantly  supplied  by  Yiner, 
Comyns,  Bacon,  and  by  Gilbert  and  Powell  on  Devises.  Let 
the  general  scope  and  tendency  and  reason  of  those  decisions 
be  compared  with,  and  applied  to,  the  case  under  consideration. 
In  this  case,  the  will  was  drawn  by  a  man  of  no  professional 
knowledge.  The  estate  is  certainly  intended  to  go  to  the  chil- 
dren, by  which,  on  the  part  of  the  demandants,  it  is  contended 
that  the  testator  did  not  mean  children,  but  eldest  son,  if  there 
was  one;  when,  in  all  probability,  neither  the  testator  nor  the 
writer  knew  there  was  any  such  course  of  descent.  If  there  are 
no  children,  it  is  to  go  to  the  survivor  or  survivors,  together 
with  husbandry,  tools,  and  negroes.  When  was  this  event,  as 
contemplated  by  the  testator,  to  take  place?  We  are  told 
whenever  there  should  be  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  however 
distant  the  period,  whereas  it  is  a  thousand  to  one  that  the 
testator,  so  far  from  so  intending,  knew,  nothing  of  that  arti- 
ficial reasoning  which  gave  rise  to  the  expression  indefinite 
failure  of  issue,  and  probably  had  never  heard  it. 

I  have  already  stated  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator 
that  the  three  sons,  John,  James,  and  William,  should  take,  re- 
spectively, an  estate  of  fee-simple,  determinable  on  the  contin- 
gency of  their  dying  without  issue,  and  on  that  contingency 
vesting  in  the  survivor  or  survivors.  This  is  an  executory  de- 
vise. Executory  devises,  as  they  respect  estates  of  inheritance, 
are  of  two  kinds:  1.  A  substitution  of  one  fee  for  another  which 
fails;  2.   Of  a  fee  to  commence  at  a  future  time,  without  the 
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support  of  a  particular  estate.  This  is  of  the  former  kind. 
Although  the  law  will  not  recognize  a  remainder  to  take  effect 
after  the  expiration  of  a  fee,  yet,  by  way  of  indulgence  to  a 
man's  last  will  and  testament,  conformably  to  the  liberal  inten- 
tion of  the  statutes  of  wills:  32  Hen.  VIII,  c.  1,  34  and  35  Id.  c. 
5;  and  in  favor  of  devisors,  when  otherwise  the  words  of  a  will 
would  be  void,  it  permits,  under  certain  restrictions,  a  fee  ox 
other  estate  to  be  substituted  as  an  alternative  in  the  place  of  a 
fee  before  limited;  provided  the  substitution  be  to  take  place 
within  a  reasonable  period  of  time.  Devises  of  this  nature  are 
called  executory,  because  the  estates  thereby  limited  to  take 
place,  have  no  present  existence,  in  consideration  of  law,  but 
merely  a  capacity  of  existence,  and  being  executed;  taken  effect 
when  the  contingency  upon  which  they  are  limited  occurs.  I 
shall  mention  some  cases  as  illustrative  of  the  general  descrip- 
tion which  I  have  given  of  executory  devises.  In  the  case  of 
Marks  v.  Marks,  10  Mod.  419;  1  Str.  129,  a  devise  of  lands  to  a 
man's  wife,  remainder  to  his  second  son  in  fee,  provided  that 
if  "  D.,"  his  third  son,  should,  within  three  months  after  his 
wife's  death,  pay  five  hundred  pounds  to  C, his  executors,  etc., 
then  the  lands  should  go  to  "  D."  and  his  heirs;  this  is  a  good 
executory  devise,  and  the  possibility  descended  to  the  heirs  of 
"D.,"  notwithstanding  D.  died  in  the  life  of  the  wife.  The 
famous  case  of  Pells  v.  Brown,  Cro.  Jac.  590,  essentially  settled 
the  principles  on  this  subject.  It  has  been  called  the  magna 
charta,  in  relation  to  it.  It  has  been  cited  almost  as  frequently 
as  executory  devises  have  come  before  'the  court,  and  always 
with  approbation;  and  it  goes  the  full  length  of  deciding  the 
present  case.  There,  the  testator  devised  to  A.,  his  second  son, 
and  his  heirs  forever,  and  if  he  should  die  without  issue  living, 
B.,  his  brother,  then  B.  to  have  those  lands  to  him  and  his 
heirs  forever.  It  was  adjudged  that  A.  took  an  estate  in  fee- 
simple,  and  yet  that  the  limitation  to  B.  in  fee  was  good  as  an 
executory  devise.  Now,  if  in  the  case  under  consideration,  the 
testator  meant  by  the  word  children  what  the  word  imports; 
if  he  intended  the  provision  for  the  children  generally,  then  he 
intended  it  for  the  heirs  of  the  devisees;  then  was  it,  in  other 
words,  a  devise  to  the  devisees  and  their  heirs,  a  devise  in  fee. 
If  he  meant  by  dying  without  children,  truly  a  dying  without 
children,  and  not  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  of  which  he 
knew  nothing,  and,  therefore,  could  not  mean;  if  by  survivors, 
he  meant  to  comprehend  none  but  the  immediate  devisees,  then 
this  case  compares  most  exactly  with  the  case  of  Pells  v.  Brown. 

AM.  Dso.  Voi»  III— 8 
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In  Porter  v.  Bradley,  3  T.  R.  143,  a  devise  of  lands  to  A.,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  forever,  and  if  he  die  leaving  no  issue  behind 
him,  then  over;  the  limitation  over  was  determined  to  be  good, 
by  way  of  executory  devise.  This  compares  in  principle  exactly 
with  the  case  under  consideration.  In  Wilkinson  v.  South,  7  T. 
R.  555,  a  bequest  of  a  term  of  years  to  the  testator's  son,  S. 
Parker,  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  and  to 
their  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  but  in  default  of  such  issue,  then, 
after  his  decease,  to  go  to  the  testator's  grandson,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  forever,  the  limitation  over  was  held  to  be  good,  by  way 
of  executory  devise.  And  in  deciding  the  case,  the  court  went 
upon  this  principle,  that,  if  the  words  "  leaving  no  issue,"  shall, 
from  the  whole  will,  be  understood  leaving  no  issue  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  then  a  further  limitation  over  will  be  good,  byway 
of  executory  devise.  In  Roe  v.  Jeffery  et  al.,  7  T.  R.  589,  a  de- 
vise to  T.  F.  and  his  heirs  forever,  and  in  case  he  should  de- 
part this  life,  and  have  no  issue,  then  to  E.  and  M.  and  S. ,  or 
the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  share  and  share  alike;  it  was 
determined  that  the  limitation  to  E.,  M.,  and  S.  was  a  good 
executory  devise.  The  chief  justice,  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  lays  down  the  true  principle.  He  says:  "  The 
question  in  this  and  similar  cases  is,  whether,  from  the  whole 
context  of  the  will,  we  can  collect,  that  when  an  estate  is  given 
to  A.  and  his  heirs  forever,  but  if  he  die  without  issue,  then 
over,  the  testator  meant  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  death 
of  the  first  taker."  And  I  think,  nothing  is  more  certain  than 
that  the  application  of  -that  principle  is  decisive  of  the  present 
case;  for  nothing  can  be  more  clear  than  that  by  the  "dying 
without  children,"  in  this  will  was  meaut  the  death  of  the  first 
taker.  I  have  entered  thus  fully  into  the  consideration  of  the 
several  questions  which  present  themselves,  out  of  respect  to 
the  former  decision  of  the  court,  and  the  very  ingenious  and 
able  argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error.  I  con- 
clude, after  the  most  deliberate  attention  which  I  can  give  the 
subject,  that  the  former  judgment  was  erroneous,  and  ought  to 
be  reversed. 

Sedgwick,  J.,  then  observed  that  the  late  Judge  Strong  had, 
before  his  death,  declared  his  concurrence  in  the  same  opinion; 
and  that  Sewall,  J.,  had  also  authorized  him  to  say  that  he 
agreed  in  the  lesult.  The  chief  justice,  apprehending  himself 
interested  in  the  event  of  the  cause,  declined  giving  any  opin- 
ion. Thatcher  and  Parker,  not  having  been  present  at  the 
argument  of  the  cause,  gave  no  opinion. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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So  recently  as  Btightman  v.  Brightman,  100  Mass.  239,  this  ease  was  cited 
to  show  when  an  executory  devise  was  limited  on  a  fee-simple.  On  this 
head  it  is  also  cited  in  Morris  v.  Potter,  10  R.  L  69,  and  in  Abbott  v.  Essex 
Co.,  18  How.  214. 


Peabsall  v.  Dwight. 

[2  Mam.  84.] 

Pleading  Statute  of  Limitations. — In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note  executed  in  New  York  by  parties  inhabitants  of  that  state  at  the 
time,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  New  York  could  not 
be  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  action  in  Massachusetts. 

Action  on  a  promissory  note.  The  facts  in  the  case  fully 
appear  from  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  question  raised  was, 
whether  to  an  action  in  this  state  on  a  promissory  note  made 
and  payable  in  the  state  of  New  York,  the  plaintiffs  being  in- 
habitants of  that  state,  the  defendants  of  this,  a  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  New  York  was  valid. 

Ashman,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  contended  that  the  lex 
loci  contractu*  was  to  govern,  except  where  the  parties  at  the 
time  had  a  view  to  a  different  state  or  country:  Robinson  v. 
Bland,  W.  Bl.  258;  Holman  et  al.  v.  Johnson,  Cowp.  843;  Mos- 
tyn  y.  Febrigas,  Id.  175;  Smith  et  al.  v.  Buchanan  et  al.  1  East, 
6;  Johnson  et  al.  v.  Smith,  2  Burr.  950.  What  would  have  been 
a  good  defense  in  New  York,  will  be  a  good  defense  here: 
Inglis  y.  Usherwood,  1  East,  515;  Melon  v.  Duke  de  FUsjames,  1 
B.  &  P.  138. 

J.  C.  Williams,  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended  that  the  statute 
of  limitations  has  been  generally  considered  as  only  destroying 
the  remedy  and  not  affecting  the  merits:  Nash  v.  Tupper,  1 
Caines,  402;  (2  Am.  Dec.  197;)  and  that  in  construing  the  stat- 
ute, the  courts  have  uniformly  adhered  to  the  letter  thereof: 
Bevil's  case,  4  Co.  8;  Ewer  v.  Jones,  2  Ld.  Raym.  934;  2  Vent. 
345;  1  HoUis'scase,  2  Ld.  Baym.  1204;  StrithorstY.  Graeme,  3 
Wils.  145;  Quantock  v.  England,  5  Burr.  2630.  The  lex  loci 
contractus  does  not  always  govern:  2  Burr.  1084.  It  has  been 
determined  in  New  York  in  Lodge  v.  Phelps,  Johnson's  Cases, 
139,  that  the  principle  of  the  lex  loci  shall  not  affect  the  form 
of  the  action,  but  shall  have  reference  only  to  the  nature  and 
construction  of  the  contract  and  its  legal  effects,  not  to  the 
mode  of  enforcing  it. 

Pabsons,  C.  J.  From  the  record  in  this  cause,  the  declara- 
tion appears  to  be  on  a  negotiable  cash  note,  payable  by  the 
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defendants  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  order,  on  demand.  To 
this  declaration  there  is  a  plea  in  bar,  alleging  that  the  plaint- 
iffs long  before,  at  the  time,  and  ever  since  the  note  was  exe- 
cuted, were  inhabitants  of  the  state  of'New  York;  that  the  note 
was  there  made;  that  before  it  was  made,  and  six  years  before 
this  action  was  commenced,  there  was  a  statute  of  that  state 
still  in  force,  which,  amoDg  other  things,  limited  the  time  of 
suing  an  action  of  this  description  to  six  years  next  after  the 
cause  of  action  accrued,  which  part  of  the  statute  is  particularly 
pleaded  with  a  profert  of  the  exemplification  of  the  whole  stat- 
ute, and  there  is  the  averment  necessary  to  bring  this  action 
within  that  statute. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  the  replication,  neither  pray  oyer  of  the  ex- 
emplification of  that  statute,  nor  particularly  plead  any  excep- 
tions made  in  it,  but  confess  and  would  avoid  the  bar  by  alleg- 
ing that  the  defendants  were,  during  all  the  time,  inhabitants 
of  this  state.  The  defendants,  in  their  rejoinder,  confess  and 
would  avoid  the  replication  by  averring  that  since  the  making 
of  the  note,  and  more  than  six  years  before  this  action  was  com- 
menced, the  defendants  went  and  returned  to  the  state  of  New 
York,  and  were  there  ten  days,  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiffs.  To  this  rejoinder  the  plaintiffs  demur  generally,  and 
the  defendants  join  in  demurrer.  Whether  this  rejoinder  be 
good  is  the  issue  in  law  immediately  before  the  court. 

If  the  matters  alleged  in  the  replication  are  sufficient  to  avoid 
the  bar,  the  rejoinder  must  be  bad,  because  it  neither  traverses 
those  matters,  nor  shows  any  provision  of  the  statute  of  New 
York  by  which  the  effect  of  the  replication  is  avoided  by  the 
collateral  facts  pleaded  in  the  rejoinder.  For  the  same  reason, 
if  the  matters  alleged  in  the  bar  are  sufficient  in  law,  the  repli- 
cation must  be  bad,  for  the  plaintiffs  do  not  plead  any  exception 
in  that  statute  by  which  the  bar,  when  confessed,  may  be 
avoided.  Notwithstanding  the  profert  of  the  exemplification  of 
that  statute,  yet,  if  it  contained  any  exception  on  which  the 
plaintiffs  intend  to  rely,  they  ought  either  to  have  prayed  oyer, 
and  spread  the  whole  statute  upon  the  record,  or  to  have  par- 
ticularly pleaded  such  exception  in  their  replication,  and  then 
to  have  made  the  allegation  necessary  to  bring  their  case  within 
it.  This  reason  is  grounded  on  the  opinion  that  if  that  statute 
can  avail  in  this  court,  when  pleaded  in  bar,  the  bar  cannot  be 
avoided  but  by  virtue  of  some  provision  of  the  same  statute. 
As  the  pleadings  now  are,  the  court  cannot  take  notice  of  any 
parts  of  that  statute,  but  of  those  which  are  particularly  shown 
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in  the  bar.  Although  the  rejoinder  be  bad,  yet  if  the  replica- 
tion is  also  bad,  the  defendants  must  have  judgment  if  the  bar 
be  good. 

Thence,  the  great  question  in  the  cause  is  whether,  to  an  ac- 
tion commenced  in  a  court  in  this  state  by  the  plaintiffs,  inhab- 
itants of  New  York,  on  this  note  there  executed  by  the  defend- 
ants, inhabitants  of  this  state,  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the 
state  of  New  York  can  be  pleaded  in  bar.  That  the  statute  of 
another  state  cannot,  propria  vigore,  have  the  force  of  law  in 
this  state,  is  very  clear,  and  its  effect  in  this  court  must  depend 
on  the  laws  of  the  commonwealth. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  personal  contracts  entered  into  and 
to  be  performed  in  any  one  state,  and  which  are  there  valid, 
are  to  be  considered  valid  in  every  other  state.  This  rule  is 
founded  on  the  tacit  consent  of  civilized  nations,  arising  from 
its  general  utility,  and  seems  to  be  a  part  of  the  law  of  nations 
adopted  by  the  common  law.  To  give  effect  to  contracts  of 
this  description  in  an  act  of  comity  due  from  the  courts  of  the 
state  in  which  such  contracts  may  be  sued  to  the  state  in  which 
they  may  be  made,  this  rule  is  subject  to  two  important  ex- 
ceptions: 1.  That  neither  the  state  in  whose  court  the  contract 
is  put  in  suit,  nor  its  citizens,  may  suffer  any  inconvenience  by 
giving  the  contract  effect;  and,  2.  That  the  consideration  of  the 
contract  be  not  immoral,  and  the  giving  it  effect  will  not  have  a 
bad  tendency.  Under  these  exceptions,  the  cases  which  do  not 
come  within  the  rule  may  be  classed. 

The  contract  on  which  this  action  is  founded  is  clearly  within 
the  rule.  It  was  made  in  New  York,  and  might  there  be  per- 
formed. The  plaintiffs,  when  it  was  made,  were  inhabitants  of 
that  state,  and  so  are  the  defendants  to  be  considered  in  this 
cause,  by  going  and  making  the  contract  there.  The  contract, 
when  made,  was  valid  by  the  laws  of  New  York;  the  giving  it 
effect  here  cannot  be  injurious  to  the  commonwealth,  or  its  citi- 
zens, nor  have  an  evil  tendency;  and  the  consideration  is  not 
immoral.  The  court  are  therefore  obliged,  by  the  laws  of  the 
commonwealth,  to  consider  it  as  a  valid  contract,  according  to 
the  true  construction  of  the  rule. 

The  party  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  note  in  this  case  i*as 
sued  it  originally  in  a  court  in  this  state;  the  law  of  the  state 
of  New  York  will  therefore  be  adopted  by  the  court,  in  decid- 
ing on  the  nature,  validity  and  construction  of  this  contract. 
This  we  are  obliged  to  do  by  our  own  laws.  So  far  the  obliga- 
tion of  comity  extends,  but  it  extends  no  farther.     The  form  of 
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the  action,  the  course  of  judicial  proceedings,  and  the  time 
when  the  action  may  be  commenced,  must  be  directed  ex* 
clusively  by  the  laws  of  this  commonwealth. 

These  are  matters  not  relating  to  the  validity  of  the  contract, 
and  to  permit  the  laws  of  another  state  to  control  the  court  in 
its  proceedings  concerning  them,  would  intrench  upon  the  au- 
thority of  our  own  laws  unnecessarily,  and  for  no  principle  of 
common  utility.  Cases  may  also  be  supposed  in  which  this 
permission  might  be  injurious  to  our  citizens.  If  the  state  in 
which  the  contract  was  made  had  no  statute  of  limitations, 
then  by  the  lex  loci,  the  action  might  there  be  commenced  at 
any  time,  and  if  the  plaintiff  should  afterwards  remove  to  this 
state,  and  commence  his  action  in  our  court,  the  defendant 
would  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  limitations  here  in 
force.  That  the  form  of  the  action  must  be  conformable  to 
our  laws,  the  case  of  FoUiot  v.  Ogden,  1  H.  Black.  136,  is  an 
authority.  In  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Lord  Lough- 
borough considers  it  as  law  that,  when  a  bond  made  in  a 
foreign  state,  by  whose  laws  it  is  assignable,  is  sued  at  law  in 
England,  the  suit  must  be  according  to  the  laws  of  England, 
in  the  name  of  the  obligee,  and  not  of  the  assignee,  although  it  be 
for  his  use,  because  there  bonds  are  not  assignable  at  law.  As 
to  the  time  when  the  suit  may  be  commenced,  no  authorities  in 
point  have  been  cited  from  our  books,  nor  do  I  recollect  any;  but 
the  subject  has  been  considered  by  foreign  jurists  of  great  merit. 

In  the  Prelections  of  Huber,  under  the  title  Be  Covflictu 
Legwm,  vol.  II,  lib.  1,  he  states  a  case  in  which  an  action  was 
commenced  in  a  court  of  Friesland,  by  a  Hollander  against  a 
Frieslander,  on  a  contract  made  in  Holland,  and  the  limitation 
in  force  in  Friesland  was  pleaded  against  the  action.  The  Hol- 
lander contended  that  it  could  not  be  pleaded  against  him,  to 
that  contract  which  was  to  be  decided  by  the  lex  loci,  or  the 
laws  of  Holland.  But  the  judgment  was  against  the  Hol- 
lander. After  mentioning  another  case  upon  execution,  in 
which  the  lex  loci  was  not  allowed  to  govern,  the  author  adds: 
• '  Ease  est  ratio,  quodprescriptio  et  executio  non  pertinent  ad  valorem 
contractus,  sed  ad  tempos  et  modum  actionis  instituendcB,  qyux,  per 
se,  quasi  contractum  separatumque  negotium  constilet;  adeoque  re* 
ceptum  est  optima  ratione,  vi  in  ordinandisjudiciis,  loci  consuetudo 
vbi  agitur,  etsi  de  negotio  alibi  celebraio  spectetur." 

It  is  therefore  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  plea  in  bar  is 
not  good.  Consequently  the  judgment  on  the  demurrer  must 
be,  that  it  appears  to  the  court  that  the  rejoinder  is  bad  and 
insufficient  in  law,  etc. 
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Wai.es  v.  Stetson. 

PXaN.  liS.] 

Vested  Corporate  Rights.  —  Rights  legally  vested  in  a  corporation 
cannot  be  controlled  or  destroyed  by  any  subsequent  statute,  unless  a 
power  for  that  purpose  be  reserved  to  the  legislature  in  the  act  of  in- 
corporation. 

Tubnpike-gatb  OBSTRUCTING  Public  Highway.— The  proprietors  of  a 
turnpike  road  have  no  authority  to  erect  a  gate  upon  an  «*i*tmg  pub- 
lic highway,  unless  specially  authorized  by  the  legislature. 

Action  of  Trespass.  The  declaration  contained  two  counts; 
one  for  passing  a  turnpike-gate  without  paying  the  legal  toll; 
and  the  second  for  cutting  down  the  gate. 

The  cause  was  submitted  on  a  statement  containing  the  fol- 
lowing facts:  The  corporation  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  treas- 
urer, was  authorized  by  law  to-  make  a  certain  road,  and,  when 
approved  by  the  court  of  sessions,  to  erect  a  toll-gate  thereon 
near  the  dwelling-house  of  Joseph  Hunt;  that  the  road  was 
made  and  approved.  By  the  act  of  incorporation,  it  was  pro- 
vided, that  whoever  should  cut,  break  down,  or  otherwise 
injure  or  destroy  said  gate,  or  should  forcibly  pass,  or  attempt 
to  pass  by  force  without  paying  toll,  such  person  should  pay  to 
the  corporation  a  fine  not  exceeding  fifty  dollars,  nor  less  than 
five  dollars,  to  be  recovered  in  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by 
the  treasurer  thereof.  The  gate  was  erected  on  a  part  of  the 
turnpike  road,  where  was  before  an  ancient  public  highway;  it 
was  near  the  house  of  Joseph  Hunt,  but  might  have  been 
placed  nearer  thereto,  and  in  a  part  of  the  road  which  was  not 
formerly  a  public  highway.  Stetson,  on  the  twenty-ninth  March, 
1806,  forcibly  passed  the  gate  without  paying  toll,  and  in  the 
evening  of  the  same  day,  cut  down  the  gate. 

It  was  agreed,  that  if  the  corporation  were  legally  entitled 
to  erect  the  gate  where  they  did,  then  defendant  should  be  de- 
faulted; if  otherwise,  the  plaintiff  should  be  nonsuited. 

Attorney-general  Sullivan  and  Richardson,  for  the  defendant, 
denied  the  corporation  had  any  authority  to  erect  a  gate  on  a 
road  previously  existing;  and  argued,  that  the  discontinuance 
of  a  road  cannot  take  place  by  mere  implication;  it  must  be  in 
a  mode  prescribed  by  law;  that  the  legislature  must  have  in- 
tended that  the  gate  should  be  placed  nearer  Hunt's  house,  so 
as  not  to  interfere  with  existing  rights;  and  the  corporation,  in 
erecting  the  gate,  have  erected  a  nuisance  on  an  old  and  public 
road.     The  general  act  respecting  turnpikes  passed  before  the 
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time  of  erecting  this  gate,  prohibits  the  erection  of  any  gate 
on  an  old  road;  and  the  expression  of  the  statute  is  general;  it 
is  to  be  considered  as  operating  on  all  turnpikes,  whether  ex- 
isting at  the  time  or  established  afterwards.  This  general  act 
was  unquestionably  intended  to  be  explanatory  of  all  past 
statutes  establishing  turnpikes.  One  section  of  the  statute 
enables  turnpike  corporations  to  purchase  the  land  oyer  which 
they  make  their  road;  but  of  whom  are  they  to  purchase  a  pub- 
lic highway,  belonging  to  all  the  citizens  of  the  commonwealth  ? 

Whitman,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  although  the  legis- 
lature might  deem  it  a  good  general  regulation;  that  turnpike- 
gates  should  not  be  erected  on  old  roads,  they  might,  however, 
if  they  saw  fit,  grant  a  right  over  such  road,  and  this  was  a 
less  interference  with  existing  rights,  than  laying  a  new  public 
way  over  the  lands  of  a  private  owner. 

By  Court,  Parsons,  C.  J.  After  considering  the  several 
points  made  in  this  cause  by  the  counsel,  we  are  satisfied  that 
the  question  submitted  must  be  decided  according  to  the  legal 
construction  of  the  act  incorporating  the  proprietors  of  this 
turnpike.  We  are  not  prepared  to  deny  a  right  in  the  general 
court  to  discontinue,  by  statute,  a  public  highway.  It  is  an 
easement  common  to  all  the  citizens  who  are  represented  in  the 
legislature.  The  authorizing  of  the  erection  of  bridges  over 
navigable  waters  is,  in  fact,  an  exercise  of  a  similar  right.  We 
are  also  satisfied  that  the  rights  legally  vested  in  this,  or  in  any 
corporation,  cannot  be  controlled  or  destroyed  by  any  subse- 
quent statute,  unless  a  power  for  that  purpose  be  reserved  to 
the  legislature  in  the  act  of  incorporation. 

In  the  consideration  of  the  provisions  of  any  statute,  they 
ought  to  receive  such  a  reasonable  construction,  if  the  words 
and  subject-matter  will  admit  of  it,  as  that  the  existing  rights 
of  the  public,  or  of  individuals,  be  not  infringed.  And  we  are 
of  opinion  that  this  act  of  incorporation  reasonably  admits  such 
construction.  The  corporation  had  a  right  to  make  the  turn- 
pike over  such  parts  of  the  old  road  as  lay  in  their  way.  This 
affects  no  existing  rights,  as  the  easement  remains.  But  before 
we  construe  the  statute  as  giving  an  authority  to  obstruct  a 
former  highway  by  erecting  a  gate  thereon,  it  should  appear 
that  such  construction  is  necessary  to  give  a  reasonable  effect 
to  the  statute.  In  this  case,  no  such  necessity  appears;  but 
from  the  case  as  stated,  it  appears  that  the  corporation  might 
have  exercised  their  right  to  erect  agate,  and  to  receive  the  toll, 
as  empowered  by  the  statute,  without  impeding  the  travel  on 
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the  old  highway.  The  statute  authorizes  the  corporation  to 
erect  a  gate  on  the  turnpike-road,  near  the  dwelling-house  of 
Joseph  Hunt,  and  it  is  agreed  in  the  case  that  a  gate  might 
have  been  erected  on  the  turnpike,  and  near  the  dwelling-house 
of  J.  Hunt,  and  not  upon  any  part  of  the  old  highway.'  This 
gate,  being  on  the  old  highway,  is  a  public  nuisance,  and  the 
defendant  has  a  right  to  abate  it.    Let  the  plaintiff  be  called. 


Page  v.  Trufant. 

[2  Uiu.  168  J 

Contract  when  Valid.— A  bond  given  by  the  husband  to  the  father  of 
his  wife,  for  her  maintenance,  after  a  voluntary  separation,  is  a  valid 
contract,  and  an  action  can  be  maintained  thereon. 

Debt  on  a  bond  for  one  hundred  and  twenty  pounds,  con- 
ditioned to  pay  fifty-eight  pounds  ten  shillings,  by  certain 
installments.  The  defendant  pleaded:  1.  Non  est  factum;  2. 
Actio  non,  because  the  bond  was  given  in  consideration  of 
a  void  and  nugatory  agreement;  to  wit,  an  agreement  between 
Colson  Trufant  and  his  wife,  Maria,  the  daughter  of  the  plaint- 
iff, that  they  should  live  apart,  on  account  of  jealousies  existing 
between  them,  and  that  in  consideration  of  a  bond  for  sixty 
pounds,  executed  by  the  husband,  the  wife  should  support  their 
daughter,  release  the  husband  from  all  claims,  and  should  not 
contract  debts  on  his  account;  3.  Actio  non,  because  at  the  time 
of  executing  the  bomd  declared  on,  it  was  agreed  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  that  plaintiff  should  enter  into  a  covenant 
with  defendant  to  save  him  harmless  from  all  claims  of  the  wife 
and  from  ail  debts  of  her  contracting,  and  to  maintain  her  for 
fifty  years;  that  the  plaintiff  has  refused  to  enter  into  such  cove- 
nant.   To  the  pleas  in  bar  the  plaintiff  demurred. 

Dana,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the  consideration  of 
a  bond  might  be  inquired  into;  and  that  this  bond,  being 
founded  on  a  void  agreement,  could  not  be  supported.  Doctor 
and  Student,  158;  Collins  v.  Blantem,  2  Wils.  347;  Davis  v. 
Mason,  6  T.  B.  118;  Chesman  v.  Nainby,  2  Str.  739;  2  P.  Wms. 
254. 

Bigelow,  in  support  of  the  demurrers,  contended  that  the 
pleas  were  inconsistent,  informal,  argumentative,  and  void. 
Meredith  v.  Chute,  2  Lord  Bay ra.  759;  Impey's  Modern  Pleader, 
162;  Mease  v.  Mease,  Cowp.  47. 
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Pabkeb,  J.  The  question  brought  before  the  court  by  the 
pleadings  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  consideration  of  this 
bond  is  traversable.  A  mere  voluntary  bond,  given  without 
any  consideration,  is  good.  Bonds  obtained  by  duress,  given 
during  infancy,  and  in  certain  other  specified  cases,  as,  for  in- 
stance, in  restraint  of  trade,  are  void  in  law.  These  cases  are 
all  stated  and  described  in  the  books.  The  case  before  the 
court  comes  within  none  of  them.  Perhaps  a  court  of  chancery 
might  compel  the  plaintiff  to  execute  the  covenant  whiah  it  is 
stated  he  engaged  to  execute,  but  we  possess  no  such  power. 
The  pleas  appear  to  me  insufficient  to  bar  the  plaintiff  of  his 
action. 

Sew  all,  J.  The  amount  of  the  defendant's  pleas  is,  that  the 
wife  not  being  bound  by  her  covenants  in  the  articles  of  separa- 
tion, and  no  covenants  having  been  made  by  the  plaintiff  pur- 
suant to  his  engagement,  there  was  therefore  no  consideration 
for  this  bond.  But  a  mere  want  of  consideration  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  avoid  a  bond,  although  an  illegal  consideration  is. 
Perhaps  a  court  of  equity  might  afford  some  relief  in  such  a 
case,  but  this  court  have  no  powers  to  that  purpose.  As  to  the 
legal  operation  of  this  bond,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  valid,  and 
must  be  supported;  and  I  am  consequently  of  opinion  that  the 
pleas  in  bar  are  insufficient. 

Sedgwick,  J.  This  bond  is  stated  in  the  defendant's  pleas, 
to  be  given  for  securing  the  separate  maintenance  of  a  wife. 
There  are  demurrers  to  these  pleas,  by  which  all  the  .facts  well 
pleaded  the  court  must  consider  to  be  true.  The  question., 
then,  brought  before  the  court  is,  whether  the  consideration  for 
which  this  bond  was  given  is  sufficient  to  support  an  action 
upon  it.  Every  bond,  from  the  solemnity  of  the  instrument, 
carries  with  it  an  internal  evidence  of  a  good  consideration, 
2  Bl.  Com.  446,  and  is  to  be  supported  in  a  court  of  law,  ex- 
cept facts  are  disclosed  to  the  court  whereby  the  consideration 
appears  to  be  immoral,  illegal,  or  against  the  policy  of  the  law. 
These  pleadings  show  neither.  Separate  maintenance  is  lawful, 
and  a  bond  given  to  secure  it  to  a  wife  is  meritorious,  and  there- 
fore valid  and  binding.     The  defendant's  pleas  are  insufficient. 

Parsons,  C.  J.  A  bond,  from  the  solemnity  of  its  execution, 
imports  a  consideration,  the  want  of  which  the  obligor  is 
estopped  by  law  to  plead.  He  may  avoid  the  bond  by  showing 
that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  duress,  or  that  the  considera- 
tion is  illegal  or  against  the  policy  of  the  law.     In  the  first  plea 
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in  bar  it  is  alleged  that  the  bond  was  given  for  a  separate  main- 
tenance of  the  wife  on  mutual  stipulations  between  the  husband 
and  wife,  which  stipulations,  on  her  part,  were  void.  In  the 
second  plea  it  is  alleged  that  the  bond  was  given  on  mutual 
promisee  between  the  parties,  and  that  the  plaintiff  hath  not 
performed  the  promises  on  his  part  to  be  performed.  In  both 
these  pleas  the  objection  to  the  bond  is  substantially  the  same, 
viz.,  a  want  of  consideration  which  cannot  prevail.  It  in  fact 
appears  upon  the  record  that  the  consideration  was  legal  and 
meritorious,  as  it  was  made  to  secure  a  separate  maintenance 
for  the  wife,  who  separated  from  her  husband  for  their  mutual 
comfort,  to  avoid  the  effect  of  jealousies  and  animosities  that 
existed  between  them. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  is,  that  the  pleas  in  bar  are  bad 
and  insufficient  in  law. 


This  case  was  cited  and  approved  in  Fox  v.  Davis,  113  Mass.  2S& 


Pernam  v.  Wead, 

[2  Ham.  903.] 

Right  of  Wat  over  Another's  Land.— Where  a  judgment  creditor 
levied  on  a  part  of  the  debtor's  land,  leaving  the  latter  no  passage  from 
the  remaining  portion  to  the  highway,  the  debtor  has  necessarily  a 
right  of  way  over  the  land  levied  upon. 

Trespass  on  the  case,  for  disturbing  plaintiff  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  an  easement.  The  facts,  as  agreed  upon  by  the  parties, 
were:  On  the  thirteenth  of  March,  1789,  plaintiff  was  seised  in 
fee  of  a  lot  of  laud,  with  a  dwelling-house  thereon,  bounded  on 
one  side  by  a  street  or  public  highway;  that  being  so  seised, 
one  Sawyer  caused  an  execution,  which  he  held  against  plaintiff, 
to  be  levied  on  that  part  of  the  land  adjoining  the  street,  and 
that  the  defendant  now  has  all  the  right  and  title  of  Sawyer  by 
virtue  of  such  levy;  that  plaintiff  is  still  seised  of  the  residue 
of  the  lot  on  which  the  dwelling-house  stands,  and  has  no  way 
from  his  dwelling-house  to  the  public  highway  and  back  but 
through  the  premises  taken  on  execution,  without  trespassing 
upon  the  lands  of  others;  that  the  defendant  has  obstructed 
plaintiff's  way  over  and  through  the  premises,  by  erecting 
fences,  the  one  in  front,  the  other  in  the  rear  thereof. 

It  was  further  agreed  that  if j  upon  these  facts,  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  of  way  by 
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necessity  from  his  dwelling-house  to  the  public  highway  over 
the  premises  taken  on  execution,  by  the  mere  operation  of  law, 
then  judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiff;  if  otherwise,  judg- 
ment should  be  for  the  defendant. 

Putnam  and  Andrews,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  the 
right  of  way  was  one  of  necessity,  reserved  unto  him  by  the 
operation  of  law;  and  cited  Clark  v.  Cogge,  Cro.  Jac.  170;  How- 
ton  v.  Frearson,  8  T.  B.  50;  2  Sid.  39,  111,  112;  Bro.  Abr.  tit. 
Extinguishment,  pi.  15;  Lutw.  1448;  Popham,  167;  Palmer, 
446;  6  Mod.  8,  4. 

Liiile,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  it  would  be  an  in- 
justice to  the  creditor  to  allow  this  claim  of  the  debtor;  that 
the  land  was  sold  under  the  execution  without  notice  of  the 
incumbrance,  for  which  a  deduction  would  have  been  made  had 
it  been  known  to  the  creditor.  By  statute  February  27, 1787, 
plaintiff  could  have,  on  application  to  the  selectmen  of  the 
town,  and  paying  a  suitable  recompense,  a  way  laid  out  for  his 
use;  and  if  the  common  law  right  of  way  still  existed,  this  act 
was  nugatory.  Moreover,  a  way  of  necessity  derives  its  origin 
from  a  grant;  in  this  case  there  is  no  pretense  of  a  grant:  1 
Saund.  823  a,  Williams's  note,  6. 

Pabkbb,  J.  The  plaintiff  has  brought  his  action  for  an  inter- 
ruption in  a  way  from  his  dwelling-house  and  curtilage  to  some 
public  highway.  It  is  agreed  that  he  had  no'  way  by  which  he 
could  have  communication  with  the  world,  unless  over  this  land, 
or  by  trespassing  on  others.  The  question,  on  this  state  of  the 
case,  is  whether  the  law  gives  him  a  way  as  a  way  of  necessity. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does.  The  reason  of  the  thing  is  plain, 
and  the  cases  cited  are  clearly  in  point.  If  when  a  man  volun- 
tarily, for  valuable  consideration,  grants  land,  having  other  land 
in  the  rear,  he  be  entitled  to  this  way  of  necessity,  although  he 
might  have  secured  it  by  reservation  in  his  grant;  surely,  when 
'his  land  is  taken  from  him  without  his  consent,  by  force  of  law, 
he  is  not  less  entitled  to  such  a  privilege;  more  especially  when 
it  is  considered  that  the  judgment  creditor  may  elect  where  to 
take  his  land  in  satisfaction  of  his  execution.  He  might  have 
taken  the  land  in  the  rear  with  the  house,  or  he  might  have  left 
a  passage-way  for  the  debtor,  and  had  more  land  set-off  to  him 
in  lieu  of  that  so  left.  He,  therefore,  must  be  considered  as 
having  chosen  to  take  the  whole  front  of  the  debtor's  land, 
knowing  at  the  time  that  he  shut  him  from  all  communication 
with  the  private  or  public  ways  in  the  town.    Under  these  cir- 
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cumstances,  he  certainly  ought  not  to  be  privileged  beyond  a 
man  who  has  made  a  fair  purchase,  dealing  upon  equal  terms 
with  a  grantor. 

The  only  objection  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  arises 
from  the  provisions  of  the  statute  by  which  the  plaintiff  might 
have  procured  a  way  to  be  laid  out  by  the  selectmen.  But  I 
cannot  consider  this  statute  as  divesting  a  common-law  right, 
unless  it  were  specially  so  declared  by  the  words  of  the  statute. 
I  am  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  legally  entitled  to  a 
way  of  necessity  from  the  time  the  execution  was  extended. 

Sewall  and  Sedgwick,  JJ.,  concurred. 


Cogswell  v.  Dolliveb. 

[3  Mam.  917.] 

Books  of  Account  as  Evidence.— Shop  books  verified  by  the  oath  of 
the  party,  though  not  kept  regularly  in  the  manner  of  a  day-book,  may 
be  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  who  are  to  judge  of  their  credit 

Account  when  not  Babred  by  Statute  op  Limitations.— If  any 
items  of  an  account  are  within  six  years,  they  will  also  take  with  them 
such  items  as  are  beyond  six  years,  so  as  to  prevent  the  bar  of  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

Ebbob  from  the  court  of  common  pleas.  The  original  action 
was  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  brought 
by  the  present  plaintiff  in  error.  The  defendant  filed  his  ac- 
count against  plaintiff  as  a  set-off,  and  pleaded  the  general 
issue;  and  verdict  was  found  for  defendant  for  the  excess  of  his 
account  beyond  the  plaintiffs.  A  bill  of  exceptions  was  there- 
upon filed,  and  the  following  errors  assigned:  1.  That  the  court 
allowed  defendant  to  give  in  evidence,  to  prove  his  set-off,  two 
memorandum  books,  not  kept  in  the  form  of  day  or  waste 
books,  wherein  were  entered  the  items  of  account  charged 
against  plaintiff  intermixed  with  notes,  receipts,  etc.,  relating 
to  defendant's  dealings  with  other  persons,  without  regard  to 
dates  or  pages;  and  that  the  entries  were  but  loose  memoranda 
which  might  have  been  made  at  one  time  as  another,  and  did 
not  of  themselves  contain  any  evidence  of  having  been  made  at 
their  respective  dates;  2.  That  although  plaintiff  objected  that  so 
much  of  the  account  filed  as  was  more  than  six  years  old  was 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  yet  the  court  charged  the 
jury  that  the  account  attached  to  the  writ  and  the  account  filed 
might  be  considered  as  mutual  accounts  between  merchants, 
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and  so  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations;  3.  The  general 
error.  Defendant  pleaded  in  nuUo  est  erratum.  Upon  notice 
to  produce,  the  memorandum  books  were  handed  to  the  court 
for  inspection. 

Andrews,  for  the  defendant  in  error,  in  support  of  the  judg- 
ment, contended  that  there  was  no  error  in  admitting  the  books, 
as  the  credit  to  be  given  them  had  been  left  to  the  jury;  that 
the  two  accounts  were  of  themselves  proof  of  the  existence  of 
mutual  demands,  and  that  Calling  v.  Skoulding,  6  T.  B.  189, 
was  decisive  of  this  point. 

Putnam,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  contended  that  the  admis- 
sion of  these  books  as  evidence  would  open  a  door  to  frauds 
and  perjuries,  and  place  books  evidently  fair  on  the  same  foot- 
ing with  those  fabricated  for  a  particular  purpose.  The  items, 
with  one  exception,  were  barred  by  the  statute;  if  the  defendant 
had  brought  an  action  against  plaintiff  upon  the  account  filed, 
the  statute  would  be  pleadable  in  bar  to  those  items  more  than 
six  years  old;  Esp.  Dig.  149,  and  defendant  could  not  avoid 
the  statute  in  the  manner  attempted. 

Pabxeb,  J.  As  to  the  first  error  assigned  in  this  cause,  it 
seems  to  be  rather  a  question  of  fact  than  of  law.  This  mode 
of  proof  is  peculiar  to  our  country,  and  probably  has  been  in 
practice  from  its  first  settlement.  The  jury  are  the  proper 
and  adequate  judges  of  the  weight  of  this,  as  of  all  other  evi- 
dence laid  before  them,  and  I  think  the  court  below  did  right 
in  referring  it  to  them.  As  to  the  second  error  assigned,  it 
appears  that  here  were  mutual  accounts,  and  one  or  more  items 
on  each  side  within  six  years,  which  took  the  whole  accounts  out 
of  the  statute. 

Sewall,  J.  In  actions  of  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, evidence  by  a  shop  book,  or  other  daily  memoranda, 
with  the  supplementary  oath  of  the  party  himself,  if  living,  is 
a  mode  of  proof  admitted  with  us  generally,  and  is  made  nec- 
essary by  the  course  of  business  in  transactions  of  that  nature. 
Books  offered  as  evidence  may  be  rejected  by  the  court  as 
incompetent,  or,  when  admitted,  may  be  treated  as  unworthy 
of  credit.  I  recollect  but  two  sorts  of  objections  which  have 
been  allowed  against  books,  as  rendering  them  incompetent 
evidence.  To  be  admitted  in  evidence,  they  must  appear  to 
contain  the  first  entries  or  charges  by  the  party,  made  at,  or 
near  the  time  of  the  transaction  to  be  proved;  and  when  the 
contrary  is  discoverable  upon  the  face  of  the  book,  or  comes 
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oat  upon  the  examination  of  the  party,  they  ought  to  be  rejected 
as  incompetent  evidence.  Fraudulent  appearances  or  circum- 
stances, such  as  material  and  gross  alterations,  false  additions, 
etc.,  are  also  objections  to  the  competency  of  the  book  in 
which  they  are  discoverable,  or  against  which  they  may  be 
proved  in  any  manner. 

Objections  to  the  credit  of  books  admitted  in  evidence  are  of 
various  kinds,  which  there  is  no  occasion  to  enumerate.  The 
method  in  which  the  book  has  been  kept — as  when  the  charges 
to  be  proved  have  been  entered  to  a  particular  account,  like  the 
entries  of  a  ledger,  and  not  like  those  of  a  day-book,  is  an  objec- 
tion to  the  credit  of  the  book.  The  one  method  leaves  a  greater 
opening  to  fraud  and  falsehood  than  the  other.  The  book  ex- 
cepted to  in  this  case  was  liable  to  objections  of  the  latter  kind, 
applicable  to  the  credit  of  the  entries  to  be  proved  by  it,  but 
not  to  the  competency  of  the  book  itself,  tt  was,  therefore, 
properly  admitted  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  and  might,  with  the 
supplementary  oath  of  the  party,  be  satisfactory  proof  to  them, 
notwithstanding  the  objections  to  which  these  entries  appear  to 
be  liable. 

The  other  exception  has,  I  think,  been  satisfactorily  answered 
by  the  authority,  Catling  v.  Skoulding,  6  T.  B.  189,  which  has 
been  read.  It  was  not,  perhaps,  correct  to  consider  the  ac- 
counts disputed  between  these  parties  as  excepted  from  the 
statute  of  limitations  in  the  name  of  mutual  accounts  between 
merchant  and  merchant.  But  the  direction  of  the  court  upon 
this  part  of  the  case  was,  in  effect,  substantially  just.  It  was 
proper  the  jury  should  tale  both  accounts  into  consideration, 
there  being  on  each  side  changes  within  the  six  years.  This 
circumstance  was  evidence  of  a  renewed  promise  applicable  to 
the  whole  account.  There  being  evidence  of  subsisting  ac- 
counts between  the  parties,  every  new  additional  charge  by  one 
party  revives  the  account  of  the  other  party,  and  is  evidence 
from  which  the  law  implies  a  promise  of  adjustment,  and  for 
the  payment  of  the  balance  as  it  shall  appear;  and  this  evidence 
was  suitably  referred  to  the  jury.  I  see  no  error  in  the  record 
before  us,  and  the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Sedgwick,  J.  It  is  to  be  lamented  that  it  is  necessary,  in 
this  country,  to  resort  to  evidence  of  this  kind,  as  it  opens  a 
door,  and  furnishes  a  temptation  to  much  mischief.  Where  a 
book  is  offered  in  evidence,  it  ought  to  appear  suited  to  aid  the 
oath  of  the  party,  which  it  is  brought  to  fortify  and  confirm. 
The  court  are  to  judge  of  its  competency  to  be  admitted  in  evi- 
dence, and  the  jury  are  to  decide  on  the  credit  which  may  be 
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due  to  it.  When  this  book  was  exhibited  to  the  court  below, 
they  considered  it  as  suitable  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  they  so  ad- 
judged. To  suffer  our  inquiries  to  go  behind  that  decision 
would  be  throwing  things  into  too  loose  a  state.  I  think  the 
evidence  was  properly  left  to  the  jury. 

The  true  ground  of  admitting  the  books  of  the  party  in  evi- 
dence, as  a  foundation  for  the  suppletory  evidence  of  the  oath 
of  the  party,  I  have  always  understood  to  be,  that  the  judge  or 
court,  before  whom  the  case  is  tried,  should,  on  inspection,  de- 
termine that  the  book  was  proper  for  that  purpose,  and  that 
such  determination  renders  it  competent  evidence. 

With  regard  to  the  second  error  assigned,  the  question  was, 
whether  these  demands  were  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. If  any  of  the  articles  charged  in  an  account  were  sold 
and  delivered  within  six  years  preceding  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  they  will  draw  after  them  the  articles  beyond  six 
years,  so  as  to  exempt  them  from  the  operation  of  the  statute. 
Although  the  court  of  common  pleas  were  mistaken  in  the 
reason  of  their  direction  as  to  this  point,  yet  the  direction  was 
substantially  right. 

Judgment  affirmed.  

The  authority  of  Catling  v.  Shndding,  6  T.  R.  189,  was  fully  recognised 
in  this  case.  This  is  a  leading  case.  It  was  there  held  that  if  there  be  a 
mutual  account  of  any  sort  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  for 
any  item  for  which  credit  has  been  given  within  six  years,  that  is  evidence 
of  an  acknowledgment  of  there  being  such  an  open  account  between  the 
parties,  and  of  a  promise  to  pay  the  balance  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  statute  of  limitations.  The  main  current  of  American  decisions  is  still 
in  accordance  with  Catling  v.  Shoulding:  Kimball  v.  Brown,  7  Wend.  322; 
Chamberlain  v.  Cuyler,  9  Id.  126;  Davis  v.  Smith,  4  Greenl.337;  Union  Bank 
v.  Knapp,  3  Pick.  96,  following  principal  case;  Spring  v.  Cray,  5  Mason,  527, 
citing  principal  case;  Penniman  v.  Botch,  3  Met  221;  Chacev.  Trafford,  116 
Mass.  529,  also  citing  the  principal  case;  Todd  v.  Todd,  15  Ala.  743;  Wil- 
son v.  Calvert,  18  Id.  274;  Abbott  v.  Keith,  11  Vt.  529;  Hodge  v.  Manly,  25 
Id.  210.  But  the  doctrine  is  denied  in  Blair  v.  Drew,  6  N.  H.  235,  where 
Parker,  J.,  gives  an  elaborate  examination  of  the  authorities;  Lwermore  v. 
Band,  6  Foster,  85;  Lonsdale  v.  Brashear,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  330;  Smith  v.  Daw- 
son, 10  B.  Mon.  112;  Craighead  v.  Bank,  7  Yerg.  399.  See  further,  Angell 
on  Limitations,  pp.  129,  130,  where  the  leading  cases  are  referred  to. 

In  regard  to  the  admission  of  the  books  of  a  party  as  evidence,  GreenL 
1  Evid.,  sec.  118,  says:  "  In  the  United  States  this  principle  has  been  car- 
ried further,  and  extended  to  entries  made  by  the  party  himself,  in  his  own 
shop  books.  Though'this  evidence  has  sometimes  been  said  to  be  admitted 
contrary  to  the  rules  of  common  law,  yet  in  general  its  admission  will  be 
found  in  perfect  harmony  with  those  rules,  the  entry  being  admitted  only 
where  it  was  evidently  contemporaneous  with  the  fact  and  part  of  the  res 
gesta.  Being  the  act  of  the  party  himself,  it  is  received  with  greater  cau- 
tion; but  still  it  may  be  seen  and  weighed  by  the  jury." 
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Ellis  v.  Mabshall. 

[2  Mam.  960.] 

Absent  to  ah  Act  of  Incorporation.— Where  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture incorporated  certain  persons  named,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
street,  and  subjected  them  to  assessment  by  the  corporation  for  the 
expenses  of  making  such  street,  it  was  held  that  a  person  named  in  the 
act  could  not  be  bound  unless  he  had  assented  thereto. 

Ejectment.  The  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  sale  by  the  "  Front 
Street  Corporation  in  the  town  of  Boston."  By  the  act  of 
March  6, 1804,  establishing  this  corporation,  sundry  persons, 
and  among  them  the  defendant  Marshall,  described  as  "  being 
owners  and  proprietors  of  the  lands  and  flats  over  which  the 
said  street  will  pass,  and  of  the  lands  and  flats  adjoining 
thereto/'  were  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  street 
in  the  town  of  Boston,  and  were  authorized  to  levy  such  assess- 
ments upon  the  owners  and  proprietors  of  said  lands  as  should 
be  agreed  upon  by  them  at  a  meeting  called  for  the  purpose;  in 
case  of  the  refusal  or  neglect  of  any  owner  to  pay  the  assess- 
ment, the  proprietors  were  authorized  to  sell  so  much  of  the 
delinquent's  land  as  would  satisfy  the  assessment  and  charges* 
and  give  a  good  and  valid  deed  thereof  to  the  purchaser  in  fee- 
simple. 

It  appeared  that  this  act  was  passed  in  consequence  of  a 
petition  to  the  general  court,  of  the  major  part  of  the  owners 
of  the  land  over  which  the  street  was  to  be  built,  but  that  Mar- 
shall, who  was  one  of  the  owners,  did  not  subscribe  the  peti- 
tion; that  the  petition  was  referred  by  the  general  court  to  a 
committee  to  hear  all  persons  interested,  after  giving  public 
notice,  and  that  the  committee  reported  favorably  upon  the 
petition;  but  Marshall  did  not  appear  before  them,  nor  gave 
any  assent  to  the  petition,  or  to  the  passage  of  the  act;  that 
Marshall's  land  adjoins  the  street,  and  is  benefited  thereby  in 
the  same  proportion  with  other  property-holders  adjoining  the 
street;  that  after  the  street  was  begun  to  be  built,  and  before 
it  was  finished,  Marshall  was  requested,  and  refused,  to  enter 
into  a  covenant  with  the  other  proprietors,  whereby  they  mutu- 
ally agreed  not  to  erect  any  building  within  ten  feet  of  the 
western  side  of  the  street,  but  signed  a  separate  instrument  for 
that  purpose,  which  contained  a  provision  that  he  should  not 
thereby  be  bound  to  pay  any  part  of  the  expense  of  making  the 
road,  and  that  the  legal  rights  and  remedies  of  all  the  parties 
should  be  the 'same  as  if  the  instrument  had  not  been  made; 
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that  Marshall  having  refused  to  pay  the  assessment  levied  upon 
him  according  to  the  act,  the  land  in  question  was  sold  at  auc- 
tion, and  a  deed  in  fee  thereof  given  to  the  purchaser  Ellis. 

It  was  agreed  that  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
corporation  could,  by  virtue  of  the  act,  legally  assess  Marshall, 
and  sell  his  lands  for  non-payment,  then  judgment  should  be 
for  the  plaintiff;  otherwise,  for  the  defendant. 

Attorney-general  Sullivan  and  Amory,  for  the  defendant,  con- 
tended that  an  incorporation  being  a  grant  of  privileges,  the 
assent  of  the  grantee,  either  express  or  implied  is  necessary  to 
give  it  effect;  that  in  this  case  there  was  nothing  from  which 
Marshall's  consent  could  be  inferred.  The  fact  that  he  did  not 
appear  before  the  committee,  affords  no  presumption  of  assent, 
because  from  the  petition  defendant  might  well  have  supposed 
that  it  was  intended  to  pass  a  law  for  the  appropriation  of 
private  property  for  public  use  for  which  a  compensation  would 
be  paid.  Since  the  passage  of  the  act,  defendant  has  repeat- 
edly manifested  his  dissent.  Moreover,  this  act  is  a  violation 
of  the  constitutional  provision  for  the  protection  of  individuals 
in  the  enjoyment  of  life,  liberty  and  property,  according  to  the 
standing  laws. 

Dexter,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  Marshall  must  have 
had  knowledge  of  the  object  of  the  petition,  and  having  made 
no  opposition,  is  presumed  to  have  assented;  since  the  passage 
of  the  act,  he  has  acknowledged  the  existence  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  question  the  legality  of 
the  provisions  of  the  act  by  which  it  was  created. 

The  article  of  the  constitution  relied  on  by  defendant,  was 
intended  to  restrain  the  legislature  from  injuring  the  citizen, 
not  from  benefiting  him,  as  is  the  case  here. 

By  G6urt,.PABKSB,  J.  From  the  foregoing  facts,  and  the 
arguments  thereon  by  the  counsel,  it  appears  that  all  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  corporation  relative  to  the  assessment  and  sale 
were  correct;  so  that  if  Marshall  were,  at  the  time  thereof,  a 
member  of  the  corporation,  the  title  to  the  demanded  premises 
in  Ellis  could  not  be  disputed.  We  are  therefore  necessarily 
brought  to  the  question,  indeed  the  only  one  in  the  case, 
whether  Marshall,  by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid,  became  a  mem- 
ber of  the  said  corporation,  subject  to  its  rules  and  regulations., 
and  liable  to  be  assessed  for  the  purpose  of  building  said 
street.     The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  have  contended: 

1.  That  by  virtue  of  the  act  itself,  Marshall  being  named 
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therein,  he  became,  ipso  facto,  a  member  of  the  corporation, 
the  legislature  having  competent  power  to  compel  him  thereto ; 

2.  That  should  this  not  be  the  case,  the  foregoing  facts  con- 
tain sufficient  evidence  of  his  consent,  tacit,  at  least,  to  the 
passing  of  said  act,  and  the  insertion  of  his  name  therein. 

The  determination  of  the  first  point  requires  that  we  should 
ascertain  the  true  nature  and  character  of  this  legislative  pro- 
ceeding. If  it  were  a  public  act,  predicated  upon  a  view  to  the 
general  good,  the  question  would  be  more  difficult.  If  it  be 
a  private  act,  obtained  at  the  solicitations  of  individuals,  foi 
their  private  emolument,  or  for  the  improvement  of  theii 
estates,  it  must  be  construed,  as  to  its  effect  and  operation,  like 
a  grant.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  was  a  grant  or  charter 
to  the  individuals  who  prayed  for  it,  and  those  who  should 
associate  with  them;  and  all  incorporations  to  make  turnpikes, 
canals,  and  bridges,  must  be  so  considered. 

Can  then  one,  whose  name  is  by  mistake  or  misrepresenta- 
tion inserted  in  such  an  act,  refuse  the  privileges  it  confers, 
and  avoid  the  burden  it  imposes  ?  If  he  cannot,  then  the  leg- 
islature may  at  all  times  press  into  the  service  of  such  corpora- 
tions those  whose  lands  may  be  wanted  for  such  objects  when- 
ever they  may  be  prevailed  on  to  insert  the  names  of  such 
persons  by  the  intrigue  or  mistake  of  those  more  interested  in 
the  success  of  the  object.  No  apprehension  exists  in  the  com- 
munity that  the  legislature  has  such  power.  That  the  land  of 
any  person,  over  or  through  which  a  turnpike  or  canal  may 
pass,  may  be  taken  for  that  purpose,  if  the  legislature  deem  it 
proper,  is  not  doubted.  The  constitution  gives  power  to  do 
this,  provided  compensation  is  made.  But  it  was  never  before 
known  that  they  have  power  over  the  person  to  make  him  a 
member  of  a  corporation,  and  subject  him  to  taxation,  nolens 
volens,  for  the  promotion  of  a  private  enterprise. 

That  a  man  may  refuse  a  grant,  whether  from  the  government 
or  an  individual,  seems  to  be  a  principle  too  clear  to  require  the 
support  of  authorities.  That  he  may  decline  to  improve  his 
land  no  one  will  doubt.  Although  the  legislature  may  wisely 
determine  that  a  certain  use  of  his  property  will  be  highly  bene- 
ficial to  him,  he  has  a  right  to  judge  for  himself  on  points  of 
this  nature.  The  fact,  therefore,  in  the  case  that  Marshall  is 
benefited  equally  with  the  other  owners  by  the  making  of  this 
street,  is  of  no  importance.  In  Bagg's  case,  Hollo's  Hep.  224,  it 
seems  to  be  agreed  by  the  court  that  a  patent  procured  by  soma 
persons  of  a  corporation  shall  not  bind  the  rest,  unless  they  as- 
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sent.  And  in  Brownlow's  Reports,  100,  there  is  this  passage: 
"  It  was  said  that  inhabitants  of  a  town  cannot  be  incorporated 
without  the  consent  of  the  major  part  of  them,  and  an  incor- 
poration without  their  consent  is  void." 

In  Comberbach,  316,  Holt,  speaking  of  a  new  charter  made 
to  the  city  of  Norwich  by  Henry  IT,  and  confirmed  by  Charles 
II,  says:  "  The  new  charter  had  been  void  if  the  corporation 
had  refused  it,  but  when  they  accepted  it  and  put  it  in  execu- 
tion, it  is  good."  If  these  principles  were  correct  in  England, 
in  times  when  prerogative  ran  high — and  the  crown  or  the 
parliament  could  not  force  charters  or  patents  upon  the  subject 
without  his  assent,  surely  in  this  free  country,  where  the  legis- 
lature derives  its  power  from  the  people,  such  authority  cannot 
be  contended  for.  It  being,  then,  the  opinion  of  the  court  that 
this  act  is  of  a  nature  to  require  the  assent  of  Marshall,  either 
express  or  implied,  before  it  can  operate  upon  him,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  inquire  into  the  second  point,  viz.,  whether  the  facts 
agreed  on  this  case  furnish  evidence  of  such  assent. 

It  is  contended  that  the  act  itself,  as  it  contains  Marshall's 
name,  furnishes  such  evidence,  since  it  must  be  presumed  that 
the  legislature  were  satisfied  on  this  point  before  they  passed 
the  act.  This  argument  would  have  great  weight  if  its  force 
were  not  impaired  by  the  facts  stated  in  this  case.  It  appearing 
that  Marshall  did  not  sign  the  petition;  that  he  did  not,  in 
word  or  writing,  assent  to  it,  or  to  the  act  founded  upon  it; 
that  he  did  not  attend  before  the  committee;  and  that,  in  the 
only  transaction  in  which  he  noticed  the  corporation,  he  pro- 
tested against  its  authority  over  him,  the  presumption  aris- 
ing from  his  name  being  in  the  act  is  weakened,  if  not  de- 
stroyed. 

It  is  then  said  that,  public  notice  having  been  given  of  the 
hearing  intended  by  the  committee,  his  silence  is  evidence  of  his 
tacit  assent  to  the  passage  of  the  act.  As  we  are  bound  to  pre- 
sume everything  in  favor  of  the  doings  of  the  legislature,  we 
should  think  this  a  strong,  if  not  a  conclusive  argument,  if  the 
notice  given  had  been  such  as  necessarily  to  signify  to  Marshall 
that  he  was  to  be  included  in  the  act  prayed  for.  But  on  perus- 
ing the  petition,  which  probably  was  published  in  the  papers,  we 
find  nothing  in  it  from  which  he  could  infer  that  his  property 
or  rights  were  to  be  affected  in  the  manner  contemplated  by  this 
act.  He  may  be  considered  as  notified  that  a  street  was  in- 
tended to  be  built  over  his  ground;  and  all  that  he  could  infer 
from  thfc  was,  that  so  much  of  his  land  as  the  street  would  pass 
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o?er  would  be  taken  for  this  purpose,  and  that  he  would  receive 
an  indemnity  for  it  in  the  usual  way;  and  that  any  opposition 
to  it  would  be  unavailing.  He  certainly  could  never  have  un- 
derstood that  it  was  intended  to  make  him  a  member  of  the  cor- 
poration without  his  consent.  There  is,  therefore,  no  evidence 
even  of  a  tacit  consent  before  the  passing  of  the  act;  and  his 
conduct  after  it  passed  amounts  to  a  direct  disavowal  of  all  the 
doings  of  the  corporation,  as  they  respected  him  or  his  prop- 
erty. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  act 
under  which  the  plaintiff  sets  up  his  title,  could  not  bind  Mar- 
shall without  his  assent;  that  he  having  uniformly,  whenever 
opportunity  occurred,  signified  his  dissent,  is  not  a  member  of 
the  corporation  it  created,  was  not  liable  to  their  assessments, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  sale  of  his  land  was  without  authority 
of  law,  and  is  void.  According  to  the  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties, therefore,  the  plaintiff  must  become  nonsuit,  and  judg- 
ment be  given  for  costs  to  the  defendant. 

It  having  been  said  in  argument,  that  the  acts  relative  to 
fencing  common  fields,  and  the  acts  providing  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  commissioners  of  common  sewers,  are  within  the 
principle  of  this  act,  it  is  proper  to  observe  that  we  do  not 
consider  this  decision  as  involving  principles  which  militate 
with  the  provisions  of  those  acts.  Those  are  public  acts,  pro- 
motive of  general  convenience,  and  operating  equally  upon  all 
citizens  whose  property  is  intended  to  be  secured  or  improved 
by  them.  This  is  a  private  act,  obtained  at  the  solicitation  of 
individuals,  for  their  emolument  or  advantage. 

The  act  relative  to  common  fields  also  is  predicated  upon  the 
assent  of  all  who  are  to  be  affected  by  it;  and  that  which  pro- 
vides for  the  appointment  of  commissioners  of  sewers  gives  an 
eventual  trial  by  jury  of  all  questions  arising  under  it.  These 
circumstances  so  materialy  vary  those  laws  from  the  act  under 
consideration,  that  our  decisions  upon  the  latter  can  by  no 
common  means  be  considered  as  questioning  the  validity  of  the 
former.  These  observations  are  made  to  prevent  any  opinion 
prejudicial  to  the  authority  of  those  laws  from  an  apprehension 
that  as,  in  the  argument,  they  have  been  considered  analogous 
to  the  one  on  which  we  have  now  determined,  an  unnecessary 
alarm  respecting  them  may  spread  in  the  community. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

This  is  the  language  of  Kent  citing  this  case,  2  Com.  277:  "  It  require* 
the  acceptance  of  the  charter  to  create  a  corporate  body;  for  the  govern* 
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ment  cannot  compel  persons  to  become  an  incorporated  body  without  theii 
consent,  or  the  consent  of  at  least  the  major  part  of  them."  See  on  this 
point:  Field  on  Corporations,  p.  35;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  sees. 
81,  86.  The  case  is  cited  and  its  authority  indorsed  in  Lexington  v.  West 
Cambridge  &.  E.  Co.,  13  Met.  315;  Wright  v.  Tukey,  8  Cash.  297;  Da*U 
mouth  College  v.  Woodward,  4  Wheat  708. 


Commonwealth  v.  Judd. 

[2  Mam.  839.] 

Conspiracy. — A  conspiracy  to  manufacture  base  and  spurious  indigo,  with 
a  fraudulent  intent  to  sell  the  same  as  good  and  genuine  indigo,  is  an 
indictable  offense,  although  no  sale  be  made  in  pursuance  of  such  con- 
spiracy. 

Indictment  for  conspiring  to  mix,  compound  and  manufacture 
a  certain  base  material  in  the  form  and  color  and  of  the  resem- 
blance to  good  and  genuine  indigo  of  the  best  quality  of  foreign 
growth,  with  intent  to  sell  the  same  at  auction  as  and  for  good 
and  genuine  indigo,  etc.  The  indictment  further  charged  that, 
in  pursuance  of  such  conspiracy,  defendants  did  manufacture  a 
certain  base  material  so  as  to  have  the  appearance  of  genuine 
indigo,  and  exposed  the  same  for  sale  at  public  auction  with  in- 
tent to  defraud  the  purchaser,  and  did  sell  the  same  as  and  for 
genuine  indigo. 

Upon  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  the  jury  found  the  defendants 
guilty  of  a  conspiracy  to  make  base  and  spurious  indigo,  with  a 
fraudulent  intent  to  sell  the  same  as  good  and  genuine  indigo, 
but  did  not  find  that  the  same  was  sold  at  auction  in  the  man- 
ner set  forth  in  the  indictment. 

Otis,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  moved  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment: 1.  Because  the  verdict  does  not  find  them  guilty  of  any 
offense  charged  in  the  indictment;  and,  2.  If  the  verdict  had 
found  them  guilty  of  the  first  count  in  the  indictment,  that 
count  does  not  contain  a  charge  of  an  indictable  offense. 

Davis,  solicitor-general,  contended  that  should  the  verdict  be 
defective,  a  venire  facias  de  novo  might  issue:  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c. 
47,  sec.  9;  Ld.  Raym.  1521,  but  urged  that  the  verdict  was 
good;  that  a  bare  conspiracy  to  do  a  lawful  act  to  an  unlawful 
end  is  criminal,  though  no  act  be  done  in  consequence  thereof: 
Bex  v.  Edwards  el  ah,  8  Mod.  321;  Queen  v.  Bass,  11  Mod.  55. 
The  gist  of  the  offense  is  the  unlawful  conspiring:  Bex  v.  Bis* 
pal,  3  Burr.  1320;  Bex  v.  Sterling  el  al.,  1  Lev.  125;  Child  v. 
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North  et  oZ.,  1  Keble,  203;  Rex  v.  Armstrong  et  ah,  1  Vent.  804; 
Begina  v.  iterf  e<  aZ.,  1  Salk.  174;  iter  v.  The  Journeymen  Tailor* 
of  Cambridge,  8  Mod.  8;  -Bear  v.  Kinnersley  et  oZ.,  1  Str.  193.  If 
the  addition  of  the  words  "  in  manner  and  form  as  set  forth  in 
the  indictment"  after  the  word  "  indigo"  in  the  verdict  would 
make  it  more  certain,  the  court  have  the  power  to  make  the 
amendment. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  C.  J.  The  defendants  have  been  indicted 
for  conspiring  together  to  manufacture  certain  materials  men- 
tioned in  the  indictment,  of  which  one  was  good  indigo  of  for- 
eign growth,  a  base  composition  resembling  genuine  indigo  of 
the  best  quality  and  of  foreign  growth,  with  a  fraudulent  inten- 
tion that  the  same  should  be  exposed  to  sale,  and  sold  at  pub- 
lic auction  as  genuine  indigo  of  the  best  quality  and  of  foreign 
growth.  The  indictment  further  charges  that,  in  pursuance  of 
this  conspiracy,  they  in  fact  manufactured  this  base  composi- 
tion; and  that  in  further  pursuance  of  this  confederacy,  they  ex- 
posed this  base  composition  for  sale  at  public  auction,  and  in 
fact  sold  it  for  genuine  indigo  of  the  best  quality  and  of  foreign 
growth. 

Upon  this  indictment,  the  defendants  have  been  tried,  and 
the  jury  have  returned  their  verdict  that  the  defendant  were 
"  guilty  of  a  conspiracy  to  make  base  and  spurious  indigo,  with 
a  fraudulent  intent  to  sell  the  same  as  good  and  genuine  indigo; 
but  they  do  not  find  that  the  same  was  sold  at  auction,  in  the 
manner  set  forth  in  the  indictment/' 

The  defendants  now  move  in  arrest  of  judgment:  1.  Be- 
cause the  verdict  has  not  found  them  guilty  of  any  offense 
charged  in  the  indictment;  and,  2.  If  the  verdict  had  found 
them  guilty  of  the  first  count  in  the  indictment,  that  count  doth 
not  contain  a  charge  of  an  indictable  offense.  It  is  necessary, 
first,  to  decide  what  facts  are  found  in  the  verdict.  The  coun- 
sel for  the  government  contends  that  after  the  words  "  genuine 
indigo  "  ought  to  be  inserted  the  words  "  in  manner  and  form 
as  is  set  forth  in  the  indictment."  This  is  opposed  by  the  coun- 
sel for  the  defendants,  who  contends  that  no  such  amendment 
ought  to  be  made.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  amendment 
be  made;  that  the  words  are  merely  technical,  and  when 
omitted  ought  to  be  supplied.  As  the  jury  cannot  inquire  into 
the  truth  of  any  facts  but  those  which  are  comprised  in  the 
issue,  it  must  necessarily  be  intended  that  whatever  facts  they 
find  are  according  to  the  allegations  of  the  indictment,  unless  a 
different  intention  can  be  inferred  from  the  verdict     In  this 
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case,  no  such  different  intention  can  be  inferred;  but  the  gen- 
eral intent  of  finding  according  to  indictment  is  supported  by 
the  addition,  by  the  jury,  of  these  technical  words  of  reference 
at  the  close  of  the  verdict. 

The  verdict  being  thus  amended  by  inserting  the  usual  words 
of  reference,  the  counsel  for  the  commonwealth  insists  that  it 
amounts  to  a  general  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  the  first  count  in 
tbe  indictment.  To  this  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  has 
made  two  objections.  The  first  is,  that  the  first  count  charges 
tbe  defendants  with  a  conspiracy  to  manufacture  a  base  compo- 
sition resembling  indigo;  the  verdict  finds  them  guilty  of  mak- 
ing base  and  spurious  indigo.  As  the  first  count  alleges  that 
the  materials  of  the  base  composition  are  the  same  as  are  after- 
mentioned  in  the  indictment,  and  among  which  good  and  gen- 
uine indigo  of  foreign  growth  is  an  ingredient  composing  one- 
third  of  tbe  whole  mass,  we  are  satisfied  that  there  is  no  mate- 
rial variance  in  the  verdict  from  the  first  count.  A  base  com- 
position intended  to  resemble  genuine  indigo,  and  one- third  of 
which  composition  was  genuine  indigo,  is  very  clearly  a  mass 
of  base  and  spurious  indigo;  it  is  indigo  debased  and  adulter- 
ated. The  second  exception  is,  that  the  first  count  alleges  that 
the  intent  was  to  make  a  fraudulent  sale  of  the  base  composi- 
tion at  public  auction,  as  and  for  genuine  indigo  of  the  best 
quality  and  of  foreign  growth;  but  the  verdict  only  finds  a 
fraudulent  intention  of  selling  it.  This  exception,  we  are  of 
opinion,  would  have  been  fatal,  if  we  had  not  been  obliged  to 
admit  the  verdict  to  be  amended  by  inserting  the  technical 
reference  to  the  indictment.  Now,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
finding  of  the  jury  comprises  not  only  the  intention  to  sell,  but 
to  sell  in  the  manner,  for  the  purposes  and  as  and  for  the  mate- 
rial alleged  in  the  first  count. 

Several  exceptions  have  also  been  taken  to  the  first  count  as 
insufficient  to  support  a  judgment  thereon  against  the  defend- 
ants. It  is  objected  that  there  is  no  allegation  that  the  defend- 
ants intended  to  affirm,  at  the  sale,  that  the  base  composition 
was  genuine  indigo.  The  indictment  alleges  that  the  intent  was 
to  sell  it  as  genuine  indigo,  which,  in  our  opinion,  is  a  sufficient 
allegation,  and  the  constant  usage,  in  cases  like  this  in  princi- 
ple, supports  our  opinion.  Another  objection  is  that  there  is 
no  allegation  in  the  indictment  that  the  base  composition  was 
not  as  useful  and  beneficial  to  the  purchaser,  for  every  purpose, 
as  genuine  indigo;  and  then  the  fraudulent  intention  alleged 
could  not  have  been  committed,  as  no  injury  would  have  been 
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done  the  purchaser.  But  the  indictment  states  that  the  intent 
was  to  deceive  the  purchaser  by  concealing  from  him  the  nature 
and  quality  of  the  commodity  he  bought,  by  selling  it  as  a  dif- 
ferent commodity,  and  that  this  intent  was  fraudulent;  and  so 
it  certainly  was,  as  every  purchaser  is  entitled  to  open  and  fair 
dealing  from  the  seller.  It  may  also  be  observed  that  if  the 
defendants  were  skilled  in  a  manufacture  of  a  commodity  as 
useful  as  genuine  indigo,  by  adding  to  such  indigo  other  cheap 
ingredients,  so  as  to  treble  the  quantity,  the  selling  the  whole 
mass  as  one  of  the  raw  materials,  is  undoubtedly  a  fraud  on  the 
purchaser. 

It  is  also  objected  that  there  is  no  allegation  in  the  indict- 
ment, that  the  intent  was  to  defraud  the  citizens  of  the  com- 
monwealth, or  to  sell  the  base  composition  within  the  state; 
and  it  was  insisted  that  any  act  done  within  the  state,  not  pro- 
hibited by  law,  with  an  intent  to  practice  a  fraud  without  the 
state,  on  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  other  governments,  was  not 
an  indictable  offense.  Without  giving  any  opinion  as  to  the 
correctness  of  this  position,  and  without  observing  whether,  if 
the  intent  had  been  to  sell  the  base  composition  without  the 
state,  it  should  not  have  been  shown  to  the  jury  by  the  defend- 
ants, it  is  sufficient  here  to  notice  that  the  indictment  alleges 
that  the  conspiracy  was  made,  and  the  fraudulent  sale  designed 
with  the  intent  of  acquiring  the  moneys,  goods,  and  chattels  of 
the  citizens  of  this  commonwealth  by  fraudulent  and  dishonest 
means. 

The  last  and  principal  objection  is,  that  the  first  count  charges 
a  conspiracy  to  do  an  act  not  prohibited  by  law,  with  an  unlaw- 
ful intent  to  defraud,  not  any  individual  by  name,  but  whoever 
might  be  the  purchasers,  without  giving  any  description  of 
them  as  consisting  of  certain  people,  or  of  a  certain  class  of 
people,  and  no  act  done  in  pursuance  of  this  conspiracy  is 
either  alleged  in  the  first  count,  or  found  by  the  verdict.  And 
it  is  insisted  that  this  is  not  an  indictable  offense. 

Certainly,  as  no  act  is  alleged  in  the  first  count  to  be  done  in 
pursuance  of  the  conspiracy,  and  as  the  jury  are  silent  as  to 
the  second  count,  and  negative  the  third  count,  the  court  must 
consider  the  defendants  as  acquitted  of  all.  the  indictment,  but 
the  first  count.  The  question  is,  therefore,  whether  the  con- 
spiracy as  alleged  in  the  first  count,  no  act  being  alleged  as 
done  in  pursuance  of  it,  is  an  indictable  offense.  After  fully 
considering  the  several  cases,  the  court  are  satisfied  that  the 
gist  of  a  conspiracy  is  the  unlawful  confederacy  to  do  an  unlaw- 
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ful  act,  or  even  a  lawful  act  for  unlawful  purposes;  that  the 
offense  is  complete  when  the  confederacy  is  made,  and  any  act 
done  in  pursuance  of  it  is  no  constituent  part  of  the  offense, 
but  merely  an  aggravation  of  it.  This  rule  of  the  common  law 
is  to  prevent  unlawful  combinations.  A  solitary  offender  may 
be  easily  detected  and  punished;  but  combinations  against  law 
are  always  dangerous  to  the  public  peace  and  to  private  security. 
To  guard  against  the  union  of  numbers  to  effect  an  unlawful 
design  is  not  easy,  and  to  detect  and  punish  them  is  often  diffi- 
cult. The  unlawful  confederacy  is  therefore  punished,  to  pre- 
vent the  doing  of  any  act  in  execution  of  it.  Of  this  principle 
the  adjudged  cases  leave  no  doubt. 

That  a  conspiracy  to  do  a  lawful  act  for  an  unlawful  purpose 
is  an  offense,  was  determined  in  the  cases  of  The  King  v.  Ed- 
wards etal.,8  Mod.  320;  The  King  v.  The  Journeymen  Tailors 
of  Cambridge,  Id.  11;  and  The  King  v.  Robinson,  1  Leach,  C. 
C.  47. 

In  the  argument  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  he  ad- 
mitted that  a  conspiracy  to  do  a  lawful  act,  with  the  unlawful 
intent  of  injuring  an  individual,  was  an  indictable  offense,  al- 
though no  act  was  done  in  pursuance  of  it;  but  he  insisted  that 
the  law  was  different  when  the  intent  was  to  injure  a  number  of 
people  not  described,  and  that  in  such  case  an  act  done  in  pur- 
suance of  the  conspiracy  must  be  alleged  and  found,  as  a  neces- 
sary means  to  designate  the  persons  intended  to  be  injured. 
We  are  not  satisfied  that  the  law  makes  this  distinction;  it  cer- 
tainly does  not  in  the  case  of  knowingly  having  in  possession 
forged  bank-notes  or  counterfeit  current  coin,  with  the  intent 
to  pass  them  as  genuine;  for  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege,  in 
these  cases,  an  act  done  in  pursuance  of  the  intent.  The  intent 
is  to  cheat  whoever  can  be  cheated.  In  the  case  at  bar,  there 
was  the  same  general  intent  to  defraud  all  who  could  be  de- 
frauded. We  therefore  think  the  offense  to  be  greatly  aggra- 
vated by  the  undistinguishing  mischief  that  was  designed.  If 
an  authority  was  required  on  this  plain  principle,  we  think  the 
case  of  The  Journeymen  Tailors  is  substantially  in  point.  The 
object  was  to  raise  their  wages,  and  the  persons  who  were  to  be 
injured  were,  more  immediately,  any  persons  who  might  hire 
them,  and  perhaps,  remotely,  all  their  customers.  Upon  the 
whole,  we  are  satisfied  this  objection  ought  not  to  prevail. 

We  have  considered  this  record  with  a  disposition  to  allow 
the  defendants  every  advantage  to  which  we  could  believe  them 
entitled.     There  is  a  justice  due  to  the  commonwealth  for  the 
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protection  of  its  citizens  against  fraud  afind  deceit;  and  after 
an  attentive  examination  of  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, and  of  the  arguments  in  support  of  it,  it  is  the  opinion 
of  the  court  that  judgment  be  not  arrested,  but  that  it  be  en- 
tered against  the  defendants  on  the  first  count  of  the  indict- 
ment. 


Howe  v.  Bass. 

[2  Mam.  880.) 

Monuments  when  to  Control. — Land  was  conveyed  by  a  deed  which 
described  it  as  measuring  forty-five  feet,  and  bounded  by  certain  known 
and  visible  monuments;  bat  the  distance  between  the  monuments  was 
sixty-five  feet.  It  was  held  that  the  purchaser  should  hold  according 
to  the  monuments,  and  not  by  the  measure  as  described. 

Writ  of  entry  to  recover  seisin  and  possession  of  certain  land. 
The  cause  now  came  before  the  court  on  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  of  the  jury.  The  following 
facts  appeared  in  evidence.  On  the  twenty-first  of  January, 
1708,  Robert  Calef  and  wife  conveyed  to  Israel  Howe  a  tract  of 
land  in  Boston,  described  as  bounded  forty-five  feet  on  Orauge 
street;  on  the  tenth  October  following,  Joseph  Simpson  and 
wife  conveyed  to  Howe  a  tract  of  land  adjoining  that  before 
mentioned,  and  being  twenty  feet  on  Orange  street.  Israel 
Howe  died  seised  of  both  parcels,  and  from  him  they  descended 
to  Elizabeth  Oilman,  who  becoming  non  compos,  Joseph  Howe, 
as  her  guardian,  entered  and  took  the  profits  until  about  the 
year  1775.  On  the  fifth  of  June,  1778,  Joseph  Howe  being 
duly  authorized  thereto,  conveyed  by  deed  to  the  defendant 
Bass  a  piece  of  land  on  Orange  street,  described  as  bounded  on 
one  side  by  the  land  of  the  heirs  of  Hannah  Kent,  and  on  the 
other  side  by  land  of  the  heirs  of  Joseph  Veasie,  and  measur- 
ing forty-five  feet  By  the  plan  used  in  the  case,  the  land 
bounded  by  the  property  of  the  heirs  of  Kent  and  Veasie 
measured  sixty-five  feet. 

The  demandants,  who  claimed  as  the  heirs  of  Elizabeth  Oil- 
man, offered  to  show  that  the  deed  to  Bass  was  intended  to 
pass  the  land  conveyed  by  Calef  and  wife  to  Howe.  This  the 
judge  rejected,  and  directed  the  jury  that,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  the  quantity  of  land  conveyed,  fixed  monuments 
should  govern,  although  the  actual  measurement  did  not  agree 
with  the  extent  stated  in  the  deed.  Verdict  was  given  for  the 
defendant  for  the  tract  containing  sixty-five  f eot  by  actual  meas- 
urement. 
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Amory  and  Otis,  for  the  demandants,  in  support  of  their 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  contended  that  they  ought  to  have  been 
permitted  to  introduce  evidence  to  show  that  a  tract  other  than 
that  found  by  the  jury,  was  intended  to  be  conveyed;  and  en- 
deavored to  make  a  distinction  between  one  selling  under  a 
naked  authority  and  the  owner  of  land. 

Qray,  for  the  defendant,  was  stopped  by  the  court. 

Pabkbb,  J.  Being  satisfied  with  the  opinion  I  gave  on  the 
trial,  I  see  no  reason  for  sending  the  cause  again  to  a  jury. 
There  is  no  rule  of  construction  more  established  than  this, 
that  where  a  deed  describes  land  by  its  admeasurement,  and  at 
the  same  time,  by  known  and  visible  monuments,  these  latter 
shall  govern.  And  the  rule  is  bottomed  on  the  soundest  reason. 
There  may  be  mistakes  in  measuring  land,  but  there  can  be 
none  in  monuments.  When  a  party  is  about  purchasing  land, 
he  naturally  estimates  its  quantity,  and  of  course  its  value,  by 
the  fences  which  inclose  it,  or  by  other  fixed  monuments  which 
mark  its  boundaries,  and  he  purchases  accordingly. 

The  jury  were  therefore  instructed  by  me  that,  as  the  land 
contained  within  the  monuments  mentioned  in  the  deed  in 
question  was  all  which  had  belonged  to  Elizabeth  Oilman,  the 
ward  of  the  grantor,  the  construction  of  that  deed  should  be, 
that  it  conveyed  all  her  land.  There  was  a  case  lately  deter- 
mined in  the  supreme  court  of  New  York,  in  which  this  princi- 
ple is  recognized  and  settled:  Man  v.  Pearson,  2  John.  37. 

Sbwall,  J.  I  take  the  general  rule  to  be  that  deeds  and 
other  instruments  in  writing  are  to  be  construed  by  themselves, 
except  only  when  they  contain  a  latent  ambiguity.  In  the 
deed  in  question  there  is  nothing  ambiguous.  Where  monu- 
ments and  admeasurements  are  both  mentioned  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  land  conveyed,  the  purchaser  must  hold  by  the  bound- 
aries given  by  the  monuments.  I  have  known  this  question 
frequently  agitated,  and  it  has  uniformly  been  so  settled.  It 
would  have  been  improper  to  have  gone  into  the  inquiry  re- 
specting the  title-deed  handed  to  the  scrivener.  The  direction 
of  the  judge  on  the  trial  appears  to  me  to  have  been  proper  in 
every  instance,  and  I  see  no  reason  for  granting  another  trial  on 
the  ground  disclosed. 

Sedgwick,  J.  Two  questions  might  have  arisen  in  this  cause, 
viz.:  whether  the  guardian  pursued  the  authority  vested  in  him, 
and  which  of  the  descriptions  of  the  land  conveyed  by  his  deed 
is  to  prevail.     But  the  first  of  these  questions  having  been  pre* 
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Tented  by  an  agreement  of  the  parties  filed  in  the  cause,  by 
which  we  are  to  take  it  for  granted  that  the  authority  was 
strictly  pursued,  the  deed  remains  to  be  construed  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  it  was  a  conTeyance  in  the  grantor's  own  right. 
In  the  construction  of  a  deed  we  are  never  to  go  out  of  the 
deed  itself,  unless  there  be  contained  in  it  some  latent  am- 
biguity, or  a  reference  to  some  extraneous  circumstance.  The 
only  object  of  inquiry  out  of  the  deed  in  question  is,  what  is 
Yeasie's  land?  That  being  found,  the  deed  must  be  construed 
by  itself.  It  has  been  so  long  and  invariably  held  in  this 
country  that  in  case  of  a  variance  in  the  description  of  land, 
between  monuments  and  the  length  of  lines,  the  former  are  to 
govern,  that  the  rule  cannot  now  be  shaken;  and  from  the 
application  of  this  rule  to  the  present  case,  it  follows  that  the 
land  conveyed  by  Howe  to  Bass,  must  adjoin  the  land  of 
Yeasie's  heirs  the  whole  length  of  one  of  its  sides.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  the  direction  of  the  judge  was  right, 
and  that  there  ought  to  be  no  new  trial. 

Pabsons,  0.  J.,  having  been  engaged  as  counsel  in  the  cause, 
gave  no  opinion. 

Thatcheb,  J.,  absent. 

New  trial  refused. 


See  Bradford  v.  HiU,  1  Am.  Dec  646,  and  note  thereto.  The  principal 
case  is  cited  and  its  authority  recognized  in  Folger  v.  Mitchell,  3  Pick.  402; 
Long  v.  Merrill,  24  Id.  162;  Cwtie  v.  Francis,  9  Cush.  438;  Phillips  v. 
Bowcrst7  Gt&j,  25;  Eigley  v.  Bidtoelly  9  Comi.  452;  asid  in  ffiguerxu  United 
State,  6  WalL  836. 


Mabston  v.  Hobbs. 

£2  Mam.  483.] 

Assignment  of  Breaches  in  Covenant.  —  In  actions  of  covenant,  the 
general  rule  is,  that  breaches  may  be  assigned  by  negativing  the  words 
of  the  covenant;  bnt  when  such  general  assignment  does  not  amount  to 
a  breach,  the  breach  must  be  specially  assigned.  Covenants  that  the 
grantor  is  seised,  that  he  has  a  right  to  convey,  are  within  this  rule; 
but  covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  against  incumbrances,  are 
within  the  exception,  as  well  as  a  covenant  of  warranty. 

Measure  of  Damages.  —  Upon  a  breach  of  the  covenant  of  seisin,  the 
measure  of  damages  is  the  consideration  paid,  and  interest  thereon. 

Action  for  the  breach  of  covenants  in  a  deed  from  defendant 
to  plaintiff,  purporting  to  convey  two  hundred  acres  of  land  for 
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the  consideration  of  one  hundred  and  thirty-three  dollars  and 
thirty-three  cents.  The  deed  contained  covenants  of  seisin, 
against  incumbrances,  right  to  convey  and  -warranty.  The 
breaches  of  these  covenants  were  assigned  by  plaintiff,  as  fol- 
lows: "Now  the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that  at  the  time  of  exe- 
cuting and  delivering  the  said  deed  to  the  plaintiff,  the  said  de- 
fendant was  not  lawfully  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises;  that 
they  were  not  free  of  all  incumbrances;  that  he  had  not  a  good 
right  to  sell  and  convey  the  same  to  the  said  Marston,  in  man- 
ner aforesaid;  and  that  he  has  not  warranted  the  same  to  the 
said  Marston  against  the  lawful  claims  and  demands  of  any 
person  or  persons  whomsoever;  and  so  the  said  Hobbs  his  cove- 
nants aforesaid  hath  not  kept  and  performed,  but  altogether 
hath  broken  the  same." 

Issues  of  fact  were  joined,  upon  which  the  question  was, 
whether  the  defendant  was  seised  of  the  premises  in  fee-simple 
at  the  time  he  executed  the  deed  declared  on. 

At  the  trial  plaintiff  did  not  produce  the  defendant's  deed, 
Thatchbb,  J.,  before  whom  the  issues  were  tried,  being  of  opin- 
ion that  it  was  not  necessary;  nor  was  any  ouster  or  advene 
claim  proved. 

The  defendant  stated  that  he  derived  title  by  virtue  of  a  sale 
of  the  premises  for  non-payment  of  taxes,  and  offered  to  read 
the  constable's  deed  thereof  to  defendant.  This  evidence  was 
rejected,  on  the  ground  that  defendant  should  have  shown  that 
the  constable,  Weare  Drake,  was  duly  authorized  to  make  the 
conveyance. 

In  his  charge,  the  judge  directed  the  jury  that  the  measure 
of  damages  was  the  present  value  of  the  land,  but  that  damages 
could  not  be  given  beyond  the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars  laid 
in  the  declaration.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  and  as- 
sessed damages  at  six  hundred  dollars.  Thereupon,  defendant 
filed  exceptions,  based  upon  the  rejection  of  the  constable's 
deed,  and  misdirection  as  to  the  measure  of  damages.  The  ex* 
ceptions  were  argued  by — 

Emery,  for  the  defendant. 

Mellen,  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  0.  J.  As  actions  to  recover  damages  for 
the  breaches  of  covenants  contained  in  deeds  of  conveyance  of 
land  are  very  frequent  in  this  part  of  the  country;  and,  as  the 
principles  on  which  such  actions  are  to  be  maintained  seem  not 
to  be  generally  understood,  it  may  be  expedient  to  consider  the 
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subject  more  at  large  than  perhaps  is  necessary  for  determining 
the  validity  of  the  exceptions  filed  in  this  case.  The  manned 
of  assigning  breaches  of  these  covenants  deserves  some  atten- 
tion. The  general  rule  is,  that  the  plaintiff  may  assign  the 
breaches  generally  by  negativing  the  words  of  the  covenant. 
The  exception  to  the  rule  is,  that  when  such  general  assignment 
does  not  necessarily  amount  to  a  breach,  the  breach  must  be  spe- 
cially assigned.  The  first  and  third  covenants  in  this  case  come 
within  the  rule.  If  the  defendant  was  not  seised,  or  if  he  had 
no  light  to  convey,  these  covenants  must  necessarily  be  broken. 
They  are  called  synonymous,  because  the  same  fact,  the  seisin 
of  the  defendant,  which  will  support  the  first  will  also  support 
the  other  covenant.  The  defendant,  in  his  bar,  should  regu- 
larly maintain  his  seisin;  and  then  the  plaintiff  in  his  replica- 
tion, should  aver  who  in  fact  was  seised.  The  second  covenant, 
against  incumbrances,  and  also  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment, 
usually  contained  in  deeds  of  conveyance,  although  not  in  this 
deed,  come  within  the  exception.  For  the  defendant  does  not 
covenant  against  all  interruptions  of  the  plaintiff's  possession, 
nor  against  all  possible  incumbrances.  To  these  covenants 
the  breaches  should  be  specially  assigned,  showing  the 
nature  of  the  incumbrance  and  interruption  complained  of. 
No  express  case  has  been  produced  as  to  covenants  against  in- 
cumbrances; but  in  principle  they  are  analogous  to  covenants 
for  quiet  enjoyment  and  in  the  entries,  the  incumbrance  is 
especially  alleged  in  the  count.  The  last  covenant  of  general 
warranty  may  deserve  a  more  particular  consideration.  At 
common  law,  a  warranty  is  a  foundation  of  a  voucher  by  the 
tenant  when  impleaded,  and  if  he  lost  the  land,  he  might 
have  judgment  to  recover  of  the  warrantor  other  lands  of  equal 
value.  Or,  when  he  could  not  vouch,  or  feared  to  be  impleaded, 
he  might,  while  tenant  of  the  land,  sue  a  real  action  on  a  writ 
of  warranty  of  charters,  in  which  he  might  have  judgment  to 
recover  his  warranty,  which  would  bind  the  lands  of  the  war- 
rantor from  the  date  of  the  writ.  But  the  demandant  could  not 
have  execution  for  other  lands  in  value  until  he  had  lost  his 
lands.  And,  if  they  were  lost  in  an  assize,  or  on  a  writ  of  en- 
try, in  which  damages  were  recovered  against  him,  he  might 
also  have  execution  for  other  lands  in  value,  and  for  damages. 
Also,  at  common  law,  the  tenant,  after  he  had  lost  his  land, 
might  bring  a  personal  action  of  covenant,  on  the  covenant  to 
warrant  and  defend,  and  recover  a  satisfaction  in  damages;  but 
he  must  assign,  as  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  an  ouster  by  a 
title  paramount. 
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The  two  former  methods  of  recovering  a  recompense  in  value 
have  never  been  practiced  in  this  state;  but  the  immemorial 
usage  has  been  to  recover  damages  in  a  personal  action  of 
covenant  on  the  warranty.  As  the  defendant  is  not  bound  by 
his  general  warranty  to  warrant  against  all  claims  and  ousters, 
this  covenant  comes  within  the  exception;  and  the  plaintiff  must 
assign  a  breach  by  showing  an  ouster  by  an  elder  title.  In  the 
present  action  the  breaches  of  the  second  and  fourth  covenants 
are  not  well  assigned,  no  incumbrance  or  ouster  being  alleged. 
For  if  these  breaches  had  been  well  assigned,  there  would  have 
been  a  material  defect  in  the  pleas,  because  they  do  not  cover 
all  the  breaches.  The  defendant,  at  the  execution  of  the  deed, 
might  in  fact  have  been  seised,  and  might  have  had  a  good 
right  to  convey,  and  yet  there  might  have  been  incumbrances, 
against  which  he  had  engaged  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  and 
there  might  have  been  a  subsequent  ouster  by  an  older  title. 

Our  next  consideration  has  been  on  the  nature  of  the  evi- 
dence necessary  to  maintain  the  issues  in  this  case.  The  plead- 
ings  have  admitted  the  conveyance  and  covenants  declared  on, 
it  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  produce  the  deed  to 
maintain  the  issues  on  his  part.  We  are,  therefore,  satisfied 
with  the  opinion  of  the  judge  in  ruling  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary. The  defendant,  to  maintain  the  issues  on  his  part,  was 
obliged  to  prove  his  seisin  when  the  deed  was  executed;  but  it 
was  not  necessary  to  show  a  seisin  under  an  indefeasible  title. 
A  seisin  in  fact  was  sufficient,  whether  he  gained  it  by  his  own 
disseisin,  or  whether  he  was  in  under  a  disseisor.  If,  at  the  time 
he  executed  the  deed,  he  had  the  exclusive  possession  of  the 
premises,  claiming  the  same  in  fee-simple  by  title  adverse  to 
the  owner,  he  was  seised  in  fee,  and  had  a  right  to  convey.  If 
Weare  Drake  had  no  authority  to  convey  the  premises  to  the 
defendant,  yet  if  in  fact  he  entered  under  color,  though  not  by 
virtue  of  that  deed,  and  acquired  a  seisin  by  disseisin,  by  ousting 
the  former  owner,  he  has  not  broken  these  covenants.  In  this 
case,  the  deed  of  the  constable,  describing  the  land  and  its 
boundaries,  was  proper  evidence  to  show  the  extent  and  limits 
of  the  defendant's  seisin,  and  the  intention  with  which  he  en- 
tered. But  we  are  also  satisfied  that  if  the  defendant  had  not 
afterwards  shown  to  the  jury  an  authority  in  the  constable  to 
make  the  conveyance,  he  must  have  failed,  notwithstanding  the 
registry  of  the  deed,  which  supplies  the  want  of  livery  of  seisin 
only  where  the  grantor  has  right  to  convey,  unless  he  has  satis- 
fied the  jury  that  he  entered  under  color  of  that  conveyance! 
and  had  acquired  a  seisin  of  the  premises. 
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The  measure  of  damages,  in  cases  of  this  nature,  has  required 
the  attention  of  the  court.  When  the  breaches  assigned  to  the 
first  and  third  covenants  are  found  for  the  plaintiff,  it  then  ap- 
pears that  those  covenants  were  broken  as  soon  as  the  deed  was 
executed;  that  no  estate  or  interest  passed  by  the  conveyance; 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  entry,  although  under  color  of  it,  was 
tortious,  and  a  trespass  or  disseisin  to  the  owner.  Hence  it  is 
clear  that  an  action  for  a  breach  of  these  covenants  cannot  be 
maintained  by  an  assignee  of  the  purchaser,  because  no  estate 
passed  to  which  these  covenants  could  be  annexed,  and  because 
being  in  fact  broken  before  any  assignment  could  be  made,  they 
were  choses  in  action,  and  not  assignable.  Another  conse- 
quence is  that  as  no  estate  passed  by  the  conveyance,  the 
plaintiff  could  lose  no  estate  by  the  breach  of  these  covenants, 
and  that  he  hath  lost  nothing,  but  the  consideration  which  he 
paid  for  the  intended  purchase.  The  verdict  finding  these  cov- 
enants thus  broken,  operates  as  a  disaffirmance  of  the  original 
contract  of  conveyance.  The  conclusion  is  then  inevitable  that 
the  only  legal  measure  of  the  damages  for  the  breach  of  these 
covenants  is  the  consideration  paid,  and  interest  upon  from  the 
payment  to  the  verdict,  this  being  all  that  was  lost  by  the 
breaches  assigned.  It  has  been  objected  that  if  the  covenant 
had  not  been  broken,  the  plaintiff  would  then  have  been  seised 
of  the  land,  and,  therefore,  ought  to  be  considered  as  having 
lost  it  by  the  breach  of  the  covenant.  If  the  objection  be 
allowed,  the  measure  of  the  damages  will  still  be  the  consider- 
ation paid,  with  interest;  for  the  value  of  the  land  must  be 
taken  at  the  time  the  covenant  was  broken,  which  was  immedi- 
ately on  executing  the  conveyance,  and  the  consideration  paid 
by  the  purchaser  will  be  deemed,  as  to  him,  to  be  a  fair  price 
for  the  land. 

We  give  no  opinion  as  to  the  rule  of  assessing  damages, 
where  the  grantee  was  seised  by  virtue  of  the  conveyance,  and 
has  been  lawfully  ousted  or  evicted  under  a  paramount  title. 
The  rule  in  that  case  may  be  derived  from  different  principles. 
In  the  case  before  us,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  verdict  be  set 
aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  because  the  deed  of  Weare 
Drake  was  rejected,  and  because  the  rule  for  assessing  damages 
was  not  correctly  stated  to  the  jury. 

New  trial  granted. 


See  Hertford  v.  Wright,  and  note  thereto,  1  Am.  Dec  8,  and  Staats  v.  Ten 
Byck,  2  Id.  254.    So  recently  as  Run  v.  Alpaugh,  118  Mass.  372,  this  case 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  m— 6 
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was  cited  and  its  authority  recognized.  In  Castoell  v.  Wendell,  4  Mass.  106, 
it  was  again  decided,  that  for  a  breach  of  the  covenant  of  seisin*  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance, 
and  interest  thereon,  until  the  time  of  the  judgment 


Wjieelwright   v.  Wheelwright, 

[9  Mam.  447.] 

Delivery  op  Deed. — A  deed  signed,  sealed,  acknowledged,  and  delivered 
to  the  custody  of  a  third  person  as  the  deed  of  the  grantor,  to  be  de- 
livered over  to  the  grantee,  on  some  future  event,  takes  effect  presently 
as  the  deed  of  the  grantor,  the  third  person  being  a  trustee  of  it  for 
the  grantee. 

Same. — If  delivered  to  a  third  person  as  the  writing  or  escrow  of  the  grantor 
to  be  delivered  on  some  future  event,  it  is  not  the  grantor's  deed 
until  the  second  delivery;  and  if  possession  of  it  be  obtained  by  the 
grantee  before  the  happening  of  the  event,  the  grantor  may  generally 
avoid  it  by  pleading  non  est  factum. 

Petition  for  a  partition  of  thirty-one  acres  of  land,  of  which 
petitioners  claimed  to  be  seised  of  six  undivided  ninth  parts  in 
common  with  the  respondent,  Aaron  Wheelwright.  Respond- 
ent pleaded  as  a  bar,  that  he  was  the  heir  in  tail  of  his  father, 
Joseph  Wheelright,  to  whom  the  lands  had  been  devised  in  tail 
by  one  Samuel  Wheelwright;  and  traversed  the  seisin  in  com- 
mon with  the  petitioners.     Replication  and  joinder  in  issue. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  will  of  Samuel  Wheelwright  was  pro- 
duced, and  it  was  admitted  that  the  respondent  was  the  heir 
male  of  the  devisee,  who  was  also  the  father  of  J.  Wheelwright, 
one  of  the  petitioners,  and  of  the  husband  of  Mary,  another  of 
the  petitioners,  and  the  grandfather  of  the  remaining  petition- 
ers. In  support  of  their  claim,  the  petitioners  produced  two 
deeds  by  the  father,  Joseph,  bearing  date  May  4, 1795,  pur- 
porting to  convey  four-ninths  of  the  premises  to  one  of  the  peti- 
tioners, and  two-ninths  thereof  to  the  remaining  petitioners. 
Proof  of  the  execution  of  these  deeds  being  demanded,  Nathaniel 
Wells  was  called,  who  testified  that  in  the  year  1795,  he  wrote 
out  the  two  deeds,  and  that  on  the  fourth  May,  1795,  the 
father  signed  and  sealed  the  deeds  in  the  presence  of  the  wit- 
ness and  his  brother,  since  deceased,  who  subscribed  their 
,  their  names  as  witnesses,  and  delivered  them  for  the  use  of  the 
grantees  to  witness.  That  it  was  the  intent  of  the  parties  that 
the  grantor  should  have  the  use  of  the  premises  during  his  life; 
and  as  some  of  the  grantees  were  minors,  and  could  not  secure 
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the  use  to  him,  the  deeds  were  delivered  as  escrows,  to  be  de- 
livered by  witness  to  the  grantees  upon  the  death  of  the  grantor, 
which  witness  has  done.  Witness  understood  from  the  grantor 
that  his  intent  in  executing  the  deeds,  was  to  prevent  the  entail 
from  depriving  the  grantees  of  the  land  conveyed. 

The  counsel  for  the  respondent  objected  to  the  admission  of 
the  deeds  as  evidence,  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  proof 
that  they  or  either  of  them  were  duly  executed  and  delivered 
by  the  grantor  in  his  life-time  to  the  grantees,  or  to  any  person 
authorized  to  receive  the  same;  and  that  they  were  not  made 
bona  fide.  The  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  deeds  allowed 
to  be  read  in  evidence.  Upon  verdict  being  found  for  the  peti- 
tioners, the  respondent  filed  his  bill  of  exceptions. 

Mellen  and  Solicitor-general  Davis,  for  the  respondent* 

WaUtngford,  for  the  petitioners. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  G.  J.  The  right  which  the  father  of  the 
respondent  had  to  convey  any  of  the  lands  he  held  in  tail, 
must  be  derived  from  the  statute  of  March  8, 1792.  By  that 
statute  it  is  made  lawful  for  any  person  of  full  age,  seised  in 
fee-tail  of  any  lands,  by  deed  duly  exeouted  before  two  sub- 
scribing witnesses,  acknowledged  before  the  supreme  judicial 
oourt,  court  of  common  pleas,  or  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
registered  in  the  records  of  the  county  where  the  lands  are,  for 
a  good  or  valuable  consideration .  bona  fide  to  convey  such 
lands,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  fee-simple  to  any  person  capable 
of  taking  and  holding  such  estate;  and  such  deed,  so  made, 
executed,  acknowledged  and  registered,  shall  bar  all  estates  tail 
in  such  lands  and  all  remainders  and  reversions  expectant 
thereon. 

From  inspecting  the  deeds  produced  in  evidence  in  this 
cause  it  appears  that  two  subscribing  witnesses,  to  whose  credi- 
bility no  objection  is  made,  have  certified  that  they  were  signed, 
sealed  and  delivered  in  their  presence.  And  it  further  appears 
that  the  grantor  on  the  same  day  acknowledged  that  each  in- 
strument was  his  deed  before  a  justice  of  the  peace.  One  ob- 
jection made  by  the  respondent  is,  that  admitting  the  deeds  to 
have  been  executed  in  the  form  and  manner  required  by  the 
statute  in  this  case,  yet  these  conveyances  are  not  bona  fide, 
being  made  not  for  a  valuable  consideration,  but  for  the  pur- 
pose of  depriving  the  heir  in  tail  of  his  inheritance.  The  deeds 
purport  to  be  for  a  valuable  consideration  in  money,  and  for 
love  and  affection  to  his  issue,  which  is  a  good  consideration. 
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The  statute  also  provides  that  the  conveyance  may  be  on  good 
consideration.  It  is  therefore  very  clear  that  the  statute  in- 
tended that  the  tenant  in  tail  might  bar  the  heir  in  tail,  by 
deed  conveying  the  land  to  his  relatives  executed  for  a  good 
although  not  a  valuable  consideration.  This  he  might  do  by 
a  common  recovery;  and  this  method  by  deed  is  substituted  by 
the  statute  in  the  place  of  that  common  assurance,  the  effect  of 
which  is  founded  on  legal  fiction .  And  it  is  certain  that  justice 
or  parental  affection  will  often  induce  parents  who  hold  their 
lands  in  tail  to  make  provision  for  the  younger  branches  of 
their  family  out  of  the  entail.  As  the  statute  has  made  the 
estate  tail  assets  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  tenant, 
before  and  after  his  decease,  a  bona  fide  conveyance  was  re- 
quired by  the  statute,  to  prevent  alienations  to  defraud  credi- 
tors, and  not  to  protect  the  heir  in  tail.  This  objection  cannot 
prevail. 

The  other  objection  is,  that,  by  the  statute,  the  conveyance 
should  be  completed,  and  the  estate  pass,  in  the  life-time  of  the 
tenant  in  tail,  and  that  the  deed  should  be  sealed,  delivered  and 
acknowledged  by  him  as  his  deed;  that  in  the  case  at  bar  the 
deeds  were  delivered  by  the  grantor  to  Judge  Wells,  not  as  his 
deeds,  but  as  his  writings  or  escrows,  to  be  delivered  as  his 
deeds,  by  the  judge,  to  the  grantees,  on  his,  the  grantor's, 
death;  that  they  could  have  no  effect  until  delivered  by  the 
judge  accordingly;  and  as  the  grantor  was  dead  before  the  sec- 
ond delivery,  they  were  never  his  deeds,  but  are  void.  This 
objection  seems  to  deserve  much  consideration.  The  statute 
certainly  intended  that  the  conveyance  of  the  estate  tail  should 
be  executed  in  the  life-time  of  the  tenant;  and,  therefore,  if 
there  be  no  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  by  him,  the  defect 
cannot  be  supplied  by  the  testimony  of  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses after  his  death,  as  it  may  be  in  conveyances  of  estates 
not  entailed.  The  reason  is,  as  common  recoveries  must  be 
suffered  in  the  life-time  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  and  at  a  court 
holden  at  stated  times,  and  the  heir  in  tail  has  a  chance  that 
the  tenant  may,  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  die  before 
the  term,  so  it  was  intended  to  leave  him  the  chance  of  the  ten- 
ant's dying  before  acknowledgment,  which,  as  the  statute  was 
first  drawn,  could  be  made  only  in  some  court  of  record;  al- 
though, as  it  was  amended,  it  may  now  be  made  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace.  There  is,  therefore,  some  chance  saved  to  him, 
but  of  much  less  consequence  than  it  was  before  the  bill  was 
amended.     The  law,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  nature  of  this 
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objection,  is  very  well  settled.  If  a  grantor  deliver  any  writing 
as  his  deed  to  a  third  person,  to  be  delivered  over  by  him  to  the 
•  grantee,  on  some  future  event,  it  is  the  grantor's  deed  presently, 
and  the  third  person  is  a  trustee  of  it  for  the  grantee;  and  if 
the  grantee  obtain  the  writing  from  the  trustee  before  the  event 
happen,  it  is  the  deed  of  the  grantor,  and  he  cannot  avoid  it  by 
a  plea  of  non  est  factum,  whether  generally  or  specially  pleaded. 
This  appears  from  Perk.  143, 144,  and  from  the  case  of  BusheU 
v.  Pasmore,  6  Mod.  217,  218.  But  if  the  grantor  make  a  writ- 
ing and  seal  it,  and  deliver  it  to  a  third  person  as  his  writing  or 
escrow,  to  be  by  him  delivered  to  the  grantee,  upon  some  future 
event,  as  his,  the  grantor's,  deed,  and  it  be  delivered  to  the 
grantee  accordingly,  it  is  not  the  grantor's  deed  until  the  second 
delivery;  and  if  the  grantee  obtain  the  possession  of  it  before 
the  event  happen,  yet  it  is  not  the  grantor's  deed,  and  he  may 
avoid  it  by  pleading  non  est  factum.  This  appears  from  Perk. 
142, 137, 138.  It  is  generally  true  that  a  deed  delivered  as  an 
escrow,  to  be  delivered  over  as  the  deed  of  the  party  maln'Tig  it, 
on  a  future  event,  takes  its  effect  from  the  second  delivery,  and 
shall  be  considered  as  the  deed  of  the  party  from  that  time: 
Perk.  143, 144;  3  Go.  85  b.  36  a. 

Whether  the  deeds  in  this  case  were  delivered  to  Judge  Wells, 
as  writings  to  be  delivered  over  as  the  grantor's  deeds  on  his 
death,  or  whether  they  were  delivered  as  the  deeds  of  the 
grantor  to  Judge  Wells,  in  trust  for  the  grantees,  to  be  deliv- 
ered to  them  on  the  grantor's  death,  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be 
determined  by  the  evidence.  This  evidence  results  from  the 
testimony  of  Judge  Wells,  and  from  the  inspection  of  the  deeds. 
The  deeds  appear  to  have  been  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in 
the  presence  of  two  subscribing  witnesses,  and  to  have  been 
acknowledged  as  the  deeds  of  the  grantor  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace.  The  witness  swears  that  the  grantor  did  then  sign, 
seal  and  deliver  them  for  the  use  of  the  grantees.  Thus  far 
there  can  be  no  doubt.  But  the  witness  further  testifies  that, 
because  the  grantor  was  to  have  the  use  of  the  premises  during 
his  life,  and  some  of  the  grantoes  being  minors,  the  deeds  were 
delivered  to  him  as  escrows,  to  be  delivered  to  the  grantees* 
upon  the  grantor's  death.  What  the  witness  understood  by 
escrow  is  not  explained.  He  might  consider  them  as  escrows, 
because  he  was  to  have  the  custody  of  them  until  the  grantor's 
death.  To  aid  his  memory,  he  therefore  refers  us  to  the  mem- 
orandum he  made  at  the  time  upon  the  wrapper  of  the  deeds. 
In  that  memorandum  they  are  called  the  two  deeds  of  the 
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grantor,  naming  him,  to  the  grantees,  naming  them,  to  be  kept 
until  the  death  of  the  grantor,  and  then  to  be  delivered  to  the 
grantees.  Here  they  are  not  called  the  writings,  or  escrows, , 
but  the  deeds  of  the.  grantor.  The  weight  of  the  evidence  is 
certainly  very  great,  if  not  conclusive,  in  favor  of  the  deeds 
having  been  delivered  by  the  grantor,  as  his  deeds,  and  depos- 
ited with  Judge  Wells,  in  trust  for  the  grantees.  Upon  this 
ground  the  deeds  were  very  properly  admitted  as  evidence,  and 
the  direction  of  the  judge  correct. 

But  if  the  deeds  are  to  be  considered  as  delivered  to  Judge 
Wells,  not  as  the  deeds,  but  as  the  writings  of  the  grantor,  we 
must  not  thence  conclude  that  they  are  void.  Although  gen- 
erally an  escrow  takes  its  effect  from  its  second  delivery,  yet 
there  are  excepted  cases  in  which  it  takes  its  effect,  and  is  con- 
sidered the  deed  of  the  maker,  from  the  first  delivery.  The 
exception  is  founded  on  necessity,  ut  res  valeat.  Thus  Perk. 
139, 140.  If  a  feme  sole  seal  a  writing,  and  deliver  it  as  an 
escrow,  to  be  delivered  over  on  condition,  and  she  afterwards 
marry,  and  the  writing  be  then  delivered  over  on  performance 
of  the  condition,  it  shall  be  her  deed  from  the  first  delivery; 
otherwise  her  marriage  would  defeat  it.  In  Brook's  Beading, 
on  the  statute  of  limitations,  p.  150,  there  is  another  exception. 
A.  delivers  a  deed  as  an  escrow  to  J.  S.,  to  deliver  over  on  con- 
dition performed,  before  which  A.  becomes  non  compos  mentis; 
the  condition  is  then  performed,  and  the  deed  delivered  over; 
it  is  good,  for  it  shall  be  A.'s  deed  from  the  first  delivery.  An- 
other exception  is  in  3  Co.  35  b,  36  a.  Lessor  makes  a  lease  by 
deed,  and  delivers  it  as  an  escrow,  to  be  delivered  over  on  con- 
dition performed,  before  which  lessor  dies,  and  after  it  is  deliv- 
ered over  on  condition  performed,  the  lease  shall  be  the  deed 
of  the  lessor  from  the  first  delivery.  There  is  also  a  strong  ex- 
ception in  5  Co.  85.  If  a  man  deliver  a  bond  as  an  escrow,  to 
be  delivered  on  condition  performed,  before  which  the  obligor 
or  obligee  dies,  and  the  condition  is  after  performed,  here  there 
could  be  no  second  delivery,  yet  is  it  the  deed  of  the  obligor 
from  the  first  delivery,  although  it  was  only  inchoate;  but  it 
«shall  be  deemed  consummate  by  the  performance  of  the  con- 
dition. 

Therefore,  if  the  deeds  in  this  case  were  delivered  to  Judge 
Wells  as  escrows,  and  by  him  delivered  over  on  the  death  of 
the  grantor,  they  must  take  their  effect,  and  be  considered  as 
the  deeds  of  the  grantor  from  the  first  delivery,  he  being  dead 
at  the  second  delivery.     And  the  cases  in  3  Co.  36  a.,  and  5  Co. 
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85,  are  in  point.  Itmay  be  here  observed  that  it  is  not  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  grantor  to  deliver  these 
deeds  as  escrows,  to  be  afterwards  delivered  as  his  deeds,  on 
the  event  of  his  death;  when,  from  the  nature  of  the  event, 
they  could  not  be  considered  as  bis  deeds  from  the  second  de- 
livery. The  presumption  is  violent  that  he  considered]  Judge 
Wells  as  a  trustee  of  the  grantees.  But  whether  the  deeds 
were  delivered  to  him  as  escrows  or  in  trust  for  the  grantees, 
in  either  case  the  verdict  must  stand,  and  th,e  first  judgment  be 
entered  thereon,  viz.,  that  partition  be  made,  and  let  a  warrant 
issue  to  commissioners  to  make  partition. 


See  Hattuck  v.  Bush,  1  Am.  Dec  60,  and  note.  The  frequency  of  the 
citation  of  this  case  shows  it  to  be  one  of  considerable  importance  regard- 
ing the  delivery  of  deeds.  In  the  Massachusetts  courts  it  has  been  very 
frequently  cited;  lately  in  Hall  v.  HieJcey,  112  Mass.  173;  in  Regan  v.  Howe, 
121  Id.  426.  It  is  cited  frequently  by  the  Connecticut  courts,  as  in  Hale  v. 
HUU,  8  Conn.  42;  WhUe  v.  Bailey,  14  Id.  276;  Merrills  v.  Swift,  18  Id.  262. 
Also,  in  New  York:  Stanton  v.  Miller,  68  N.  Y.  202;  Hathaway  v.  Payne, 
34  Id.  106,  where  the  court  say:  "In  the  case  of  Wheelwright  v.  Wheel* 
wright,  a  distinction  is  made  which  I  regard  as  sound,  and  which,  I  think, 
has  not  been  questioned  since." 


ErSKINB  V.  TOWNSEND, 

[2  Ham  498.] 

Dbxd  when  a  Mortgage.  —A  bond  conditioned  to  reoonvey  an  estate, 
which  had  been  conveyed  by  deed  of  the  same  date,  on  payment  of  a 
sum  of  money,  is  a  defeasance  of  the  deed,  which  will  be  considered  as 
a  mortgage. 

The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  a  bond  to  reconvey  an 
estate,  upon  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  bearing  even  date 
with  a  conveyance  of  the  same  estate  from  the  obligee  to  the 
obligor,  amounted  to  a  defeasance,  and  would  entitle  the 
obligee  to  an  equity  of  redemption*  The  facts  appear  from  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

MeUen,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Poller,  for  the  defendant 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  C.  J.  This  action  is  a  writ  of  entry,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  demands  the  land  described  in  the  writ 
against  the  defendant,  and  declares  on  his  own  seisin  within 
two  years,  and  on  a  disseisin  by  the  defendant.    The  defendant 
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very  improperly  prays  oyer  of  the  deed  declared  on,  when  the 
plaintiff  did  not  count  upon,  or  make  a  profert  of  any  deed; 
and  the  court  grant  oyer.  Upon  hearing  the  deed  it  appears 
to  be  an  absolute  conveyance  in  fee-simple,  of  the  land  de- 
manded, from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  considera- 
tion of  two  hundred  and  sixty  dollars,  and  it  bears  date  Feb* 
ruary  9,  1804.  The  defendant  then  pleads  a  bond  dated  the 
same  day,  in  the  penal  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars,  with  a  con- 
dition, after  reciting  that  the  defendant  owing  the  plaintiff  two 
hundred  and  forty-one  dollars  and  thirty  cents,  and  for  the 
better  securing  the  payment  of  the  same,  had  conveyed  to  the 
plaintiff  fifty  acres  of  land,  that  if  the  defendant  should  pay  the 
plaintiff  that  sum  in  six  months,  and  the  plaintiff  shall  then 
reconvey  the  land  to  the  defendant,  the  bond  was  to  be  void. 
The  defendant  then  avers  that  the  land  mentioned  in  the  condi- 
tion is  the  same  land  described  in  the  deed,  and  that  the  same 
bond  was  made  as  a  defeasance  of  the  deed.  He  then  confesses 
the  breach  of  the  condition,  and  prays  to  be  heard  in  equity 
that  he  may  have  liberty  to  redeem  the  land  demanded,  and 
thus  conveyed  in  mortgage.  To  this  plea  there  is  a  general 
demurrer  and  joinder. 

In  deciding  this  issue  in  law,  it  may  be  convenient  to  explain 
the  nature  of  a  mortgage  in  fee  of  lands,  and  the  rights  and 
remedies  of  the  parties  agreeably  to  our  laws.  A  mortgage 
in  fee  is  an  estate  upon  a  condition  defeasible  by  the  perform- 
ance of  the  condition  according  to  its  legal  effect.  This  condi- 
tion may  be  either  annexed  to  and  a  part  of  the  deed  convey- 
ing the  estate,  or  it  may  be  contained  in  another  deed,  executed 
at  the  same  time  and  part  of  the  same  transaction,  and  provid- 
ing that  the  estate  recited  to  have  been  conveyed  is  to  be  de- 
feated upon  the  performance  of  the  condition.  The  equitable 
powers  of  this  court  do  not  extend  to  relieve  mortgagors  in  any 
other  cases  than  those  in  which  the  condition  is  a  part  of  the 
deed  of  conveyance,  or  is  contained  in  a  deed  of  defeasance  of 
that  conveyance.  After  the  creation  of  this  estate  upon  condi- 
tion, the  mortgagee  has  presently  the  same  right  to  enter  in  pais, 
and  take  the  profits,  or  by  judgment  and  execution  in  a  writ  of 
entry,  that  he  would  have  if  the  estate  were  absolute;  subject, 
however,  to  account  for  the  profits  to  the  mortgagor,  if  he  should 
ever  perform  the  condition,  or  redeem  the  estate.  And  in  his  writ 
he  may  count  generally  on  his  own  seisin,  and  the  disseisin  of 
the  defendant;  and  if  he  obtain  judgment  before  condition 
broken,  the  judgment  will  be  at  common  law,  and  not  upon 
the  statute. 
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The  mortgagor,  by  performing  the  condition,  according  to  its 
legal  effect,  may  defeat  the  estate  at  law,  and  if  the  mortgagee 
be  in  possession,  he  may  enter  upon  him,  or  eject  him  by  a  writ 
of  entry,  his  title  being  now  absolutely  void.  Thus  it  appears 
that  until  the  condition  be  broken,  the  rights  and  remedies  of 
the  parties  are  legal,  and  not  equitable.  When  the  condition 
is  broken,  then  the  statute  interferes,  and  provides  equitable 
relief  for  the  mortgagor.  He  may  redeem  the  estate  by  paying 
the  money  due  on  the  mortgage,  at  any  time  within  three  years 
after  the  lawful  entry  of  the  mortgagee,  for  condition  broken. 
It  is,  therefore,  necessary  then  to  fix  the  time  when  the  three 
years  commence,  according  to  the  different  situation  of  the 
parties. 

If  the  mortgagee  had  entered  and  taken  possession  before  the 
condition  was  broken,  and  had  continued  in  the  receipts  of  the 
profits  after,  the  three  years  do  not  commence  until  he  give  due 
notice  to  the  mortgagor,  after  the  condition  be  broken,  that  he 
shall  thenceforward  hold  the  possession  for  the  condition 
broken;  or,  in  other  words,  for  the  purpose  of  foreclosing  the 
mortgage,  if  it  be  not  redeemed. 

If  the  mortgagee  had  not  taken  possession  before  the  condi- 
tion was  broken,  and  he  shall  lawfully  enter  and  take  posses- 
sion after  the  condition  is  broken,  the  three  years  will  com- 
mence from  the  time  of  such  lawful  entry.  This  entry  may  be 
either  in  pais,  or  in  execution  of  a  judgment  in  a  real  action. 
In  order  to  obtain  this  judgment,  the  mortgagee  must  sue  a 
special  writ  of'  entry.  Instead  of  declaring  generally  on  his 
own  seisin  and  on  a  disseisin  by  the  mortgagor,  he  must  either 
count  on  a  seisin  in  fee  and  in  mortgage,  so  that  it  may  appear 
that  he  claims  to  be  tenant  in  mortgage,  or  he  must  allege  a 
seisin  in  the  mortgagor,  and  a  conveyance  to  himself  by  deed, 
which  he  must  plead  with  a  profert,  so  that  on  inspection  of  the 
deed,  it  may  appear  to  convey  an  estate  in  mortgage.  The 
former  manner  of  specially  declaring  is  good  in  all  cases,  but 
necessary  where  the  condition  appears  in  a  defeasance,  not  in 
the  possession  of  the  mortgagee.  The  latter  manner  is  sufficient 
when  the  condition  is  a  part  of  the  deed  of  conveyance.  If  the 
mortgagee  is  entitled  to  judgment  in  this  action,  after  the  con- 
dition be  broken,  the  court  will  liquidate  the  sum  remaining 
due  on  the  mortgage,  and  enter  a  conditional  judgment  that 
plaintiff  have  seisin,  unless  the  mortgagor  pay  that  sum  with 
interest,  and  the  cost  of  suit,  in  two  months.  If  the  money  be 
not  paid  in  that  time,  the  mortgagee  will  sue  out  his  execution, 
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and  the  three  years  for  redemption  will  commence  on  his  hay- 
ing seisin  delivered  to  him. 

As  by  the  statute  the  mortgagee  can  have  no  judgment  after 
the  condition  is  broken,  but  this  conditional  one,  thence  results 
the  necessity  of  his  declaring  as  mortgagee,  to  bring  himself 
within  the  statute.  And  it  has  been  settled  by  this  court  for- 
merly that  if  he  declare  generally,  and  the  mortgagor  shall 
plead  in  bar  that  the  mortgagee  is  seised  as  tenant  in  mortgage 
only,  the  condition  of  which  is  broken,  the  action  will  be 
barred.  Upon  this  principle,  if  the  defendant  in  the  case  be- 
fore the  court  had  pleaded  properly  these  facts  in  bar,  and  the 
bond  on  which  he  relies  is  a  defeasance,  he  must  have  had 
judgment  that  the  mortgagee  take  nothing  by  his  writ.  As  he 
has  not  so  pleaded,  but  prays  only  that  the  conditional  judg- 
ment may  be  entered  against  him,  that  he  may  have  the  equitable 
right  of  redemption  after  judgment,  the  only  point  that  remains 
for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  is  the  legal  effect  of  the  bond.  If 
it  be  a  defeasance,  within  the  intent  of  the  statute,  the  condi- 
tional judgment  must  be  entered  accordingly;  otherwise  the 
plaintiff  must  have  judgment  for  his  seisin  at  common  law. 

The  plaintiff's  objection  to  the  bond  as  a  defeasance  is  tech- 
nical, because,  in  the  condition,  it  is  not  expressed  that  the 
conveyance  is  to  be  void  on  the  payment  of  the  money  secured 
in  six  months;  but  that,  upon  such  payment,  the  grantee  shall 
reconvey.  In  looking  into  the  bond  and  condition,  we  observe 
that  the  bond  is  dated  on  the  same  day  on  which  the  convey- 
ance bears  date,  and  that  the  condition  recites*  expressly  that 
the  conveyance  was  made  as  a  security  for  money  due.  It  is, 
therefore,  manifest  that  the  land  conveyed  was  intended  by  the 
parties  as  a  pledge  only;  and  notwithstanding  the  manner  of 
the  grantor's  recovering  back  the  pledge,  on  his  payment  of  the 
money,  is  by  reconveyance,  yet  the  nature  of  the  conveyance  re- 
mains the  same.  It  is  not  absolute,  but  conditional;  and  it 
must  be  considered  as  a  conveyance  in  mortgage.  When  we 
examine  the  forms  of  defeasances,  in  books  of  conveyancing, 
the  technical  objection  seems  to  have  no  weight.  There  are,  in 
Wood's  Conveyancer,  two  forms  of  a  defeasance  of  a  mortgage, 
in  which  the  condition  is  that  upon  payment  the  grantee  shall 
reconvey. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that,  as  the  defeasance  is  by 
deed,  as  the  two  deeds  are  but  parts  of  the  same  transaction, 
and  as  the  conveyance  was  to  secure  the  payment  of  money  due, 
the  plaintiff  must  be  considered  as  a  tenant  in  mortgage,  and 
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can  have  only  the  conditional  judgment  to  have  seisin  unless 
the  money  due,  with  interest  and  costs,  be  paid  in  two  months 
by  the  defendant. 


Hart  v.  Fitzgerald. 

[2  Ham.  600.1 

Replevin— Pabt  Owkeb  cannot  Maintain.— An  action  of  replevin 
cannot  be  maintained  by  a  part  owner  of  a  chattel  for  his  undivided 
part;  and  when  it  appears  from  the  plaintiff's  own  showing  that  he  is 
merely  a  part  owner,  the  court  will  abate  the  writ  ex  officio. 

Replevin  for  all  the  undivided  right  which  William  Bodfish 
formerly  had  in  four  hundred  and  fifty  spruce  logs;  also,  for 
the  undivided  half  of  the  same  number  of  other  logs  belonging 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  avowed  the  taking,  and  said 
that  the  logs  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  one  Page  and 
said  Bodfish  as  tenants  in  common,  and  set  forth  their  respect- 
ive shares;  that  defendant,  being  at  the  time  of  the  taking  a 
deputy  sheriff,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment  against  Bod- 
fish, attached  the  undivided  fourth  part  of  the  logs  as  the  prop- 
erty of  Bodfish,  and  duly  returned  the  writ.  Defendant  trav- 
ersed the  property  in  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  ten- 
dered an  issue,  wherein  defendant  joined. 

Verdict  being  given  for  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  moved  in 
arrest  of  judgment  on  the  following  grounds: 

1.  Because,  by  the  writ,  an  interest  or  right  in  the  goods  and 
chattels  is  commanded  to  be  replevied,  and  not  the  goods  and 
chattels  themselves; 

2.  Because  replevin  does  not  lie  for  an  undivided  part  of  any 
goods  and  chattels; 

3.  Because  it  appears,  by  the  writ  and  declaration,  that  other 
persons  besides  the  plaintiff  are  owners  of  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels therein  mentioned,  who  ought  by  law  to  have  joined  in  the 
action. 

MeUen  and  Kidder,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bice,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Parsons,  C.  J.  When  a  contract  is  made  with 
two  or  more  persons,  and  one  only  sues,  the  defendant  may 
have  the  advantage  of  it  on  the  general  issue,  without  pleading 
it  a  fortiori,  if  it  appears  from  the  plaintiff's  own  showing  that 
the  contract  was  made  with  himself  and  others  not  named,  noz 
any  legal  reason  assigned  for  not  naming  them;  because  it 
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appears  that  no  such  contract  was  made  with  the  plaintiff  as 
he  has  declared  on.  But  if  there  are  several  part  owners  of  a 
chattel,  and  an  injury  be  done  it,  regularly,  all  the  part  owners 
ought  to  join  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  that  injury. 
In  this  case,  although  an  injury  be  done  to  each  part  owner, 
yet  they  ought  to  join  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  being 
harassed  by  a  multiplicity  of  suits.  As  the  rule  is  established 
for  the  defendant's  benefit,  he  may  waive  this  benefit,  by  not 
taking  the  exception  in  abatement;  and  he  cannot  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  irregularity  under  the  general  issue.  So  if  it 
appear  from  the  plaintiff's  own  showing  that  he  is  but  a  part 
owner,  the  defendant  must  take  the  exception  in  abatement; 
because  the  plaintiff  should  have  an  opportunity  to  show  that 
the  defendant  has  settled  with  another  part  owner,  and  dis- 
charged him  from  all  interest  in  the  gravamen  ;  or  that  he  had 
suffered  any  other  part  owner  severally  to  sue  and  recover  his 
part  of  the  damages,  in  either  of  which  cases  the  plaintiff's  writ 
shall  not  abate. 

Replevin  is  an  action  founded  on  the  general  or  special  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  settled  that  when  a  chattel  is 
illegally  taken  and  detained,  all  the  part  owners  must  join  in 
replevin;  and  it  is  a  good  plea  in  abatement,  that  the  property 
is  in  the  plaintiff  and  another.  In  this  action  this  irregularity 
is  not  pleaded  in  abatement,  or  in  bar,  but  it  appears  from  the 
plaintiff's  own  showing  in  the  writ,  in  which  he  claims  an  undi- 
vided moiety  of  the  chattels  said  to  be  unjustly  taken,  and 
detained;  and  it  is  a  question  whether  the  defendant  can  take 
advantage  of  this  defect  thus  appearing,  or  whether  he  must 
have  pleaded  it  in  abatement.  If  there  is  an  analogy  in  the 
principles  of  law  regulating  the  forms  of  actions  for  injuries  to 
chattels  and  of  actions  of  replevin,  it  would  seem  from  the  case 
of  Addison  v.  Overend,  6  T.  R.  766,  that  the  defendant  should 
have  pleaded  in  abatement,  that  there  was  another  part  owner 
not  named,  in  order  to  have  the  advantage  of  the  omission. 
But  is  there  such  an  analogy?  In  trespass  or  case  for  an  injury 
done  to  a  chattel,  each  part  owner  in  fact  is  injured,  and  the 
damages,  if  not  severed  by  the  form  of  the  action,  must  be 
divided  among  the  plaintiffs  after  recovery.  In  these  actions 
also  there  are  cases  in  which  one  part  owner  may  legally  sue 
alone,  without  joining  his  partners.  In  replevin,  which  is 
founded  on  property,  the  chattel  is  to  be  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  well  as  damages  to  be  recovered. 

This  chattel  is  not  capable  in  law  of  severance,  and  the  whole 
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or  none  of  it  can  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff;  and,  if  it  be  de- 
livered to  the  plaintiff,  being  bat  a  part  owner,  he  nrastj  receive 
an  undivided  part  in  which  he  claims  no  property.  In  replevin, 
also,  we  do  not  recollect  any  case  in  which  a  part  owner  can  sue 
for  his  undivided  part  only.  If  property  in  him  and  another 
be  pleaded  in  abatement,  such  plea  cannot  be  confessed  and 
avoided  by  any  matter  which  the  plaintiff  can  reply  to  it.  There 
are  very  strong  distinctions  between  the  principles  applying  to 
actions  of  trespass  and  of  the  case  for  an  injury  done  to  chat- 
tels, in  which  damages  only  are  demanded,  and  actions  of  re- 
plevin, in  which  the  property  said  to  be  unjustly  taken  and  de- 
tained is  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff. 

We,  therefore,  think  that  the  general  rule  of  law  must  gov- 
ern, that  when  a  substantial  defect  in  the  writ  appears  on  the 
record,  the  court  ought,  ex  officio,  to  abate  it. 

Judgment  arrested. 

See  Freeman  on  Co-tenancy,  sees.  245,  337,  354,  355,  citing  this  case. 
See  Davis  v.  LotUch,  46  N.  Y  ,  where  this  case  is  cited  and  its  authority 
recognized. 


Oliver  v.  Newburyport  Insurance  Company. 

13  Ham.  87.] 

Riooyebt  fob  a  Parti  ax  Loss. — A  vessel  was  insured  from  Spain  to 
TenerhTe,  and  thence  to  Jamaica;  she  was  captured  during  the  voyage 
by  a  French  corvette,  but  retaken  by  a  British  privateer  aud  carried 
into  Antigua,  and  there  libelled  in  admiralty,  which  decreed  a  restora- 
tion, on  payment  of  one-half  the  value  as  salvage:  but  upon  the  repre- 
sentation of  the  master,  a  part  owner,  that  he  was  unable  to  pay  the 
salvage,  the  court  ordered  the  vessel  sold.  The  master  became  the 
purchaser,  and  on  his  return  delivered  the  vessel  to  the  former  owners. 
The  insured  then  offered  to  abandon  to  the  insurers  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  at  Antigua,  but  refused  to  abandon  the  ship;  but  the  under- 
writers refused  to  accept  this  abandonment.  It  was  held  that  the  in* 
sored  were  entitled  to  recover  only  for  a  partial  loss. 

Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  for  four  thousand  dollars  on 
the  hull  and  appurtenances  of  the  ship  Columbia,  valued  at  ten 
thousand  dollars,  at  and  from  Bilboa,  or  other  Spanish  ports 
without  the  straits  of  Gibraltar  to  Teneriffe,  and  at  and  from 
thence  to  Jamaica.  The  declaration  set  forth  a  total  loss  by  cap* 
ture  by  a  French  corvette. 

The  following  facts  appeared  under  the  general  issue:  The 
ship  was  owned  two-thirds  by  the  plaintiffs  and  one-third  by 
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the  master.  While  on  the  voyage  insured  she  was  captured  by 
a  French  corvette,  and  eight  days  afterwards  recaptured  by  two 
British  privateers,  and  sent  to  Antigua,  where  she  was  libelled 
as  prize.  The  master  claimed  the  ship  for  himself  and  the 
plaintiffs,  and  also  claimed  the  cargo  in  behalf  of  certain  Brit- 
ish merchants.  The  vice-admiralty  court  ordered  the  ship  and 
cargo  to  be  restored  to  the  master  on  payment  of  half  the  value 
thereof  to  the  recaptors,  in  lieu  of  salvage.  Upon  the  repre- 
sentations of  the  master  of  the  lack  of  funds  to  pay  the  salvage, 
the  vessel  and  cargo  were  ordered  to  be  sold;  at  the  sale,  the 
master  purchased  the  ship,  and  received  the  net  moiety  of  the 
proceeds.  He  then  returned  with  the  ship  to  Boston,  and  after 
she  had  been  restored  to  the  owners,  plaintiffs  offered  to  aban- 
don to  the  insurers  all  their  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  ship,  but  refused  to  abandon  the  ship.  This  abandon- 
ment the  underwriters  would  not  accept.  The  master  testified 
that  soon  after  his  arrival  in  Antigua  he  wrote  two  letters  to  the 
plaintiffs,  in  which  he  stated  the  situation  of  the  vessel;  but 
there  was  no  proof  of  their  receipt. 

The  court  directed  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover 
as  for  a  total  loss,  and  the  jury  found  accordingly. 

The  defendants  thereupon  moved  for  a  new  trial. 

Dexter,  for  the  defendants. 
Amory  and  (His,  for  the  plaintiffs, 

Skwall,  J.  The  facts  material  in  deciding  upon  the  motion 
in  this  case  for  a  new  trial  are,  that  the  insurance  by  the  policy 
in  question  was  of  the  ship  Columbia,  owned  for  two-thirds  by 
the  plaintiffs  and  one-third  by  the  master,  for  a  voyage  from 
Spain  to  Teneriffe,  and  at  and  from  thence  to  Jamaica;  that  the 
ship,  in  the  course  of  the  voyage  insured,  was  captured  by  the 
French,  and  recaptured  by  the  English,  who  carried  the  vessel 
and  cargo  to  the  island  of  Antigua,  where  upon  a  libel  for  sal- 
vage they  were  decreed  to  be  restored  to  the  former  owners, 
upon  payment  of  the  one-half  of  their  value  to  the  recaptors; 
that  the  master,  soon  after  his  arrival  at  Antigua,  and  again 
during  his  stay  there,  advised  the  insured  of  the  capture  of  the 
ship  and  cargo;  that  the  cargo  was  taken  out  and  sold  there, 
and  that  the  vessel  was  also  sold  under  a  decree  of  the  admi- 
ralty, at  the  instigation  of  the  master,  upon  an  alleged  want  of 
funds  to  pay  the  salvage;  that  the  master  became  the  purchaser 
of  the  ship,  and  returned  in  her  to  Boston,  where  she  has  since 
become  the  joint  property,  or  is  in  the  joint  management  and 
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control  of  the  insured  and  the  master  as  before;  that  the  as- 
sured, before  bringing  this  action,  offered  to  abandon  to  the 
underwriters  all  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  ship, 
but  refused  to  abandon  the  ship.  Upon  these  facts,  the  jury 
at  the  trial  were  directed  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  insured  as  for 
a  total  loss.  This  direction  is  complained  of  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  who  move  for  a  new  trial. 

The  demand  of  the  plaintiffs  for  a  total  loss  is  resisted  by 
the  defendants,  upon  two  grounds;  because,  1.  The  insured,  at 
the  time  of  their  offer  to  abandon,  had  no  right  to  abandon  and 
to  recover  for  a  total  loss;  and,  2.  If  they  then  had  the  right, 
they  have  not  entitled  themselves  to  recover  for  a  total  loss,  by 
their  abandonment  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  ship,  when  the 
ship  itself  had  been  recovered  and  was  in  safety  in  their  pos- 
session and  use,  in  consequence  of  a  purchase  by  their  part- 
ner and  agent,  either  originally  made  for  them,  or  which  has 
availed  to  their  benefit.  It  seems  admitted  in  the  argument  for 
the  defendants,  and  if  it  were  not,  I  think  it  unquestionable, 
that  the  events  in  this  case,  up  to  the  time  of  the  captain's  pur- 
chase of  the  ship,  constituted  a  technical  total  loss,  if  the 
assured  had  elected  so  to  consider  it.  A  capture  and  a  recap- 
ture subjecting  the  property  recovered  to  a  charge  of  half  its 
value,  to  be  paid  upon  the  restoration  of  the  vessel  at  a  port 
out  of  the  course  of  the  voyage  insured,  where  the  cargo  pro- 
cured for  the  voyage  was  necessarily  discharged  and  sold;  and 
when,  by  these  events,  the  voyage  itself  was  entirely  defeated, 
are  circumstances  constituting  a  technical  total  loss,  according 
to  many  decisions  which  might  be  cited.  I  shall  mention  only 
the  case  of  Ooss  et  at.  v.  Withers,  2  Burr.  683,  and  Miles  v. 
Fletcher,  Doug.  219.  But  a  total  of  this  kind  is  total  only  at 
the  election  of  the  insured,  and  the  rule  adopted  upon  this  sub- 
ject is,  that  the  election  of  the  insured  id  to  be  made  and  noti- 
fied as  soon  as  may  be  after  he  has  intelligence  of  the  state  of 
his  property.  If  the  advice  addressed  by  the  captain  from  An- 
tigua to  the  insured  had  been  received  by  them  before  the 
arrival  of  the  ship  at  Boston,  their  neglect  to  notify  the  insurers 
was  a  forfeiture  of  the  right  of  abandonment.  This  rule  and 
the  application  of  it  were  very  fully  discussed  in  the  case  of 
Mitchel  et  at.  v.  Eddie,  1  T.  B.  608,  and  the  doctrines  of  that  de- 
cision were  recognized  and  enforced  in  the  case  of  Livermore, 
assignee,  v.  The  Newburyport  Marine  Insurance  Company,  2 
Mass.  232,  recently  decided  by  this  court.  But  the  facts  before 
us  do  not  warrant  a  conclusion  that  the  insured  had  received 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


80  Ouveb  v.  Newburtpobt  Ins.  Go.  [Mass. 

any  advice  of  the  state  of  their  property,  until  the  return  of 
their  captain  and  vessel  to  Boston.  And  whether  they  could 
then  abandon  and  demand  a  total  loss,  is  a  question  to  be  de- 
cided upon  the  other  circumstances  of  this  case. 

If  the  purchase  of  the  captain  may  be  considered  in  the 
event  a  recovery  of  the  ship  to  the  insured,  it  became  so  by 
their  assent  to  it  after  his  return,  and  the  consequent  restora- 
tion of  the  property  to  its  original  state.  The  purchase  was 
not  at  the  time  necessarily  or  professedly  for  the  account  of  the 
insured,  nor  does  the  general  authority  of  a  master  extend  to 
the  power  of  binding  his  owners  in  a  purchase  of  that  kind,  and 
there  is  no  pretense  of  any  special  authority  in  this  case.  Nor 
will  the  mere  safety  of  the  vessel,  if  the  insured  refuse  to  accept 
it  when  the  voyage  has  been  entirely  defeated,  deprive  the 
owner  insured  for  a  particular  voyage  of  the  right  of  abandon- 
ment. All  the  decisions  in  cases  of  detention  by  embargo, 
where  a  total  loss  has  been  recovered  upon  the  insurance  of 
vessels  remaining  in  safety,  Marshall,  489,  441,  488,  505,  and 
particularly  the  judgment  by  the  king's  bench,  in  the  case  of 
Botch  v.  Edie,  6  T.  R.  425,  are  authorities  to  this  effect.  The 
case  of  Oos8  et  at.  v.  Withers,  2  Burr.  683,  may  be  cited  to  the 
same  purpose.  The  case  of  Poole  v.  Fitzgerald,  5  Bro.  P.  C. 
181;  Park.  170,  has  been  relied  on;  but  upon  examination,  it 
will  not  be  found  to  warrant  a  contrary  doctrine.  That  was 
the  case  of  an  insurance  upon  a  privateer  for  a  cruise  of  four 
months,  the  vessel  valued  at  one  thousand  pounds,  without  fur- 
ther account,  and  free  from  average.  By  the  mutiny  and  de- 
sertion of  her  crew,  the  cruise  was  prevented  for  a  part  of  the 
term  insured;  but  the  vessel  remained  in  safety  at  her  accus- 
tomed port.  The  decision  was  against  the  plaintiff,  the  in- 
sured, grounded  upon  the  peculiar  terms  of  the  policy,  which 
was  construed  to  entitle  the  insured  to  recover  only  in  the 
event  of  a  total  loss;  the  policy  being  for  the  sum  insured  with- 
out account,  and  free  of  average;  and  it  being  impossible  that 
the  loss  should  be  considered  total,  while  the  vessel  itself  re- 
mained in  safety. 

Upon  the  ground,  then,  that  the  return  of  the  ship  to  Boston 
was  not  for  the  account  of  the  insured,  unless  by  their  election 
to  receive  it  of  the  captain;  and  that  the  loss  of  the  voyage  in- 
sured, with  the  other  facts  stated,  would  entitle  them  to  demand 
a  total  loss  by  the  policy  in  this  case  upon  a  suitable  abandon- 
ment of  the  actual  salvage,  it  seems  necessary  to  come  to  the 
remaining  question,  whether  there  has  been  such  an  abandon- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIc 


July,  1807.J  Oliver  v.  Newbubyport  Ins.  Co.  81 

ment,  and  I  have  authority  to  say  that  the  direction  complained 
of  was  a  decision  upon  this  question  only.  It  was  the  appre- 
hension of  the  justices  who  presided  in  the  trial  that  in  a  decis- 
ion not  final  upon  any  question  of  law,  they  were  to  govern 
themselves  by  the  decisions  of  this  court,  which  have  been  cited 
in  the  cases  of  Welman  v.  Gray,  and  Storer  v.  Gray,  2  Mass. 
565.  The  acceptance  by  the  assured  of  their  shares  in  the  ship 
purchased  by  their  partner  and  general  agent,  was  an  assent 
equivalent  in  all  respects  to  a  previous  authority:  and  having 
retroactive  effect,  whatever  had  been  done  by  the  master  of  the 
vessel  and  the  partner  of  the  insured,  in  purchasing  and  refit- 
ting the  vessel,  and  in  prosecuting  another  voyage,  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  the  acts  also  of  the  insured  in  the  disposal  of  their 
property,  whether  recovered  and  held  in  their  former  right,  or 
by  a  new  and  distinct  title. 

If  the  purchase  in  this  was,  in  its  effect  upon  the  contract  of 
insurance,  a  recovery  of  the  property,  to  be  treated  as  a  re- 
covery in  the  former  right  of  the  insured,  their  acceptance  and 
subsequent  disposal  of  the  ship,  and  especially  their  refusal  to 
abandon  it  to  the  insurers,  was  a  waiver  of  the  right  of  aband- 
onment. And  upon  the  same  reasoning  an  abandonment  of 
the  sales  at  Antigua  was  insufficient,  because  not  made  of  the 
actual  salvage  the  ship  recovered.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
ship  returned  to  the  assured  by  a  new  and  distinct  title,  affect- 
ing the  insurers  in  their  contract  as  well  as  all  other  persons, 
then  the  loss  continued  in  every  respect  total  at  the  time  of  the 
offer  to  abandon;  and  the  abandonment  offered  in  this  case  was 
valid  and  sufficient  to  entitle  the  insured  to  recover  for  a  total 
loss.  When  the  case  of  Storer  v.  Gray  was  decided,  I  had  the 
honor  to  be*  a  member  of  this  court,  and  I  concurred  in  the  de- 
cision. The  case  was  similar,  in  many  respects,  to  the  present; 
differing  only  in  the  circumstance  of  a  decree  compelling  a  sale; 
whereas,  in  the  present  case  the  sale  was  made  at  the  instance 
of  the  party  purchasing  under  it.  That  decision  was,  as  I 
recollect,  upon  these  grounds,  that  the  decree  of  a  court  of 
admiralty  in  a  foreign  country,  having  jurisdiction  in  a  case  of 
capture  and  recapture,  ordering  a  sale  for  payment  of  salvage, 
was,  in  itself,  a  change  of  property;  that  the  master,  either 
with  or  without  the  assent  of  his  owner,  the  insured,  might 
avail  himself  by  purchasing  at  an  authorized  and  compulsory 
sale;  and  in  any  purchase  made  for  the  account  of  the  insured 
party,  he  would  become  the  owner  in  a  new  right;  that  the 
master  had  no  general  authority  to  purchase  at  the  risk  or  for 
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the  account  of  the  insured  or  the  insurers;  and  that  they  could 
not  jointly  claim  the  benefit  of  a  purchase  made  by  the  master 
at  his  own  risk;  and  a  prevailing  argument  was,  that  these 
principles  had  governed  the  court  in  the  prior  decision,  which 
has  been  cited  in  the  case  of  Welman  v.  Oray. 

It  must  be  allowed,  I  think,  that  there  are  difficulties  attend- 
ing any  rule  that  can  be  contemplated  for  the  decision  of  cases 
of  the  kind  which  have  been  cited.  If  it  should  be  decided 
that  the  insured  were,  by  a  purchase  of  this  kind,  when  fairly 
made  for  their  account,  chargeable  absolutely  with  a  new  risk, 
very  great  and  obvious  objections  occur  on  their  part.  And  in 
adopting  a  rule  less  objectionable,  which  has  been  urged  upon 
the  attention  of  the  court,  it  is  obvious  that  an  agent  by  ne- 
cessity, proceeding  with  fair  intentions,  for  the  apparent  benefit 
of  the  concerned,  may  become  a  sufferer  by  his  agency  and  in- 
volve himself  in  expenses,  from  which  in  a  different  event  he 
could  derive  no  emolument,  contrary  to  the  maxim,  cujus  est 
commodum  ejus  est  onus.  On  the  pther  hand,  the  court  have 
never  been  inattentive  to  the  circumstance  that  in  their  de- 
cisions which  have  been  cited,  as  well  as  in  the  present  case, 
Ihe  allowance  of  a  total  loss  upon  a  policy,  where  the  subject- 
matter  of  it  has  been  actually  recovered  at  a  comparatively 
small  expense,  gives  an  advantage  to  the  assured,  inconsistent 
with  the  principle,  that  contracts  of  insurance  are  to  be  con- 
strued and  carried  into  effect  as  contracts' of  indemnity. 

The  decision  by  Lord  Kenyon,  in  the  case  of  McMasters  v. 
Shoolbred,  1  Esp.  237,  leaves  that  principle  unimpaired,  and 
confines  the  insured  to  an  indemnity.  In  that  case  a  vessel 
insured  for  six  months  was,  after  capture,  but  without  any  re- 
gular condemnation,  sold  by  the  captors,  and  purchased  by  the 
master  for  the  account  of  the  owners.  Lord  Kenyon  consid- 
ered the  master  as  the  agent  of  the  owners,  and  the  vessel  as 
recovered  for  their  account,  and  the  price  paid  as  a  salvage  or 
ransom  constituting  an  average  loss.  The  principle  of  this  de- 
cision has  been  recognized  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of 
New  York  in  the  cases  of  Saidler  and  Craig  v.  Church,  1  Caines, 
297,  2  Am.  Dec.  191,  in  notis,  and  Abbott  v.  Broome,  Id.  292,  2 
Am.  Dec.  187,  and  in  the  court  of  errors  of  that  state  in  the 
case  of  Robinson  and  Hartshome  v.  The  United  Insurance  Com- 
pany, 2  Caines,  280.  In  those  cases,  purchases  (or  circum- 
stances very  similar  to  what  are  stated  in  the  case  before  us), 
made  by  a  master  or  general  agent  of  the  party  insured  for  the 
account  of  the  concerned,  were  deemed  recoveries  of  the  prop* 
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erty  insured  upon  the  original  right  of  the  owner,  and  when 
the  purchase  was  accepted  and  confirmed  by  him  to  be  for  his 
account,  and  to  be  for  the  account  of  the  insurers  when  ac-  « 
oepted  by  them  after  lawful  abandonment.  It  is  observable, 
however,  that  in  the  cases  mentioned,  with  the  exception  of 
Saidler  v.  Church,  which,  in  this  respect,  goes  beyond  the  Eng- 
lish precedent  in  McMasler%  v.  Shoolbred,  there  was  no  con- 
demnation or  compulsory  sale  of  the  property  by  a  regular 
decree  of  the  court  of  admiralty.  In  the  present  case,  the  sale 
was  not  originally  decreed,  but  was  procured  at  the  instance  of 
the  master,  acting  for  the  concerned,  and  becoming  afterwards 
the  purchaser.  Whether  this  circumstance  makes  an  essential 
difference  or  not  between  this  case  and  the  decisions  of  this 
court  which  have  been  cited,  it  is  unnecessary  now  to  deter- 
mine. Upon  the  general  principle  of  not  exceeding  an  indem- 
nity to  the  assured,  and  upon  the  reason  rather  than  the  direct 
authority  of  the  cases  cited,  I  am  better  satisfied  to  be  able  to 
form  my  opinion  from  what  is  known  of  the  substantial  con- 
dition of  the  property  for  which  an  indemnity  is  claimed,  rather 
than  from  the  formal  changes  of  the  title  evidenced  by  writings 
managed  solely  by  the  party  claiming  a  beneficial  interest  under 
them,  to  the  loss  and  injury  of  the  party  against  whom  the 
claim  is  made. 

And  upon  the  whole,  my  opinion  in  the  case  before  us  is  that 
a  sale  procured  at  the  instance  of  the  master  having  charge  of 
a  vessel  in  a  foreign  port,  where  he  becomes  a  purchaser  at  a 
price  very  inadequate  to  the  value  of  the  vessel  when  restored 
to  her  former  owners,  is  made  for  their  account,  if  they  elect  to 
receive  the  vessel;  and  that  by  receiving  it  they  waive  their 
right  of  abandonment,  and  cannot  afterwards  entitle  themselves 
to  recover  for  a  total  loss,  because  these  proceedings  in  any 
question  between  the  owners  and  their  insurers,  are  to  be  con- 
strued a  recovery  of  the  property  by  the  owners  in  their  former 
right.    I  am,  therefore,  in  favor  of  granting  a  new  trial. 

Sedgwick,  J.  [Having  first  reviewed  the  facts  in  the  case.] 
The  jury  were  directed  that  the  plaintiffs,  upon  the  foregoing 
facts,  were  entitled  to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss,  and  they  found 
a  verdict  accordingly.  If  this  direction  was  right,  the  verdict 
ought  to  stand,  and  judgment  be  rendered  conformably  to  it; 
but  if  the  evidence  proves  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  re** 
cover  for  a  partial  loss  only,  then  p>  new  trial  must  of  course  be 
granted. 
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Two  reasons  are  given  why  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial 
1.  Because  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  there  is  reason  to  ap- 
prehend that  the  captain  practiced  fraud  in  procuring  the  sale 
of  the  ship,  by  order  of  the  vice-admiralty  court,  although  no 
question  relative  thereto  was  made  at  the  trial;  2.  Because 
the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  as  for  a  total  loss, 
when  admitting  all  the  evidence  to  be  true,  they  had  sustained 
a  partial  loss  only. 

As  to  the  first  question,  whether  the  evidence  will  warrant  a 
suspicion  of  fraud,  or  whether,  if  it  does,  as  it  was  all  known 
to  the  defendants  at  the  trial,  and  no  question  on  that  ground 
was  then  raised,  it  would  be  proper  now  to  send  the  case  back 
for  a.  new  trial,  I  give  no  opinion,  because  should  a  new  trial 
be  had  for  that  reason  only  and  the  question  of  the  fraud  of 
the  master  be  negatived,  we  should  then  be  met  with  the  great 
question  in  the  case  and  obliged  to  decide  it.  Besides,  this 
course  of  procedure  would,  in  the  meantime,  leave  a  very  im- 
portant principle  of  the  law  of  insurance  unknown  and  uncer- 
tain among  those  concerned  in  this  branch  of  commerce,  and 
the  effects  of  that  uncertainty  could  not  fail  to  be  embarrassing 
and  mischievous.  From  this  consideration  it  has  become  the 
duty  of  the  court,  however  unpleasant  under  the  circumstances 
the  performance  of  it  may  be,  by  a  decision  to  put  this  ques- 
tion at  rest. 

The  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  such  facts  and 
circumstances  were  proved  at  the  trial,  as  entitled  the  plaintiffs 
to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss.  By  sustaining  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  this  question  was  considered  by  the  court  as  not 
definitively  settled  by  the  cases  of  Welman  v.  Gray,  and  Storer 
v.  Gray,  which  have  been  cited  and  pressed  upon  the  consid- 
eration of  the  court;  otherwise  it  is  obvious  that  it  would  have 
been  absurd  to  have  received  the  motion  and  permitted  it  to 
have  been  argued.  We  have  heard  it  argued  repeatedly  and 
ably.  We  have  taken  time  to  deliberate,  and  have  given  the 
subject  much  consideration,  and  the  result  we  are  now  to  pro- 
nounce. It  was  attempted  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants 
to  distinguish  this  case  from  those  of  Welman  v.  Gray,  and 
Storer  v.  Gray,  as  in  the  former  there  was  a  condemnation  be- 
fore the  sale,  and  the  latter  there  was  a  compulsory  process  to 
compel  the  sale;  neither  of  which  circumstances  attended  or 
preceded  the  sale  in  this  case.  Whether  both  or  either  of  those 
cases  are  thereby  distinguishable  from  this,  I  give  no  opinion; 
and  as  they  may  again  be  brought  before  the  court,  it  would  be 
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wrong  to  do  it.  As  an  insurance  is  a  contract  of  indemnity, 
and  nothing  more;  as  this  is  an  attempt  to  recover  more  than 
ten  times  an  actual  indemnity;  as  the  sale  was  at  the  instance 
of  the  master,  who  was  a  part  owner;  as  by  the  restoration  to 
the  other  owners,  the  plaintiffs,  it  is  evident  that  the  purchase 
was  intended  for  the  joint  benefit  of  all  the  owners;  as,  by  the 
plaintiffs'  acceptance  of  the  ship,  they  ratified  th6  captain's 
act,  and  by  retrospection  the  purchase  must  be  considered  as 
made  jointly  by  the  plaintiffs  and  the  captain;  so  that  there 
never  was  a  moment  from  the  time  of  the  contract  till  the  offer 
of  abandonment,  such  as  it  was,  was  made  and  refused,  that 
the  property  in  the  ship  was  altered.  It  would,  in  my  opinion, 
violate  the  very  nature  and  chief  principle  of  the  law  of  insur- 
ance, and  subvert  the  main  intention,  and  destroy  the  utility  of 
the  contract,  to  authorize  a  recovery  for  a  total  loss,  when  in 
fact  a  very  inconsiderable  partial  loss  only  has  been  sustained. 
On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  is  contended  that  a  sale  in 
pursuance  of  a  legal  order  of  court,  in  all  cases,  operates  a 
change  of  property,  and  that  it  is  indifferent  whether  the  pur- 
chase be  made  by  the  owner,  the  assured,  or  by  a  stranger; 
that  by  the  capture  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  abandon,  which 
right  was  not  affected  by  the  recapture,  as  by  it  the  recaptors 
were  entitled  to  one  half  the  value  of  the  ship  for  salvage, 
being  the  amount  of  salvage  to  which  American  recaptors  were, 
by  a  statute  of  the  United  States  at  that  time,  entitled;  and 
that  by  the  purchase  the  ownership  of  the  plaintiffs  was  by  a 
title  altogether  distinct  from  and  independent  of  that  which 
was  insured  by  the  policy.  I  cannot  but  observe  that  if  such  a 
sale  as  that  under  consideration  is  of  the  nature,  and  to  be  fol- 
lowed by  the  consequences  contended  for,  a  door  will  be 
opened  for  the  practice  of  fraud,  in  all  cases  difficult,  and  in 
Hany  impossible,  to  be  detected.  A  master  in  a  distant  region, 
by  address  and  fraudulent  representations,  may  obtain,  under 
the  most  false  pretenses  artfully  disguised,  an  order  of  a  judge 
to  sell  his  vessel.  This  may  be  in  a  port  where  there  are  few 
or  no  buyers,  and  of  consequence  he  may  become  the  purchaser 
for  a  mere  trifle,  come  home,  and  on  abandoning  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale,  retain  the  vessel,  and  receive  her  full  value  of  the 
underwriters.  This  would  be  a  commerce  equally  profitable 
and  iniquitous,  to  which  the  establishment  of  such  a  principle 
would  afford  motives  too  strong  in  all  cases  to  be  resisted.  To 
this  it  may  be  answered,  that  if  the  purchase  be  made  by  a 
stranger  by  collusion  with  the  captain,  the  same  mischiefs  will 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


86  Oliyeb  v.  Newburypobt  Ins.  Co.  [Mass. 

take  place.  It  is  true;  but  then  it  is  equally  true  that  in  a 
strange  country  it  will  be  difficult  to  form  such  a  combination, 
and  if  formed,  it  is  more  easily  detected  than  the  same  fraud 
would  be  if  practiced  by  the  captain  alone;  and  surely  no 
facility  ought  to  be  afforded  to  the  practice  of  frauds  so  injuri- 
ous to  commarce.  To  support  this  principle  no  authority  has 
been  shown}  and  it  is  presumed  none  can  be,  unless  the  cases 
before  referred  to,  of  Storer  v.  Gray  and  Welman  v.  Gray,  may 
be  supported  to  warrant  it;  and  I  have  already  observed  that, 
by  permitting  this  case  to  be  argued,  the  court  has  determined 
that  it  was  not  definitely  settled  by  those  cases. 

In  the  case  of  MUles  v.  Fletcher,  Doug.  220,  Lord  Mansfield 
said  that  he  took  great  pains  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  the  cases  of  Goss  v.  Withers,  2  Burr.  694,  and  Hamilton 
v.  Mendes,  Id.  210;  that  he  had  upon  that  occasion  read  both 
those  cases;  and  that  he  thought  that  from  them  the  whole  law 
between  insurers  and  insured,  as  to  the  consequences  of  cap- 
ture and  recapture,  might  be  collected.  The  cases  mentioned 
by  Lord  Mansfield  were  argued  by  the  most  able  counsel  in 
England,  before  the  most  learned  court  in  Europe,  at  the  head 
of  which  was  the  greatest  man  that  probably  ever  sat  in  a  court 
of  justice.  The  law  of  nations,  the  law  of  England,  and  the 
laws  of  the  other  maritime  nations  of  Europe  were  all  taken 
into  consideration,  and  principles  established  which  have  ever 
since,  I  believe,  been  considered  as  perfectly  sound  and  well 
founded.  After  an  interval  of  twenty  years,  these  principles 
are  revised  and  reconsidered  by  the  same  court,  and  again  re- 
ceive their  unanimous  and  unqualified  approbation?  Such  prin- 
ciples, so  deliberately  adopted  and  so  gravely  pronounced, 
ought  not,  fot  slight  reasons,  to  be  violated.  If  they  remain 
unshaken,  the  present  case  must,  I  think,  be  governed  by  them. 
In  the  case  of  Gobs  v.  Withers,  Lord  Mansfield  says:  "  The  in- 
surer runs  the  risk  of  the  insured,  and  undertakes  to  indemnify; 
he  must  therefore  bear  the  loss  actually  sustained,  and  can  be 
liable  to  no  more.  So  that  if,  after  condemnation,  the  owner 
recovers  the  ship  in  her  complete  condition,  but  has  paid  sal- 
vage or  been  at  any  expense  in  getting  her  back,  the  insurer 
must  bear  the  loss  so  actually  sustained."  Here  the  true  prin- 
ciple is  laid  down  and  illustrated.  If  the  owner  recover  the 
ship  in  her  complete  condition,  the  insurer  must  pay  the  loss 
actually  sustained,  and  he  is  liable  to  no  more. 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  the  loss  actually  sustained 
was  less  than  a  thousand  dollars;  and  this,  according  to  the 
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rule  established,  is  all  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  recover.  The  de- 
mand, instead  of  one  thousand,  is  ten  thousand  dollars.  And 
this  rule  of  apportioning  the  damages  to  the  amount  of  the  dam- 
nification, is  to  govern,  even  after  condemnation:  Park.  159; 
which  is  certainly  as  efficacious,  to  divest  the  owner  of  his  prop- 
erty, as  a  sale,  as  was  the  case  here,  at  the  instance  of  one  of 
the  owners,  and  a  purchase  by  him  for  and  on  account  of  the 
joint  owners,  which  was  afterwards  ratified  by  them.  The 
owners  did,  after  ^11  the  loss  had  happened,  and  before  the  pre- 
tended offer  to  abandon,  recover  the  ship  "  in  her  complete 
condition."  And  it  is  afterwards,  in  the  same  case,  observed 
that  "  in  questions  upon  .policies,  the  nature  of  the  contract,  an 
indemnity,  and  nothing  else,  is  always  liberally  considered." 
That  surely  could  hardly  be  considered  as  a  liberal  construction 
of  a  contract,  which  is  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  indemnity 
and  nothing  else,  where  he  who  has  the  subject  for  which  the 
indemnity  is  stipulated  restored  to  him  in  its  complete  condi- 
tion, refuses  to  deliver  it,  and  demands  ten  times  the  amount  of 
the  damnification;  it  would  not  be  a  liberal  construction  which 
should  determine  that  a  demand  so  unreasonable  was  to  be 
satisfied. 

In  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Mendes,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  "  The  plaintiff's  demand 
is  for  an  indemnity.  His  action,  then,  must  be  founded  upon 
the  nature  of  his  damnification  as  it  really  is  at  the  time  the 
action  is  brought.  It  is  repugnant  upon  a  contract  of  indem- 
nity to  recover  for  a  total  loss,  when  the  final  event  has  decided 
that  the  damnification,  in  truth,  is  an  average,  or  perhaps  no 
loss  at  all."  No  words  which  could  have  been  selected  would, 
with  more  precision,  have  decided  the  question  under  consider- 
ation against  the  plaintiff.  Lord  Mansfield  adds,  that  "  what- 
ever undoes  the  damnification,  in  whole  or  in  part,  must  operate 
upon  the  indemnity  in  the  same  degree."  Now,  in  this  case, 
the  whole  damnification  to  the  assured,  if  the  ship  had  actually 
been  lost, would  have  been  ten  thousand  dollars;  but  the  purchase 
by  one  of  the  owners  for  the  benefit  of  all,  and  her  restoration 
to  them  in  her  complete  condition  for  less  than  one  thousand 
dollars,  so  far  undid  the  damnification,  and  must,  of  course,  if 
the  authority  of  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Mendes  be  respected, 
operate  upon  the  indemnity  in  the  same  degree.  In  other 
words,  the  total  is  thereby  reduced  to  an  average  loss.  The 
court,  as  if  anxious  to  determine  that  the  restoration  of  a  ship 
in  her  complete  condition  to  the  assured,  before  abandonment, 
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defeated  his  right  to  abandon,  further  say:  "  The  notion  of  a 
vested  right  in  the  plaintiff  to  sue  as  for  a  total  loss  before  the 
recapture,  is  fictitious  only,  and  not  founded  in  truth.  For 
the  insured  is  not  obliged  to  abandon  in  any  case;  he  has  an 
election;  no  right  can  vest  as  for  as  a  total  loss  till  he  haa 
made  that  election.  He  cannot  elect  before  advice  is  received 
of  the  loss;  and  if  that  advice  shows  the  peril  to  be  over,  and 
the  thing  in  safety,  he  cannot  elect  at  all,  because  he  has  no 
right  to  abandon  when  the  thing  is  safe."  In  this  case,  the 
plaintiffs  did  not  "  elect  to  abandon"  the  ship,  but  refused. 
When  the  demand  was  made  as  for  a  total  loss,  the  ship  was  in 
safety,  and  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  further 
added:  "  Writers  upon  the  maritime  law  are  apt  to  embarrass 
general  principles  with  the  positive  regulations  of  their  own 
country;  but  they  seem  all  to  agree  that  if  the  thing  is  recovered 
before  the  money  paid,  the  insured  can  only  be  entitled  accord- 
ing to  the  final  event.  Lord  Mansfield,  to  express  as  strongly 
as  he  could  how  altogether  without  foundation  was  the  contrary 
doctrine,  says,  2  Burr.  1212,  "  The  present  is  the  first  attempt 
that  ever  was  made  to  charge  the  insurer  with  a  total  loss,  upon 
an  interest  policy,  after  the  thing  was  recovered."  And  in  the 
same  page,  he  adds,  "  that  if  the  thing  in  truth  was  safe,  no 
artificial  reasoning  shall  be  allowed  to  set  up  a  total  loss."  He 
afterwards,  Id.  1213,  says  that,  "  without  dwelling  upon  prin- 
ciples and  authorities,  the  consequences  of  the  present  question 
are  decisive.  It  is  impossible  that  any  man  should  desire  to 
abandon,  in  a  case  circumstanced  like  the  present,  but  for  one 
of  two  reasons,  viz.,  either  because  he  has  overvalued,  or  that  the 
market  has  fallen  below  the  original  price.  The  only  reasons 
which  can  make  it  the  interest  of  the  party  to  desire,  are  con- 
clusively against  allowing  it."  And  what,  I  ask,  is  the  object 
of  the  present  action  ?  Certainly  to  recover  more  than  an  ac- 
tual indemnity;  and,  as  that  would  be  a  violation  of  the  very  es- 
sence of  the  contract,  it  is  "  conclusive  against  allowing"  the  de- 
mand, for  with  precision  the  true  rule  is  laid  down:  2  Burr,  1214. 
"  The  insurer,  by  the  marine  law,  ought  never  to  pay  less  upon 
a  contract  of  indemnity  than  the  value  of  the  loss;  and  the 
insured  ought  never  to  gain  more."  According  to  the  dictates 
of  justice  and  common  sense,  it  is  said  that  "  the  daily  nego- 
tiations and  property  of  merchants  ought  not  to  depend  on 
subtleties  and  niceties,  but  upon  rules  easily  learned  and  easily 
retained,  because  they  are  the  dictates  of  common  sense  drawn 
from  the  truth  of  the  case."     The  chief  justice  concludes  one 
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of  the  most  able  and  enlightened  arguments  that  he  ever  deliv- 
ered, in  these  remarkable  words:  "  To  obviate  too  large  an  in- 
ference being  drawn  from  this  determination,  I  desire  that  it 
may  be  understood  that  the  point  here  determined  is,  that  the 
plaintiff,  upon  a  policy,  can  only  recover  an  indemnity  accord- 
ing to  the  nature  of  his  case  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought, 
or,  at  most,  at  the  time  of  the  offer  to  abandon/'  The  appli- 
cation of  what  I  have  cited  from  these  cases  is  so  obvious  and 
so  exactly  suited  to  the  case  under  consideration,  that  any  ad- 
ditional observations  would  be  not  only  useless,  but  a  misap- 
plication of  our  time.  These  opinions  have  never  hitherto  since 
they  were  delivered  been  called  in  question;  and,  unless  they 
are  erroneous,  they  must  be  decisive  in  this  case.  These  cases 
are  cited  by  both  Park,  148,  157,  and  Marshall,  486,  491,  who 
are  among  the  most  intelligent,  able  and  learned  elementary 
writers  in  their  treatises  on  the  law  of  insurance,  with  appro- 
bation. 

The  case  of  McMasters  v.  Shoolbred  is,  in  my  opinion,  in  prin- 
ciple, directly  in  point.  It  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a 
policy  of  insurance.  The  insurance  was  on  a  ship  called  the 
Four  Brothers,  to  commence  from  the  seventeenth  of  March, 
1*793,  for  six  months,  from  any  port.  The  ship  was  valued  at 
one  thousand  pounds.  It  was  proved  that  the  ship  sailed  from 
New  Brunswick  with  a  cargo  of  fish,  for  Barbadoes,  and  was 
captured  by  the  Ambuscade,  a  French  frigate,  and  carried  into 
Charleston,  in  the  United  States,  where  she  remained  upwards 
of  a  month,  and  was  then  sold  by  the  authority  of  the  French 
consul  there,  as  a  prize,  by  public  vendue,  and  purchased  by 
the  captain,  who  had  been  exchanged,  for  three  hundred  and 
eighty  pounds,  on  account  of  the  owners.  In  addition  to  this 
*u&  so  paid  for  the  vessel,  two  hundred  and  thirty  pounds  were 
paid  by  the  captain,  after  he  had  purchased  her,  for  necessary 
repairs  at  Charleston,  and  for  fitting  her  out  again  for  a  voyage, 
ater  which  she  sailed  for  Jamaica.  Lord  Kenyon,  before  whom 
the  case  was  tried,  said  it  was  impossible  to  make  this  more 
than  an  average  loss.  That  a  policy  of  insurance  was  a  con- 
tract of  indemnity,  to  which  and  which  only  had  the  insured  a 
right  to  look.  This  was  the  language  of  Boccas,  and  its  prin- 
ciple had  been  adopted  in  every  decision  on  the  subject.  This 
was  not  only  the  decision  of  an  able  and  learned  judge,  but  it 
was  confirmed  afterwards  by  the  whole  court.  For  at  the  next 
kna,  when  a  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  a  matter  of  law,  it  was 
considered  that  the  question  was  so  very  clear  that  a  rule  to 
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show  cause  was  refused.  This  case  is  cited  by  Marshall,  501, 
as  undoubted  law;  and  the  principle  decided  by  it  he  lays  down 
in  these  words:  "  So,  if  a  ship  be  sold  by  the  captors,  and  the 
captain,  acting  as  agent  for  the  owners,  purchase  the  ship  on 
their  account,  this  shall  be  considered  as  recovering  the  ship 
for  the  owners,  and  the  money  thus  paid  as  salvage;  and  if  the 
voyage  be  prosecuted,  this  is  only  a  partial,  and  not  a  total 
loss."  It  is  impossible  not  to  perceive  that  the  case  under  con- 
sideration is  brought  precisely  within  this  rule.  This  cannot  be 
denied;  but  it  is  said  that  the  case  of  McMasters  v.  Shoolbred  is 
distinguishable  from  this,  inasmuch  as  the  French  consul  had 
no  legal  authority  to  exercise  judicial  powers  in  the  condemna- 
tion, or  in  directing  the  sale  of  captured  vessels  at  Charleston, 
which  was  within  the  limits  of  a  neutral  country;  whereas,  the 
sale,  in  this  case,  was  in  pursuance  of  a.  legal  order  of  a  court 
of  vice-admiralty.  To  this  I  answer,  in  the  first  place,  that  this 
is  a  circumstance  not  at  all  adverted  to,  either  by  the  counsel 
or  the  judge,  and  does,  in  fact,  make  no  part  of  the  case;  and 
that,  in  the  next  place,  I  apprehend  that  in  the  reason  and  na- 
ture of  things  it  makes  no  sort  of  difference;  that  purchases  and 
sales  by  a  captain,  if  authorized  by  the  existing  circumstances, 
and  made  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  and  reasonable  discretion, 
and  for  the  interest  of  those  concerned,  must  have  the  same 
construction,  and  be  followed  by  the  same  consequences, 
whether  made  with  or  without  an  order  of  the  court.  And  this, 
I  think,  is  proved  by  the  case  of  MiUes  v.  Fletcher,  Doug.  219. 
In  that  case,  in  which  the  sale  was  the  act  of  the  captain,  with- 
out any  order  of  a  court,  it  was  determined  that  a  ship  and 
goods,  being  insured  for  a  voyage,  if  the  ship  be  taken  and  re- 
captured, and  on  the  recapture  the  captain,  acting  fairly  and 
for  the  benefit  of  his  employers,  sells  the  ship  and  cargo,  and 
thereby  puts  an  end  to  the  voyage,  the  insured  shall  recover  as 
for  a  total  loss.  And  surely  it  cannot  be  supposed,  if  the  acts 
of  the  captain  should,  in  that  case,  operate  against  the  insurer, 
that  equal  justice  does  not  require  that,  in  this  case,  he  should  not 
receive  the  benefit  of  them.  Lord  Mansfield,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  says:  "The  captain,  when  he  came  to 
New  York,"  [the  place  of  sale]  "  had  no  express  orders,  but  he 
had  an  implied  authority,  from  both  sides,  to  do  what  was  right 
and  fit  to  be  done,  as  none  of  them  had  agents  in  the  place,  and 
whatever  it  was  right  for  him  to  have  done,  if  it  had  been  his 
own  ship  and  cargo,  the  underwriters  must  answer  for  the  con- 
sequences of,  because  this  is  within  the  contract  of  indemnity." 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


July,  1807.]  Oliver  v.  Newbubypobt  Ins.  Co.  91 

In  the  year  1799,  the  case  of  Saidler  dk  Craig  v.  Churchy  in- 
volving the  very  principle  now  under  consideration,  was  deter- 
mined before  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  New  York;  a 
court  very  respectable  for  learning  and  talents,  and  much  con- 
versant in  questions  of  insurance.  The  case  is  not  reported, 
but  what  the  facts  and  the  decisions  were,  appears  in  the  report 
of  the  case  of  Abbott  v.  Broome,  1  Gaines,  292  (2  Am.  Dec.  187). 
The  facts  are  shortly  these:  The  vessel,  in  the  due  course  of 
her  voyage  insured,  was  captured  by  a  French  privateer,  and 
carried  into  Guadaloupe,  and  thereby  the  voyage  was  totally 
lost.  At  Guadaloupe,  the  vessel  was  duly  libelled  in  the  ad- 
miralty court,  and  condemned,  and  after  condemnation  was 
purchased  by  the  master,  as  for  the  account  of  the  owners,  for 
the  sum  of  eleven  hundred  and  twenty  dollars.  The  master 
was  also  a  part  owner.  The  owners  had  .since  fitted  out  the 
vessel  and  sent  her  on  another  voyage.  As  soon  as  the  owners 
knew  of  the  capture,  and  before  they  were  informed  of  the 
condemnation,  or  of  the  purchase  by  the  master,  they  gave  the 
underwriters  notice  of  abandonment.  It  was  determined  that 
the  assured  had  adopted  the  act  of  the  captain  as  their  own, 
and  had  thereby  waived  the  abandonment,  and  had  converted 
the  total  into  a  partial  loss.  If  a  restoration  of  the  vessel, 
under  those  circumstances,  was  a  waiver  of  an  abandonment 
previously  made,  no  one  will  doubt  that  if  the  restoration  pre- 
cede the  abandonment,  it  must  destroy  the  right  to  abandon. 
Much  information  might  be  drawn  from  this  case  of  Abbott  v. 
Broome;  but  this  opinion  is  already  grown  to  an  unexpected 
length. 

There  is  one  more  case,  which  I  will  mention,  determined  in 
the  same  court,  that  of  the  United  Insurance  Co.  of  New  York  v. 
Robinson,  2  Caines,  280.  In  that  case  it  was  adjudged  that, 
after  an  abandonment  and  payment  of  loss,  a  purchase  of  the 
property  insured  by  the  agent  or  correspondent  of  the  owner, 
though  made  after  condemnation,  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
surer, if  he  elects;  and  that,  therefore,  the  proceeds  of  a  pur- 
chase so  made,  and  any  cargo  in  which  they  may  be  invested, 
become,  if  he  pleases,  his  property,  and  he  may  maintain  trover 
for  it  against  the  insured.  It  is  most  apparent,  with  what 
strength  the  decision  last  mentioned  supports  the  principle 
contended  for  by  the  defendants,  and  to  what  length  it  carries 
it.  This  decision,  however,  is  considered  by  the  court,  and  I 
think  justly,  as  a  consequence  irresistibly  flowing  from  the 
judgment  in  the  case  of  Saidler  &  Craig  v.  Church.    The  judg» 
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merit  in  the  Untied  Insurance  Co.  v.  Robinson,  has  been  affirmed 
in  the  court  for  the  correction  of  errors:  1  Johnson,  592. 

I  mention  these  cases  determined  in  a  sister  state,  because  it 
would  be  with  much  reluctance  that  I  should  feel  myself  bound 
to  establish  a  rule,  upon  a  subject  so  important  as  that  of  in- 
surance, in  opposition  to  one  I  found  already  established  in  a 
contiguous  state  so  commercial  as  that  of  New  York,  and 
established  by  judges  so  respectable  as  I  know  them  to  be. 
The  case  of  Story  v.  SlretteU,  1  Dallas,  10,  determined  in  Penn- 
sylvania in  1764,  is  confirmatory  of  the  same  principle. 

But  it  is  urged  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  they  are  entitled  to  recover 
as  for  a  total  loss,  because  the  voyage  was  lost.  This  claim  is 
founded  upon  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  king's  bench  in  the  case 
of  Manning  v.  Newnham,  Park,  169;  Marsh.  605.  This  case  was 
an  insurance  on  the  ship  Grace,  her  cargo  and  freight,  "  at  and 
from  Tortola  to  London ,  warranted  to  depart  on  or  before  the  first 
of  August,  1781.  The  ship,  valued  at  two  thousand  four  hundred 
and  seventy  pounds,  the  cargo,  twelve  thousand  four  hundred 
pounds,  and  the  freight  at  two  thousand  two  hundred  and 
fifty  pounds,  at  twenty-five  guineas  per  cent,  to  return  ten  per 
cent,  if  she  departed  with  convoy  from  the  West  Indies  and 
arrived;  the  ship,  freight  and  goods  warranted  free  of  particu- 
lar average."  The  ship  by  sea  damage,  being  a  peril  insured, 
was  soon  obliged  to  put  back  into  Tortola.  The  injury  to  the 
ship  was  irreparable,  and  no  other  ship  could  be  procured  for 
the  cargo;  the  freight  of  course  was  lost;  the  cargo  was  sold 
for  a  sum  within  seven  hundred  pounds  of  its  value,  and  two- 
thirds  of  it  purchased  by  the  owners.  The  insured  claimed  a 
total  loss  and  recovered.  Lord  Mansfield,  in  pronouncing  judg- 
ment, said:  That  the  court  were  of  opinion  that  the  voyage  was 
totally  lost;  and  that  was  the  ground  of  their  determination. 
What  was  said  must  be  taken  in  relation  to  the  facts  in  the 
case.  The  insurance  was  on  the  ship,  cargo  and  freight.  The 
ship  was  wholly  disabled,  the  freight  lost,  and,  what  was  the 
great  object,  the  transportation  of  the  cargo  completely  de- 
feated. It  is  impossible  not  to  perceive  the  difference  between 
that  case  and  the  one  under  consideration.  In  this  last,  the 
ship,  on  which  alone  was  the  insurance  made,  is  in  perfect 
safety,  restored  in  her  complete  condition  to  the  owners,  and 
by  them  refused  to  be  abandoned  to  the  underwriters. 

But  the  general  position  in  this  case,  and  which  is  laid  down 
by  the  elementary  writers  on  the  subject  of  insurance,  that  the 
assured  are  entitled  to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss  because  the 
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Yoyage  is  lost,  has  relation  to  a  class  of  cases,  as  I  apprehend, 
totally  distinct  from  the  one  under  consideration.     In  the  case 
of   McMasters  v.  Shoolbred,  which  has  been  already  mentioned, 
the  original  voyage,  which  was  intended  to  carry  a  cargo  of  fish 
to  Barbadoes,  was  completely  defeated,  and  the  ship  was  fitted 
out  for  a  new  voyage  to  Jamaica.     Yet  it  was  determined  that 
it  was  impossible  to  jnake  the  loss  more  than  an  average  loss. 
Suppose  that  the  owner  of  a  ship  and  cargo  should  insure  by 
distinct  policies  on  the  ship  and  cargo  on  a  voyage  from  Lon- 
don to  the  United  States;  that  the  ship  should  be  captured  on 
her  voyage,  the  cargo  condemned,  and  she  restored  and  arrive 
in  safety,  and  in  good  condition,  and  so  come  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  owners,  no  abandonment  having  been  made,  and 
that  the  loss  upon  the  cargo  should  be  paid.     It  would,  I  be- 
lieve, be  against  the  very  nature  of  the  contract  of  insurance,  to 
authorize  the  assured  to  abandon  the  ship,  and  to  recover  as  for 
a  total  loss  of  her;  and  yet  the  supposed  case  is  in  nothing 
different  in  principle,  that  I  can  perceive,  from  that  under  con- 
sideration. 

It  is  very  true  that  in  case  of  an  embargo  or  a  capture,  while 
they  continue,  and  also  during  any  obstruction  of  a  voyage  > 
from  a  cause  within  the  contract  of  insurance,  if  the  continu- 
ance be  unknown,  and  not  within  the  control  of  the  assured, 
he  may,  where  the  insurance  is  on  the  ship,  abandon  her;  but 
if  such  causes  of  detention  cease,  and  the  ship  be  restored  to 
the  use  of  the  assured,  and  is  received  by  him  or  his  agent,  in 
good  condition,  the  right  to  abandon  ceases  also.     And  the 
C8S©  of  Pole  v.  FUzgerald,  Willes's  Rep.  641,  is  directly  in  point 
*°  prove  that  this  insurance  must  be  considered  as  an  insurance 
Pn  the  ship,  and  not  an  insurance  on  the  voyage.     That  was  an 
"durance  on  the  body,  tackle,  etc,,  of  the  Goodfellow  privateer, 
lost  or  not  lost,  from  Jamaica  to  any  ports  or  places  during 
*°Ur  calendar  months,  beginning  the  adventure  on  the  ship 
froixi  the  fourteenth  of  June  then  last,  and  to  continue  until  the 
Bli*P>  with  her  tackle,  etc.,  should  arrive  at  any  ports  or  places 
w**ere  or  whatsoever,  or  cruising  from  port  to  port  or  place  to 
Place  during  the  term,  without  further  account,  and  free  from 
ftYe*age.     The  ship  valued  at  one  thousand  pounds,  the  insur- 
atice  was  against  the  usual  perils.     The  ship  sailed  on  the 
y°?age  and  cruise  insured,  and  after  taking  a  prize,  within  the 
^e  term  insured,  the  crew  mutinied  against  their  commander 
^d  officers,  and  by  force,  against  their  will,  carried  her  back 
toward  Jamaica,  and  before  her  arrival  in  port  there,  seized 
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the  boat,  fire-arms,  etc.,  carried  them  off,  and  deserted  the  ship, 
by  which  the  cruise  totally  lost  for  the  remainder  of  the  term 
insured.  The  action  was  brought  for  a  total  loss.  In  the 
king's  bench,  the  plaintiff  recovered;  but  upon  a  writ  of  error 
being  brought  in  the  exchequer  chamber,  the  judgment,  by  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  eight  judges,  was  reversed,  and  their 
judgment  was  afterwards  affirmed  in  the  Jiouee  of  lords.  The 
decision  is,  therefore,  of  the  highest  possible  authority.  The 
question  was  whether  it  was  an  insurance  of  the  ship  and  voyage, 
or  an  insurance  of  the  ship  only;  and  the  decision  of  the  court 
was  that  the  insurance  was  on  the  ship  only;  and  that  she  being 
in  safety,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  The  chief  justice,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  undertook  to  prove  that  the 
notion  that  the  voyage  was  insured  by  an  insurance  of  the  ship, 
was  absurd;  and  among  other  consequences  which  he  points 
out,  he  says:  "In  the  first  place,  it  would  be  a  double  insur- 
ance both  on  the  ship  and  on  the  voyage;  for  if  the  ship  were 
lost  before  the  end  of  four  months,  the  term  insured,  to  be  sure 
the  voyage  is  lost;  and  if  the  voyage  be  lost,  according  to  the 
plaintiff's  construction,  though  the  ship"  (as  in  the  present 
case),  "  be  in  good  safety  at  the  end  of  the  four  months,  yet  the 
insurance  must  be  forfeited:"  Willes's,  647.  And  so  very  un- 
reasonable did  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  appear  to  the  chief 
justice  that  he  said:  "  If  it  were  necessary  to  give  my  opinion 
of  them  "  (policies  on  a  voyage),  "  I  should  think,  according  to 
my  present  sentiments,  that  if  a  policy  were  so  drawn  as  that  a 
voyage  were  insured  by  express  words,  such  a  policy  would  be 
void  both  as  illegal  and  unreasonable/' 

Upon  the  most  mature  consideration,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  evidence  in  the  case  did  not  warrant  a  verdict  for  a  total 
loss,  and  that,  therefore,  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 

Thatqhbb  and  Pabxbb,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Pabsoms,  0.  J.,  having  been  of  counsel  in  the  oauie,  gave  no 
opinion. 

New  trial  granted* 
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Paul  v.  Frazier. 

[3  Mam  71.] 

Damages  fob  Seduction. — No  action  can  be  maintained  by  an  unmar- 
ried woman  for  seducing  her,  under  pretense  of  a  design  to  many  her, 
there  being  no  allegation  of  a  promise  of  marriage. 

Action  on  the  case.  The  declaration  set  forth  that  the  de- 
fendant began  to  court  the  plaintiff  under  pretense  of  a  design 
to  marry  her,  and  having  under  that  pretense  gained  her  affec- 
tions, got  her  with  child  and  afterwards  utterly  forsook  her,  to 
her  damage  in  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars.  Plea,  not 
guilty;  and  upon  issue  joined  in  the  court  of  common  pleas, 
plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  one  thousand  dollars.  Upon 
defendant's  motion,  that  court  arrested  judgment,  whereupon 
plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court. 

Blake,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  no  action  would  lie 
for  an  injury  of  the  nature  complained  of,  except  by  the  parent 
or  master  for  the  loss  of  the  service  of  the  daughter  or  servant: 
3  Bl.  Com.  c.  8,  n.  13;  3  Burr,  1878;  3  Wile.  18.  No  promise 
of  marriage  is  alleged,  which  is  a  good  ground  of  action. 

Thurston,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  the  action  would 
lie,  Skinner  119;  false  affirmations  made  by  defendant  with  in- 
tent to  defraud  plaintiff,  whereby  damages  are  received,  are  a 
ground  of  action  in  the  nature  of  deceit:  Pauley  el  al  v.  Freeman, 
8  T.  B.  51;  seduction  has  been  held  a  valid  consideration  for 
a  contract:  Turner  v.  Vaughan,  2  Wils,  339;  and  it  ought  to 
support  an  action  for  the  damages  sustained  by  it. 

By  Court,  Pabsons  0.  J.  This  is  an  action  of  the  case  to  re- 
cover damages  against  the  defendant  for  seducing  the  plaintiff 
under  a  false  pretense  of  courtship  and  intention  of  marriage, 
and  for  getting  her  with  child,  whereby  her  reputation  has 
suffered,  and  her  peace  of  mind  been  injured.  After  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  on  the  issue  of  not  guilty,  the  defendant 
moves  to  arrest  the  judgment.  And  we  are  of  opinion  that 
judgment  must  be  arrested.  An  action  of  this  nature  is  not 
given  by  statute,  and  there  is  no  principle  of  the  common  law 
.on  which  it  can  be  sustained.  Fornication  and  adultery  are 
offenses  in  this  commonwealth  created  by  statute.  And  the 
declaration  amounts  to  a  charge  against  the  defendant  for  de- 
ceiving the  plaintiff  and  persuading  her  to  commit  a  crime,  in 
consequence  of  which  she  has  suffered  damage.  She  is  a  par- 
taker of  the  crime,  and  cannot  come  into  court  to  obtain  satis- 
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faction  for  a  supposed  injury  to  which  she  was  consenting.  It 
has  been  regretted  at  the  bar  that  the  law  has  not  provided  a 
remedy  for  an  unfortunate  female  against  her  seducer.  Those 
who  are  competent  to  legislate  on  this  subject  will  consider, 
before  they  provide  this  remedy,  whether  seductions  will  after- 
wards be  less  frequent,  or  whether  artful  women  may  not 
pretend  to  be  seduced,  in  order  to  obtain  a  pecuniary  compen- 
sation. As  the  law  now  stands,  damages  are  recoverable  for  a 
breach  of  promise  of  marriage;  and  if  seduction  has  been 
practiced  under  color  of  that  promise,  the  jury  will  undoubtedly 
consider  it  as  an  aggravation  of  the  damages.  So  far  the  law 
has  provided;  and  we  do  not  profess  to  be  wiser  than  the  law. 

In  Dermis  v.  Clark,  2  Cush.  350,  this  case  is  cited,  the  court  saying:  "  It 
is  also  to  be  remembered  that  in  cases  of  seduction,  the  daughter  is  par- 
taker of  the  crime,  so  that  she  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  her  sedu- 
cer." The  case  is  also  cited  in  Sherman  v.  Rawson,  102  Mass.  400.  In 
Weaver  v.  Bachert,  2  Barr,  82,  Gibson,  C.  J.,  referring  to  the  case,  says: 
"  It  was  indeed  said  by  Chief  Justice  Parsons,  in  Paul  v.  Frasder,  3  Mass. 
73,  that  where  seduction  has  been  practiced  under  color  of  a  promise  of 
marriage,  the  jury  may  consider  it  to  aggravate  the  damages  in  an  action 
on  the  contract.  That,  however,  was  not  the  point  decided,  and  there  was 
neither  reason  nor  authority  given  for  the  doctrine  in  that  case.'1  And  the 
court  in  Ftdlerv.  Mc Kinky,  21  I1L  320,  referring  to  the  case,  say:  "The 
first  American  case  I  have  been  able  to  find,  in  which  it  was  announced, 
though  not  in  the  case,  and  is,  therefore,  obiter  dictum,  is  the  case  of  Paul 
v.  Frazier,  3  Mass.  71,  in  1807."  The  court  then  stated  the  facts  and  the 
decision  on  the  main  issue,  and  referred  to  the  opinion  of  Parsons,  C.  J., 
wherein  he  says:  "  It  has  been  regretted  at  the  bar  that  the  law  has  not 
provided  a  remedy  for  an  unfortunate  female  against  her  seducer," etc.  In 
reference  to  this  it  is  said:  "  It  will  be  seen  what  was  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Parsons,  which  I  have  italicized,  is  mere  dictum,  yet  it  has  been  made  the 
foundation  of  the  doctrine  I  am  endeavoring  to  combat."  The  statutes  in 
California  have  supplied  this  defect  in  the  common  law,  and  give  a  right  of 
action  to  an  unmarried  female  seduced.    Sec  374,  Code  of  Civil  Prooed. 


Oliver  v. .Greene. 

[3  Mam.  183  J 

Insurable  Interest. — A  part  owner  of  a  vessel,  who  has  chartered  the 
remaining  portion,  with  a  covenant  to  pay  the  value  in  case  of  a  losa»% 
may  insure  the  whole  vessel  as  his  property. 

Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  as  for  a  total  loss  of  the  ves- 
sel insured.  The  plaintiff,  who  was  half  owner  of  the  vessel, 
had  chartered  her  for  a  term  of  eighteen  months  from  May- 
berry,  the  owner  of  the  other  moiety,  and  had  agreed  to  pay 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


July,  1807."]  Oliver  v.  Greene.  97 

the  latter  one  thousand  eight  hundred  dollars  in  ease  of  loss. 
Further  facts  appear  from  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  question  in  the  case  was:  Has  a  part  owner  of  a  vessel, 
who  has  chartered  the  remainder  with  covenants  to  pay  the 
value  thereof  in  case  of  loss,  such  an  insurable  interest  in  the 
whole  vessel  as  will  entitle  him  to  recover  the  full  amount  in- 
sured  in  case  of  a  total  loss. 

Charming,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the  covenants  in 
the  charter  party  vested  no  interest  in  the  plaintiff  to  which  the 
policy  could  attach,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  only  a 
moiety  of  the  sum  insured. 

SuMwan,  for  the  plaintiff,  was  stopped  by  the  court. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  0.  J.  On  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  case, 
the  court  are  called  upon  to  determine  what  insurable  interest 
the  plaintiff  had  in  the  schooner  Hiram,  when  she  was  lost,  for 
which  he  is  entitled  to  recover  on  this  policy.  There  is  no 
question  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  schooner,  which  was  the  abso- 
lute property  of  the  plaintiff;  the  disagreement  of  the  parties 
is  confined  to  the  other  moiety,  which  he  hired  of  Mavberry,  a 
part  owner.  It  appears  from  the  facts  that  the  plaintiff  had 
hired  of  Mayberry  his  moiety  for  eighteen  months;  that  for  the 
time  he  was  to  pay  a  certain  sum  per  month,  and  if  the  schooner 
was  lost  during  the  term,  he  was  to  pay  Mayberry  for  his  half 
part  eighteen  hundred  dollars,  which  sum,  it  is  not  contended, 
was  above  the  value  of  half  the  vessel.  By  virtue  of  this  con- 
tract the  plaintiff  had  immediately,  on  its  execution,  a  special 
property  in  Mayberry's  moiety,  which  was  at  his  risk  during 
the  term.  The  contract  was  fair  and  legal,  and  the  plaintiff 
might  indemnify  himself  against  the  loss  by  causing  himself  io 
be  insured.  When  the  schooner  was  lost,  he  lost  the  whole  of 
her;  of  one  moiety  he  was  the  absolute  owner,  and  of  the  othei 
moiety  he  was  the  special  owner,  being  liable  to  pay  for  her  at 
an  agreed  price.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  of  the  assurers  the  sum  insured  on  the 
vessel,  he  being  interested  in  her  to  that  amount.  It  is  stated 
that  the  insured  gave  no  information  of  the  nature  of  his  in- 
terest in  the  schooner,  and  on  this  ground  it  has  been  con- 
tended that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  recover.  If  the  conceal- 
ment was  of  a  material  fact,  undoubtedly  the  policy  would  be 
void;  but  it  is  not  stated  that  the  fact  not  communicated  was 
material,  and  the  court  cannot  presume  that  it  was.  Indeed,  it 
appears  from  the  case  that  this  was  not  made  a  point;  for  it  is 
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admitted  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  something  from 
the  underwriters.  Judgment  must  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff 
conformably  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties.  There  being  in 
this  policy  a  clause  that,  that  if  there  be  an  over-insurance,  the 
underwriters  shall  be  answerable  for  the  interest  insured  ac- 
cording to  the  priority  of  their  signatures;  and  it  appearing 
that  of  five  thousand  dollars,  the  whole  sum  insured,  two 
thousand  dollars  were  on  the  cargo,  of  which  there  is  no  loss, 
each  underwriter  is  to  have  two  fifths  of  his  subscription  de- 
ducted. The  remaining  three-fifths  on  the  vessel  not  being  an 
over-insurance,  the  underwriters  must  pay  respectively  three- 
fifths  of  their  subscription,  after  deducting  their  several  pro- 
portions of  the  sums  agreed  on  by  the  parties. 


Newall  v.  Wright. 

[S  Ham.  138.] 

Merges. — A  loan  was  secured  by  mortgage  to  be  paid  in  five  years,  in- 
terest payable  annually;  at  the  same  time  a  lease  was  made  of  the 
same  premises  by  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee  for  the  same  period, 
reserving  rent.  It  will  be  presumed  that  the  mortgage  was  first  exe- 
cuted, and  such  mortgage  does  not  bar  a  recovery  of  the  rent  due  on 
the  lease. 

Rent,  when  Suspended.— Where  a  lease  was  made  for  a  term  of  years 
reserving  rent,  and  afterwards  the  lessor  mortgaged  the  same  property 
to  the  lessee  in  fee,  and  the  mortgagee  refused  to  pay  the  rent,  the 
rent  is  suspended  until  the  condition  is  performed,  or  the  estate  re- 
deemed, and  during  the  suspension,  the  lessee  must  account  for  the  in* 
come  as  mortgagee  to  be  applied  in  the  discharge  of  the  principal  and 
interest  of  the  debt.  If  rent  is  voluntarily  paid,  he  cannot  afterwards 
be  accountable  as  mortgagee  for  the  income  for  such  period. 

BKTBT  bt  Mortgagee. — A  mortgagee  in  fee  may  enter  immediately  on 
the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  eject  the  mortgagor,  and  receive  the 
profits,  there  being  no  agreement  to  the  contrary;  when  the  mortgagor 
refuses  to  give  possession,  the  mortgagee  may  maintain  trespass  against 
him,  or  recover  against  him  as  a  disseisor. 

Action  of  debt  for  the  rent  of  certain  premises  leased  to  the 
defendant  by  plaintiffs'  intestate.  The  facts  as  agreed  upon 
by  the  parties  were:  Andrew  Newall,  deceased,  the  plaintiffs' 
intestate,  and  Francis  Wright,  the  defendant,  executed  the 
lease  declared  upon,  March  29,  1792,  whereby  the  said  Andrew 
Newall  demised  the  premises  described  to  the  defendant,  for  the 
five  years  following  the  date  thereof,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  thirty- 
five  pounds  which  defendant  covenanted  to  pay.    On  the  same 
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day,  at  the  same  time,  Andrew  Newall  conveyed  the  same  prem- 
ises to  the  defendant,  in  fee  and  in  mortgage,  to  secure  the 
payment  of  three  hundred  pounds  on  or  before  the  twenty- 
ninth  of  March,  1797,  and  of  the  interest  thereon  annually.  On 
the  thirty-first  day  of  March,  1792,  Newall  executed  a  second 
deed  of  mortgage  of  the  same  premises  to  the  defendant  to 
secure  the  payment  of  another  sum  of  eighty-five  pounds  seven 
shillings  and  six  pence,  with  interest  on  er  before  the  thirty- 
first  day  of  March,  1793.  Afterwards,  on  the  twelfth  of  October, 
1792,  and  the  twenty-fourth  of  August,  1793,  Newall  conveyed 
the  same  premises  in  fee  and  in  mortgage  to  one  Harris,  to 
secure  the  payment  of  certain  sums  of  money  on  or  before  the 
twelfth  of  October,  1793,  and  the  first  of  January,  1794,  re- 
spectively, which  mortgages  and  the  debts  secured  thereby, 
together  with  all  his  right  and  title  to  the  mortgaged  premises, 
Harris  assigned  to  the  defendant,  on  the  second  of  March,  1795, 
for  a  valuable  consideration.  Newall  gave  bonds  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  several  sums  so  secured  by  mortgages.  The  whole 
amount  of  rent,  which  was  reserved  according  to  the  indenture, 
and  became  due  during  the  said  term,  if  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  same  had  accrued,  was  one  hundred  and 
seventy-five  pounds,  which  Newall  neither  demanded  nor  re- 
ceived during  the  term,  nor  after  the  expiration  thereof.  And 
the  interest  due  on  the  several  sums  secured  by  mortgages  was 
one  hundred  and  ninety-four  pounds  and  eight  shillings,  which 
defendant  never  demanded  nor  received  of  Newall.  The  de- 
fendant took  possession  of  the  premises  on  the  twenty-ninth  of 
March,  1792,  *nd  held  the  same  until  March  31,  1797,  when, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  mortgages  aforesaid,  he  took  peace- 
able possession  thereof,  in  presence  of  three  witnesses,  for 
breach  of  the  conditions  of  the  mortgages,  claiming  title  under 
them,  in  the  lifetime  of  Newall,  and  held  quiet  and  uninter- 
rupted possession  thereof  until  this  day.  Neither  principal  not 
interest  of  the  mortgage  money  has  been  paid.  Newall  died  in 
July,  1798. 

It  was  further  agreed  that,  if  on  these  facts,  the  court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  plaintiffs  could  maintain  their  action  against 
defendant,  judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiffs,  otherwise 
plaintiffs  should  be  nonsuited. 

F.  D.  Channing,  for  the  defendant.  If  it  be  supposed,  that, 
as  to  the  lease  and  the  first  mortgage  to  the  defendant,  the  lease 
is  prior  in  time,  then  must  the  lease  have  been  merged  in  the 
mortgage:  2  Rep.  61;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Surrender,  1;  if  they  are 
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supposed  to  be  simultaneous,  then  must  the  lease  have  been 
extinguished  at  the  moment  of  its  creation,  terminus  ac  foedum 
nonpossint  constare  in  una  et  eadem  persona,  if  the  mortgage  is 
supposed  to  have  been  executed  first,  plaintiffs  might  have, 
perhaps,  relied  on  the  estoppel,  were  it  not  for  subsequent  con- 
veyances. The  second  mortgage  to  defendant  carried  with  it 
the  rent  reserved  upon  the  lease,  thereby  extinguishing  the 
lease:  Plowd.  868;  Powell  on  Mortgages,  453;  Shep.  Touch. 
300;  Billiard  v.  Sanders,  "Winch.  109,  121;  Godb.  137.  The 
right  of  the  intestate  to  the  rent  was  transferred  to  Harris  by 
reason  of  the  mortgages  to  him,  and  the  assignment  of  these 
mortgages  to  defendant  works  an  extinguishment  of  the  lease 
on  which  die  rent  was  reserved. 

Jackson,  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  two  instruments  being  made 
at  the  same  time  constitute  one  contract,  and  it  could  not  be 
the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  lease  should  be  destroyed 
immediately  upon  its  creation:  Taylor  v.  Horde  et  al.,  1  Burr. 
60,  106.  It  would  be  highly  injurious  to  maintain  the  doctrine 
contended  for  by  defendant.  If  the  defendant  intended  to  claim 
the  rent  by  virtue  of  the  second  or  subsequent  mortgages,  he 
should  have  clearly  manifested  that  intention;  he  cannot  no* 
set  up  that  he  was  not  holding  under  the  lease  only.  Havin| 
elected  to  take  the  estate  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  he  has  n* 
right  to  retain  the  rents  which  accrued  during  the  term. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  0.  J.  This  cause  has  been  very^well  ar- 
gued by  the  counsel  on  each  side.  The  execution  of  the  lease 
declared  on  being  admitted,  and  it  being  agreed  that  no  rent 
has  been  paid,  the  plaintiffs  must  recover,  unless  they  are  barred 
in  consequence  of  some  of  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  case. 

The  defendant  insists  that  the  plaintiffs  are  barred,  because 
on  the  same  day  and  at  the  same  time  the  lease  was  executed, 
intestate  conveyed  to  him  in  fee-simple  the  premises  demised, 
on  condition  that  the  conveyance  should  be  void  on  payment  of 
one  thousand  dollars,  in  five  years,  with  interest  to  be  paid  an* 
nually,  which  condition  has  never  been  performed;  which  mort- 
gage, he  says,  is  in  law  an  extinguishment,  or  at  least  a  sus- 
pension of  the  term  created  by  the  lease. 

It  is  generally  true  that  the  conveyance  of  a  greater  estate, 
inconsistent  with  a  less  estate  before  granted,  shall  merge  the 
less  estate.  But  in  this  case  we  do  not  think  the  rule  will  apply. 
It  is  very  clear  that  when  a  man,  seised  of  lands  in  fee,  shall 
mortgage  them  in  fee,  if  there  be  no  agreement  that  the  mort- 
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gagor  shall  retain  the  possession,  the  mortgagee  may  enter  im- 
mediately, put  the  mortgagor  out  of  possession,  and  receive  the 
profits;  and  if  the  mortgagor  refuses  to  quit  the  possession,  the 
mortgagee  may  consider  him  as  a  trespasser,  and  may  maintain 
an  action  of  trespass  against  him,  or  he  may,  in  a  writ  of  entry, 
recover  against  him  as  a  disseisor:  Erskine  v.  Ibwmend,  2  Mass. 
493,  ante,  7 1 .  But  there  may  be  an  agreement  that  the  mortgagor 
shall  retain  the  possession  until  the  condition  be  broken,  which 
shall  bind  the  mortgagee;  in  which  case  the  mortgagor  may  de- 
mise the  estate  to  a  stranger,  and  receive  the  rents  to  his  own 
use.  And,  upon  the  same  principle,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
mortgagee,  if  he  consent  to  take  a  lease  from  the  mortgagor, 
and  covenant  to  pay  him  rent  until  the  condition  be  broken, 
shall  be  bound  by  his  covenant,  and  shall  not  be  admitted  to 
set  up  his  mortgage  against  the  lease.  The  demise  is  in  law  an 
agreement  that  the  mortgagor  shall  retain  the  possession,  and 
receive  the  profits  to  his  own  use. 

To  avoid  this  conclusion,  the  defendant's  counsel  would  in- 
duce the  court  to  suppose  that  the  lease  was  first  executed,  and 
afterwards  the  mortgage.  When  different  instruments  are  exe- 
cuted at  the  same  time,  but  are  all  parts  of  one  transaction,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  suppose  such  a  priority  in  the  exeou- 
'  tion  of  them,  as  shall  best  effect  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
As  the  lease  is  for  five  years,  and  as  the  money  secured  by  the 
mortgage  was  to  be  paid  in  the  same  time,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  lease  and  the  mortgage  were  intended  to  execute  one 
contract;  and  to  give  complete  operation  to  both  these  deeds,  it 
is  reasonable  to  suppose  the  mortgage  first  executed.  For  if 
the  lease  had  been  first  executed,  and  the  mortgage  intended 
to  control  the  lease,  no  reason  can  be  given  why  the  lease  was 
not  in  fact  surrendered  as  of  no  effect  between  the  parties.  It 
is,  therefore,  our  opinion,  that  the  execution  of  the  first  mort- 
gage is  no  bar  to  the  recovery  of  the  rent  due  on  the  lease. 

The  defendant  further  objects,  that  if  the  first  mortgage 
is  not  a  bar,  yet  the  second  mortgage  made  two  days  after,  on 
his  advancing  the  mortgagor  a  further  sum  of  money,  is  in  law 
a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  recovery.  This  objection  appears  to 
deserve  consideration.  In  considering  it,  we  may  lay  the  first 
mortgage  out  of  the  case,  and  suppose  the  question  to  arise  on 
a  lease  made  by  a  man  seised  in  fee,  who  afterwards  conveys  the 
premises  to  the  lessee  in  fee,  on  condition  that  the  conveyance 
be  void  upon  his  paying  a  sum  of  money  to  the  lessee  at  a 
future  day.    If  the  lessor,  having  the  reversion  in  fee,  make  an 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


102  Newall  v.  Wright.  [Mass. 

absolute  conveyance  of  the  estate  in  fee  to  the  lessee,  without 
doubt  the  term  is  extinguished.  If  he  convey  the  estate  in  fee 
to  a  third  person,  the  rent  shall  pass  as  incident  to  the  reversion; 
but  if  he  mortgage  in  fee  the  estate  to  a  third  person,  the  mort- 
gagee may  receive  the  rent  as  incident  to  the  reversion,  or  per- 
mit the  mortgagor  to  receive  it  at  his  election.  If  he  do  not  act 
to  show  his  election  to  receive  the  rent,  the  mortgagor  shall 
recover  it  of  the  lessee,  who  cannot  plead  the  mortgage  in  bar. 
But  as  the  mortgagee  cannot  put  the  tenant  out  of  possession, 
if  he  demanded  the  rent  of  him,  the  tenant  must  pay  it  to  him; 
and  if,  after  demand,  the  tenant  shall  pay  it  to  the  mortgagor, 
he  will  pay  it  in  his  own  wrong. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  mortgagee  is  the  tenant,  and  he  can- 
not demand  the  rent  of  himself.  If  he  refuse  to  pay  it  to  the 
mortgagor,  he  must  be  considered  as  claiming  the  rent,  if  by 
law  he  may  be  entitled  to  it;  and  this  refusal  is  sufficient  notice 
to  the  mortgagor. 

The  legal  effect  of  his  reasoning  is,  that  when  the  mortgagee 
shall  refuse  to  pay  the  rent,  the  rent  is  suspended  until  the  condi- 
tion of  the  mortgage  be  performed,  or  the  estate  be  redeemed; 
and  upon  either  event,  the  rent  will  again  become  payable,  if 
the  term  has  not  in  the  meantime  expired.  And  during  the 
suspension  the  lessee  will,  as  mortgagee,  be  accountable  for  the 
profits  to  the  mortgagor  towards  the  payment  of  the  debt,  first 
keeping  down  the  interest;  and  of  the  value  of  the  profits,  the 
reserved  rent  will  prima  facie  be  evidence.  If,  however,  the 
lessee  shall  voluntarily  pay  the  rent  to  the  mortgagor,  he  shall 
not  afterwards  be  accountable,  as  mortgagee,  for  the  profits 
received  for  the  same  time. 

To  confirm  this  reasoning,  let  us  consider  the  right  of  Har- 
ris, a  subsequent  mortgagee,  which  cannot  be  better  than  the 
right  of  the  mortgagor,  which  is  conveyed  to  him.  As  Harris 
could  not  put  Wright  out  of  possession,  he  might  demand  of 
him  the  rent.  If  Wright  voluntarily  paid  it,  Harris  must  account 
for  it  with  Newell  towards  the  payment  of  his  debt.  But 
Wright  might  refuse  to  pay  it,  claiming  the  possession  under  his 
prior  mortgage;  and' then  he  must  account  for  the  profits  to  the 
mortgagor  towards  the  debt.  Otherwise  the  mortgagor,  after  a 
second  mortgage,  might,  by  collusion  with  the  first  mortgagee, 
receive  the  rent,  and,  by  not  applying  it  to  the  discharge  of  the 
first  mortgage,  injure  the  subsequent  mortgagee.  For  he,  by  his 
subsequent  mortgage,  is,  from  the  time  it  was  made,  entitled 
not  only  to  the  possession,  but  to  the  profits,  against  the  mort* 
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g&gor,  and  subject  only  to  the  rights  of  the  prior  mortgagee. 
Therefore,  if  the  mortgagor  should  refuse  to  redeem,  Harris 
may  redeem  Wright's  prior  mortgage;  and  if  Wright  had 
refused  to  pay  Harris  the  rent  when  demanded,  and  had  not 
paid  it  to  the  mortgagor,  Harris,  when  he  redeems,  may  com- 
pel Wright  to  account  for  the  profits,  as  received  towards  the 
payment  of  his  prior  mortgage. 

Upon  these  principles  no  injustice  is  done  to  the  parties,  but 
every  equitable  allowance  is  made.  If  neither  the  mortgagor, 
nor  any  subsequent  mortgagee  will  redeem,  the  presumption  is 
violent  that  the  land,  together  with  the  profits  received,  is  not 
worth  more  than  the  debt  and  interest  due.  If  it  should  be 
worth  less,  and  the  first  mortgagee  should  sue  the  mortgagor 
to  recover  the  deficiency,  in  that  suit  the  mortgagor  will  be 
allowed  not  only  for  the  value  of  the  lands  when  the  mortgagee 
took  possession,  but  also  for  all  the  profits  he  received  after 
possession. 

The  right  of  the  mortgagee,  who  had  entered  under  a  lease 
prior  to  the  mortgage,  to  hold  the  possession  as  mortgagee,  is 
admitted  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  if  the  mortgagee  had  made 
his  election  so  to  hold;  and  he  insists  that  the  evidence  of  this 
election  ought  to  be  notice  to  the  mortgagor  that  be  shall  no 
longer  hold  under  the  lease;  and,  further,  that  no  such  notice 
appears  in  the  case,  but  that  it  is  expressly  stated  that  he  did 
not  enter  under  the  mortgages  until  a  time  after  the  term  was 
expired. 

The  objection  that  it  appears  from  the  case  that  the  mortgagee 
did  not  enter  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  deserves 
further  consideration. 

Our  statute,  granting  equitable  relief  to  a  mortgagor,  provides 
that  he  may  redeem  at  any  time  within  three  years  after  the 
entry  of  the  mortgagee,  for  the  condition  broken,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  two  witnesses,  or  by  judgment  at  law.  Generally,  a 
mortgagee,  when  the  mortgaged  lands,  without  the  profits,  is  a 
sufficient  pledge  for  She  debt  and  interest,  does  not  choose  to 
enter  and  take  the  profits  for  which  he  must  account,  until  after 
condition  broken.  His  entry  then  is  to  compel  payment  by 
threatening  to  foreclose  the  mortgage.  But  at  the  common 
law,  if  there  be  no  agreement  that  the  mortgagor  retain  the 
possession,  the  mortgagee  has  a  legal  right  immediately  to 
enter,  and  to  put  the  mortgagor  out  of  possession.  And  this 
right  the  statute,  fixing  the  time  when  the  three  years  shall 
commence,  has  never  been  construed  to  control.  When  the 
mortgagee  enters  after  condition  broken,  the  three  years  corn- 
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mence  on  that  entry.  If  he  enter  before,  the  three  years  do 
not  commence  until  notice  by  the  mortgagee  to  the  mortgagor, 
after  the  condition  broken,  that  he  shall  hold  the  possession  for 
the  breach  of  the  condition'. 

In  the  present  case,  the  entry  after  the  condition  broken 
could  give  Wright  no  new  possession,  it  being  also  agreed  that  he 
took  possession  when  the  lease  was  executed,  and  has  ever  since 
held  the  possession.  The  fair  construction  of  the  agreement 
stated  in  the  case  is,  in  oar  opinion,  that  Wright,  from  the  time 
agreed,  held  the  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises  for  con- 
dition broken,  and  that  he  is  not  concluded,  by  that  agreement, 
from  claiming  the  possession  before  that  time  under  his  second 
mortgage. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  correctly  contends  that  the 
mortgagee  shall  be  considered  as  holding  under  the  lease  until 
he  has  made  his  election,  and  given  notice  of  it  to  the  lessor,  to 
hold  under  his  subsequent  mortgage,  or  done  some  act  equiv- 
alent. It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  determine  whether  the  non- 
payment of  the  rent  when  due  is  alone  evidence  of  this  election 
and  notice.  The  argument  for  it  is  that  non-payment  of  money 
when  due  is,  in  law,  a  refusal.  If  the  mortgagee  held  under  the 
lease,  this,  non-payment  is  an  unlawful  act;  but  if  he  held  under 
bis  mortgage,  it  is  justifiable;  and  the  court  ought  to  presume 
every  act  lawful  until  its  illegality  is  proved.  The  argument 
on  the  other  side  is,  that  as  he  once  held  under  the  lease,  no 
mere  nonfeasance  shall  be  sufficient  to  transfer  bis  right  of  pos- 
session to  another  subsequent  title.  But  we  are  all  of  the  opin- 
ion that  Wright's  never  paying  his  rent,  nor  demanding  his 
annual  interest  during  the  term,  connected  with  the  lessor's 
never  demanding  the  rent,  nor  paying  any  interest,  and  suffer- 
ing Wright  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  foreclosing  the  mortgage, 
and  not  redeeming  the  same,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  lessee's 
election  to  hold  under  the  mortgage,  and  of  the  lessor's  assent 
that  he  should  so  hold. 

According  to  the  agreement  of  the  patties  in  the  case,  tne 
plaintiffs  must  be  called. 

Plaintiffs  nonsuited. 

The  authority  of  this  case  was  recognized  in  Draper  v.  Mann,  117  Mass. 
441;  Smith  v.  Johns,  3  Gray,  519;  Wales  v.  Mellen,  1  Id.  512,  where  Metcalf, 
J.,  says:  "  There  is  no  doubt  that  by  our  law  a  mortgagee  may  take  pos- 
session and  eject  the  mortgagor,  before  condition  broken,  unless  there  is  an 
agreement  between  them  to  the  contrary:  NewaU  v.  Wright,  3  Mass.  155; 
Rev.  Stat  c  107,  sec  9.  Such  is  also  the  law  of  New  Hampshire  and 
Maine." 
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Avery  v.  The  Inhabitants  op  Ttringham. 

[3  Mam.  100.] 

Contract  with  Minister  by  Parish.— Where  a  minister  was  called 
at  the  invitation  of  a  parish  and  settled  over  the  congregation  as  its 
pastor,  no  agreement  being  made  as  to  the  period  during  which  he  was 
to  continue  his  services,  it  was  held  that  the  contract  could  not  he  dis- 
solved at  the  will  of  the  parish. 

Pleading  a  Promise. — In  a  declaration  in  cuiumpait,  the  word  "prom* 
ised"  is  not  necessary ;  any  other  intelligible  word  of  similar  import, 
as,  for  instance,  "agree,**  is  sufficient. 

Action  on  the  case  for  the  salary  of  plaintiff  as  minister  of 
the  town  of  Tjringham.  The  first  count  in  the  declaration  al- 
leged that  the  said  inhabitants,  at  a  legal  town  meeting,  holden 
on  the  twenty-fifth  December,  1788,  did  by  a  majority  vote, 
agree  to  call  and  elect  Joseph  Avery  to  the  work  of  the  ministry 
with  them  in  their  town ;  and  did  at  the  same  meeting  further 
vote  and  agree  that,  in  case  Avery  would  settle  with  them  and 
preach  the  gospel  to  them,  and  instruct  them  in  the  principles 
and  doctrines  of  the  Christian  religion,  they  would  provide  him 
a  parsonage  and  for  his  support  they  would  pay  or  cause  to 
be  paid  to  him  the  sum  of  seventy  pounds  annually,  in  cer- 
tain enumerated  articles  of  produce;  that  plaintiff,  relying  on 
these  votes  and  agreements  of  the  defendants,  did,  on  January 
1, 1789,  accept  of  the  call  and  election,  and  duly  settled  with 
them  in  the  office  of  the  ministry,  in  Tyringham,  and  has  ever 
since  constantly  and  regularly  continued  to  carry  on  and  dis- 
charge the  duties  of  minister  of  that  town,  and  has  ever  since 
stood  and  still  stands  in  the  relation  of  pastor  to  its  in- 
habitants; that  the  salary  for  the  year  of  1803  is  in  arrear  and 
due  to  him.  There  was  also  a  count  upon  indebitatus  assumpsit, 
and  another  upon  quantum  meruit  for  the  same  services. 

The  cause  was  tried  upon  the  general  issues  before  Sedqwiox, 
J.,  and  a  general  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Defendants  then  moved  for  a  new  trial  upon  an  exception  to 
a  ruling  of  the  judge,  and  in  arrest  of  judgment  for  in- 
sufficiency of  the  plaintiff's  declaration.  The  exception  was  to 
the  rejection  as  evidence  of  the  records  of  the  town,  by  which 
it  was  intended  to  prove  that  at  a  legal  meeting,  on  the  second 
May,  1803,  it  was  voted  by  a  majority  of  the  inhabitants  present, 
that  said  town  would  not  any  longer  consider  the  plaintiff  as  the 
minister  of  the  town,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  same  day, 
had  notice  of  the  vote.  The  reasons  assigned  for  an  arrest  ol 
judgment  were  that  no  promise  was  alleged  to  have  been  made, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


106  Avkby  v.  People  of  Tybinghax.  [Mass. 

but  merely  an  agreement  among  the  defendants;  that  if  there 
was  a  promise,  it  was  a  nudum  pactum,  no  consideration  being 
stated. 

Hulbert,  for  the  plaintiff 

Dewey  and  Bacon,  for  the  defendants. 

Pabxeb,  J.  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of 
salary  for  the  year  1803,  which  the  plaintiff  claims  as  the  settled 
minister  of  Tyringham  during  that  period.  The  declaration 
states  the  invitation  of  the  town  to  the  plaintiff  to  take  npon 
him  that  office,  and  the  offer  of  the  pecuniar}'  compensation 
which  they  stipulated  to  pay  him  towards  his  support.  It  then 
alleges  his  assent  to  the  propositions  of  the  town,  and  his  set- 
tlement in  office  consequent  thereon;  his  performance  of  the 
duties  and  services  of  his  office,  and  the  arrears  of  his  salary  re- 
maining unpaid.  These  points,  as  appears  from  the  report  of  the 
judge,  were  all  proved  or  agreed  at  the  trial. 

In  answer  to  this  demand,  the  defendants  set  np  a  right  to 
discharge  themselves  from  the  obligation  of  this  contract  at 
their  pleasure;  and  offered  evidence,  on  the  trial,  that  they  had 
exercised  this  supposed  right  by  voting  in  a  legal  town  meeting, 
that  they  no  longer  considered  the  plaintiff  as  their  minister; 
which  vote  was  prior  to  the  period  for  which  he  claims  his  salary 
in  the  present  action.  This  evidence  was  rejected  by  the  judge, 
and  the  question  now  before  the  court  is,  whether  the  evidence 
was  or  was  not  rightfully  rejected. 

The  vote  in  this  case  was  unaccompanied  with  any  cause  of 
complaint.  It  was,  in  short,  a  naked  expression  of  the  will  of 
the  people  to  dissolve  the  connection  that  existed  between  them 
and  their  minister.  Thus  the  question  is  brought  before  us, 
whether  towns  and  parishes  have  the  right  of  dismissing  their 
ministers  at  pleasure,  without  assigning  any  breach  of  duty  or 
immoral  conduct  against  them. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  contract,  in  this  case,  was  intended 
by  the  parties  to  bind  them  for  some  period,  longer  or  shorter. 
But  the  defendants  contend  that  there  is,  by  the  declaration  of 
rights  assured  to  them,  the  privilege  of  putting  an  end  to  it  at 
their  pleasure.  This  they  infer  from  the  right  expressly  secured 
to  all  societies  incorporated  for  religious  purposes,  at  all  times, 
U  elect  their  public  teachers;  and  they  say  that  without  a  right 
to  dismiss,  they  cannot  be  said  to  have,  at  all  times,  a  right  to 
elect.  Such  a  power  being  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  con- 
tracts in  general,  which,  being  made  between  two  or  more  par- 
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ties,  cannot  ordinarily  be  dissolved  without  the  concurrence  of 
all,  ought  to  appear  very  plainly  granted  by  the  constitution  to 
receive  support  in  a  court  of  justice. 

The  constitution,  whenever  a  question  arises  upon  its  mean- 
ing, must  receive  such  a  construction  as  is  reasonable  and  con- 
formable to  its  general  tenor  and  spirit.  The  object  of  its 
framers,  and  of  the  people  who  adopted  it,  with  respect  to 
the  clause  under  consideration,  unquestionably  was  to  secure 
to  the  citizens  the  liberty  of  electing  pastors  whose  religious 
tenets  they  approved,  and  to  contract  with  them  for  their 
support.  The  very  term  contract,  used  in  the  constitution, 
imports  something  more  durable  than  a  mere  temporary  con- 
nection, dissoluble  at  the  will  or  caprice  of  either  of  the  par- 
ties. It  is  true,  the  religious  societies  are  left  at  liberty  to  make 
such  contract,  and  for  such  term  of  time  as  shall  be  agreed 
between  them  and  their  minister;  but  the  contract  once  made, 
it  is  subject  to  all  such  rules  of  law  as  govern  other  engage- 
ments. Here  no  term  of  time  is  expressed  during  which  the 
ministerial  connection  is  to  subsist.  But,  considering  the 
established  usage  of  the  country,  known  to  the  contracting  par- 
ties; the  nature  of  the  duties  to  be  performed,  which  peculiarly 
require  permanency  in  office;  the  solemnity  of  the  act,  which 
testifies  the  assent  of  the  minister  and  his  people,  it  would  cer* 
tainly  seem  that  the  connection  thus  established  was  to  endurfl 
for  life,  unless  some  stipulation  to  the  contrary  should  be  ex- 
pressed. Add  to  this  the  provision  made  by  our  laws  for  the 
first  settled  ministers  in  new  countries,  to  have  a  considerable 
portion  of  land  in  fee,  and  the  uso  of  other  lands  during  their 
ministry,  and  no  doubt  will  remain  that  our  legislature  has  al- 
ways considered  the  office  of  a  religious  teacher  durable  as  his 
life,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  the  original  terms  of  his  set- 
tlement, or  unless  dissolved  by  a  breach  of  contract  on  his  part, 
or  by  a  merited  loss  of  that  character  for  purity  of  morals  and 
Christian  virtue,  which  is  essential  to  the  due  performance  of  his 
sacred  functions. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  constitution  has  provided  that  parishes, 
etc.,  shall,  at  all  times,  have  the  privilege  of  electing  their 
teachers,  and  that  this  privilege  cannot  be  enjoyed  without  the 
right  of  dismissing  them  when  they  please.  This  construction 
is  certainly  violent,  and  by  no  means  consistent  with  the  reason- 
able sense  and  import  of  the  words.  If  this  doctrine  be  true, 
the  minister  who  is  settled  to-day  may  be  dismissed  to-morrow; 
and  thus  a  connection,  which,  for  the  interests,  temporal  and 
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spiritual,  of  both  parties,  would  seem  to  require  stability, 
would  be  as  uncertain  as  the  tempers  or  views  of  the  various 
characters  which  compose  a  parish  or  religious  society.  How 
inconsistent  this  would  be  with  the  intention  of  the  parties  at 
the  time  of  making  the  contract,  and  how  incongruous  upon 
this  idea  is  the  term  settlement,  used  by  the  parties,  need  not  be 
urged. 

The  true  construction  of  the  words  relied  upon  undoubtedly 
is,  that  at  all  times  when  a  vacancy  exists,  the  people  shall  have 
the  privilege  of  electing  and  contracting  with  their  ministers; 
they  shall  not  have  one  imposed  upon  them  by  any  hierarchy, 
shall  not  be  subject  to  tithes,  etc.,  but  shall  choose  for  them- 
selves, and  pay  in  their  own  way. 

I  cannot,  therefore,  entertain  a  doubt  that  the  contract  made 
between  a  minister  and  his  people,  in  terms  like  the  one  before 
us,  continues  for  the  life  of  the  minister.  Whether  it  may  not 
be  dissolved  by  neglect  of  duty,  immoral  conduct,  or  flagrant 
unsuitableness  of  character,  need  not  now  be  decided,  as  noth- 
ing of  this  sort  is  alleged  against  the  present  plaintiff.  It  may 
not  be  amiss,  however,  to  observe  that  the  nature  of  the  office 
implies  a  contract  to  preserve  an  irreproachable  character  fox 
the  moral  and  Christian  virtues;  and  that  whenever  gross  mis* 
conduct  or  omission  of  duty  shall  be  proved  against  a  minister 
suing  for  his  salary,  my  apprehension  is  that  he  will  be  deemed 
to  have  forfeited  all  rights  resulting  from  the  sacred  profession 
he  has  abused;  in  addition  to  which,  the  people  connected  with 
such  a  minister,  by  resorting  to  an  ecclesiastical  council,  a  tri- 
bunal coeval  with  the  settlement  of  our  country,  will  be  sure  to 
find  a  remedy,  by  the  removal  of  a  man  who  has  given  them 
reasonable  cause  of  disgust.  I  am  of  opinion,  in  the  case  be- 
fore us,  that  a  new  trial  ought  not  to  be  granted. 

As  to  the  motion  for  arresting  the  judgment,  the  declaration 
does  not  appear  to  me  so  defective  as  to  be  insufficient  to  sup- 
port a  judgment  after  a  verdict.  All  the  facts  necessary  to 
ground  a  promise  upon  are  contained  in  it;  the  formal  words  of 
a  promise  only  are  omitted.  However  this  objection  might 
have  prevailed  upon  a  special  demurrer,  I  am  against  receiving 
it  as  a  cause  for  arresting  the  judgment  upon  the  verdict  in  this 
case. 

Sbdowiox,  J.  Considering  the  great  importance  of  the  ques- 
tion agitated  in  this  cause,  if  it  were  possible  for  me  to  enter- 
tain a  doubt  respecting  its  merits,  I  should  be  disposed  for  a 
continuance  of  the  action  for  advisement  and  consideration; 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Sept.  1807.]  Avery  v.  People  of  Tyringhajc.  109 

bat  having  my  opinion  clearly  settled,  and  apprehending  that 
great  confusion  and  mischief  would  follow  from  the  courts  de- 
laying to  render  judgment,  if  the  public  should  conceive  such 
delay  owing  to  a  doubt  or  hesitancy  in  their  minds,  I  think  it 
expedient  to  express  an  opinion  at  this  time,  and  hope  that  our 
decision  will  put  the  question  at  rest. 

Before  the  trial  of  this  cause,  I  had  never  conceived  that  a 
contract,  such  as  is  declared  on  in  this  case,  was  a  contract  at 
will.  Indeed,  it  was  at  the  trial  that,  for  the  first  time,  I  heard 
such  an  opinion  suggested.  But  that  suggestion  did  not,  at 
the  time,  impress  my  mind  with  any  force,  nor  have  the  argu- 
ments of  the  defendant's  counsel,  although  very  ingenious,  had 
a  greater  effect. 

This  was  a  contract  made  and  entered  into  between  a  Con- 
gregational minister  and  the  inhabitants  of  a  town,  constituting, 
in  this  case,  one  parish.  It  appears  to  me  to  have  been  made 
and  conducted  in  the  forms  usual  in  such  cases  in  our  country. 
The  church  call  the  minister;  the  town,  at  a  legal  meeting,  con- 
cur in  the  invitation,  and  vote  the  salary;  the  minister,  after 
solemn  consideration,  accepts  the  invitation;  at  the  time  ap- 
pointed he  is  set  apart  to  his  office,  according  to  the  forms  of 
that  religious  sect  to  which  the  parties  belong;  and  in  this  case 
it  is  agreed  that  he  continued  faithfully  to  exercise  and  perform 
the  various  duties  of  hte  office,  and  particularly  during  the 
term  for  which  he  demands  his  salary*  None  of  these  facts  are 
contested  by  the  defendants. 

But  the  defendants  offered  on  the  trial  to  give  in  evidence  a 
vote  of  the  town,  passed  previously  to  the  performance  of  the 
services  declared  for,  in  which  they  resolved,  but  without  stat- 
ing any  reasons,  that  they  would  no  longer  consider  the  plaint- 
iff as  their  minister;  and  they  also  offered  to  prove  that  they 
gave  notice  seasonably  to  the  plaintiff  of  this  procedure.  This 
evidence  was  rejected  by  the  judge  at  the  trial,  and  the  question 
now  to  be  decided  is,  whether  that  rejection  was,  or  was  not, 
legal  and  proper.  If  it  was  right,  judgment  ought  to  be  en- 
tered according  to  the  verdict;  if  it  was  wrong,  a  new  trial 
ought  to  be  granted. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  contend,  in  effect,  that  the 
office  of  a  minister,  about  whose  invitation  and  settlement  such 
solemn  deliberation  and  formality  were  had,  is  an  office  deter- 
minable at  the  pleasure  of  the  minister  or  people;  or  that,  at 
most,  it  is  an  office  to  be  holden  from  year  to  year.  They  agree 
that  by  the  laws  and  usages  of  the  country,  previous  to  the  es- 
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tablishment  of  our  state  constitution,  a  minister,  thus  elected 
and  ordained,  held  his  office,  with  all  its  rights  and  privileges, 
during  his  life;  unless  the  contract  was  sooner  dissolved  by 
the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties  to  it,  or  by  such  misconduct 
of  the  minister  as  in  some  way  consistent  with  the  discipline  of 
the  sect  to  which  he  belonged,  should  have  the  same  effect.  It 
is  impossible  to  hold  any  other  opinion  on  this  point,  from  a 
bare  perusal  of  the  statutes  of  the  former  province  of  Massa- 
chusetts Bay,  relating  to  the  subject.  But,  in  further  confirma- 
tion of  the  opinion,  four  unanimous  decisions  of  this  court  are 
now  recollected.  These  decisions  were,  it  is  true,  applied  to  con- 
tracts made  before  our  state  constitution;  and  that  now  under 
consideration  was  entered  into  at  a  period  since. 

And  it  has  been  strongly  insisted  and  relied  upon,  in  behalf 
of  the  defendants,  that  the  constitution  has  virtually  repealed 
the  pre-existing  laws;  and  the  third  article  of  our  declaration 
of  rights,  which  gives  to  towns,  etc.,  the  right  at  all  times  of 
electing  their  teachers,  and  contracting  with  them  for  their 
support,  has  been  urged  upon  the  attention  of  the  court,  as 
conferring  also  a  right,  at  all  times,  to  create  a  vacancy,  as 
necessary  to  the  exercise  of  their  right  of  election.  But  can 
this  be  the  true  construction  of  that  article?  The  legislature, 
by  declaring  that  ministers,  as  soon  as  they  are  settled,  shall  be 
considered  as  inhabitants  of  the  tow&s  where  settled,  and  en- 
titled to  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  such  inhabitants,  have 
given  an  explanation  of  this  article  by  no  means  consistent  with 
that  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  They  must 
have  thought  the  office  to  have  a  greater  permanency  than  a 
mere  tenure  at  will,  to  annex  to  it  rights  not  acquired  in  ordi- 
nary cases,  but  by  a  considerable  residence.  It  is  worthy  of  ob- 
servation that  the  mode  of  settling  ministers  has  continued  in 
every  respect  the  same  since  the  establishment  of  the  constitu- 
tion as  it  was  before.  It  is  a  pretty  general  practice  in  the  country, 
on  the  introduction  of  a  minister  to  the  charge  of  a  parish,  to 
give  him,  besides  the  annual  salary  agreed  on,  an  estate  in  land 
in  fee,  or  in  lieu  of  a  sum  of  money  adequate  to  the  purchase  of 
a  place  of  residence.  Public  provision  has  also  been  made  by 
government  appropriating  a  lot  of  land,  besides  the  parsonage, 
to  the  first  settled  minister  of  newly-settled  towns  in  fee.  These 
facts  operate  very  strongly,  in  my  mind,  to  show  the  public  and 
general  impression  in  the  country  that  a  settlement  of  a  min- 
ister, under  a  contract  for  an  indefinite  period,  is  a  settlement 
for  life.     Indeed,  they  show  the  absurdity  of  a  construction 
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which  gives  to  the  minister,  a  right  to  dissolve  the  contract,  as 
soon  as  these  grants  are  vested  in  him.  And  if  the  contract  is 
dissoluble  at  the  pleasure  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  it 
must  be  equally  so  at  the  pleasure  of  the  other.  The  conse- 
quences resulting  from  such  a  doctrine,  would  be  mischievous 
in  the  extreme.  Mankind  are  capricious  even  in  the  most  se- 
rious concerns.  Would  ministers  who  regarded  the  comfort  of 
their  families,  or  their  own  personal  quiet  and  security,  be  will- 
ing to  make  a  contract  on  such  terms? 

The  anxious  regard  which  the  framers  of  the  constitution 
have  displayed  for  the  public  religious  instruction  of  the  peo- 
ple, most  effectually  negatives  a  construction  of  that  instru- 
ment, which  reduces  the  security  of  a  minister  for  his  salary 
below  that  which  a  laborer  has  for  his  bargained  wages.  This 
instrument  has  given,  or  rather  reserved,  to  the  people  the 
power  of  making  contracts  with  their  public  instructors;  what 
is  there  then  that  shall  invalidate  those  contracts?  It  is  said  to 
be  impossible  that'the  people  should  have  "at  all  times"  the 
power  of  contracting  anew,  unless  they  have  power  to  dissolve 
and  annul  an  existing  contract;  or,  in  other  words,  to  break  it 
it  at  their  pleasure.  The  same  mode  of  reasoning  would  apply 
to  any  other  contracts,  A  man  has  by  law  an  absolute  right  to 
dispose  of  his  property  or  his  services  at  his  pleasure;  but 
having,  in  any  supposed  case,  exercised  that  right,  his  power  is 
so  far  restrained,  as  the  other  party  is  interested  in  the  subject 
of  the  contract.  If  he  has  made  a  disposition  of  his  property, 
it  is  no  longer  his  to  contract  about,  and  this  is  equally  true  in 
a  contract  for  future  labor  or  service.  He  can  make  no  future 
engagement,  which  would  impair  the  rights  of  a  party  with 
whom  he  had  previously  contracted.  So  far  is  the  constitution 
from  establishing  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants,  that  it  irresistibly  implies  directly  the  con- 
trary conclusion.  Let  the  second  and  third  articles  of  the 
declaration  of  rights  for  this  purpose  be  candidly  and  im- 
partially considered,  and  the  intention  of  those  who  framed, 
and  of  those  who  adopted  and  ratified  that  instrument,  so  far 
as  respects  our  present  purpose,  cannot  be  doubted.  In  lan- 
guage strong  and  energetic  the  religion  of  Protestant  Christians 
is  established.  Liberty  of  conscience  is  secured.  Provision  is 
made  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  public  Protestant 
teachers  of  religion  and  morality.  The  exclusive  right  of  elect- 
ing their  public  teachers,  and  of  contracting  with  them  for  their 
support  and  maintenance,  is  guaranteed  to  religious  societies; 
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and  it  is  made  their  duty  at  their  own  expense  to  make  suit- 
able provision  for  the  institution  of  the  public  worship  of  God. 
After  all  this,  it  cannot  reasonably  be  believed  that  the  consti- 
tution has  prohibited  the  making  of  a  contract  by  the  parish 
with  a  minister  for  his  permanent  settlement  and  support;  be- 
cause it  would  be  impossible,  with  such  a  construction,  to 
obtain  the  important  objects  so  explicitly  declared.  And  it  is 
most  manifest,  as  has  been  already  suggested,  that  in  our 
statutes  there  is  the  strongest  implied  legislative  construction 
that  a  minister  has  stability,  in  the  tenure  of  his  office,  beyond 
that  contended  for  in  the  present  instance;  and  I  have  no  doubt 
that  generally,  and  I  believe  universally,  since  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution,  the  same  construction  has  been  practically 
adopted  by  parishes  in  their  contracts  with  their  ministers. 

In  this  case  it  is  unnecessary  precisely  to  determine  the 
nature  of  the  tenure  which  a  minister,  circumstanced  as  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case  is,  has  in  his  office;  whether  it  be  for  life 
determinable  for  sufficient  cause,  by  an  ecclesiastical  council, 
or  in  any  other  mode  recognized  by  law;  or  whether  only  for 
misbehavior,  or  how  that  misbehavior  is  to  be  ascertained.  It 
is  unnecessary  to  determine  all  the  questions  which  would  be 
comprised  under  so  extended  a  view  of  the  subject;  for  if  the 
contract  here  be  not  a  contract  merely  at  the  will  of  the  parties, 
or  at  most  a  hiring  from  year  to  year,  it  is  agreed  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  recover.  And  whence  is  it  to  be  collected 
that  such  is  the  nature  of  the  contract? 

It  has  already  been  proved  that,  by  the  constitution,  the  par- 
ties are  not  restrained  from  making  a  contract  of  permanent 
stability.  What,  then,  was  the  meaning  of  the  parties  to  this 
contract,  apparent  from  their  language  and  conduct?  Is  there 
anything  expressed  or  implied  in  the  vote  of  the  town,  by  which 
it  can  be  understood  that  the  intention  of  the  defendants  wat 
as  they  how  contended.  Let  any  man  of  sound  mind  reflect  on 
the  terms  in  which  the  defendants  have  expressed  their  mean- 
ing by  their  votes;  their  deliberations  as  to  the  previous  vote  of 
the  church;  their  agreement  to  settle  the  plaintiff  as  their 
minister;  their  guarding  the  public  ministerial  land;  and  pro- 
viding for  a  permanent  equalization  of  the  annual  salary,  by 
placing  it  on  the  basis  of  the  prices  of  specific  articles,  and  de- 
termine whether  it  is  possible  that  they  thought  they  were 
forming  a  contract,  which  was  to  endure  as  long  as,  and  no 
longer,  than  the  pleasure  of  either  party;  and  whether  that 
pleasure  should  depend  on  the  exercise  of  a  well  directed  dis- 
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cretion,  or  on  whim  and  caprice.  What  was  the  understand- 
ing of  the  plaintiff?  This  may  be  learned  from  the  serious  de- 
liberation with  which  he  contemplated  the  proposition  of  the 
defendants,  and  the  solemn  and  impressive  language  in  which 
be  expressed  his  acceptance  of  it.  From  a  deliberate  consider- 
ation of  the  language  of  the  parties,  it  is  impossible  for  me  not 
to  conclude,  and  with  the  most  perfect  satisfaction,  that  neither 
party  supposed  that  the  continuance  of  the  contract  was  to  de- 
pend on  the  pleasure  of  each  other  respectively,  or  that  it  was 
no  more  than  a  hiring  from  year  to  year.  Nor  is  there,  in  my 
opinion,  anything  in  the  nature  of  the  relation  between  these 
parties  which  should  lead  to  such  conclusion,  but  the  contrary. 
If  these  contracts  are  merely  at  the  will  and  pleasure  of  the 
parties,  would  it  not  diminish  much  of  that  respect  and 
reverence  with  which  it  is  desirable  that  the  clerical  character 
should  he  viewed  by  the  people  ?  And  on  the  part  of  the  min- 
ister, must  not  a  consciousness  of  dependence  on  the  mere 
pleasure  of  the  people  affect  that  firmness  of  mind  which  is 
essential  to  an  impartial  and  effectual  reproof  of  vice  and  im- 
morality? And  in  such  a  state,  with  what  prudence  could  the 
minister  form  a  permanent  connection  which  might  be  impor- 
tant to  the  comfort  and  happiness  of  his  life?  I  should  have 
deeply  lamented,  if  I  had  found  myself  bound  to  give  a 
different  construction  to  the  constitution;  but  I  am  pleased  to 
have  it  in  my  power  to  declare  that  I  have  not  a  particle  of 
doubt  on  the  subject.  As  to  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  this  declaration  would 
have  been  good  on  specie!  demurrer.  The  material  facts  are  all 
substantially  alleged.  It  is  true  that  in  assumpsit  the  declara- 
tion must  allege  a  promise,  and  a  sufficient  consideration.  This 
was  the  point  in  the  case  cited  from  Lord  Raymond,  and  in 
other  cases  mentioned  at  the  bar.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to 
use  the  word  promise;  any  other  intelligible  word  or  expression 
conveying  the  same  idea  (as  "  agree/'  in  the  case  at  bar),  will 
serve  the  purpose. 

In  this  declaration  the  promise  is,  in  my  opinion,  laid  with 
such  certainty,  that  after  verdict  the  judgment  ought  not  to  be 
arrested. 

Pabsohs,  G.  J.  In  this  cause,  after  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
the  defendants  move  for  a  new  trial,  and  also  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment. 

On  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  we  are  called  upon  to  decide  a 
question  of  the  first  importance  to  the  good  order  and  peace  of 
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society,  and  to  the  best  interests  of  our  fellow-citizens.  The 
defendants'  counsel  insists  that  a  congregational  minister  oi 
any  parish,  regularly  called,  ordained  and  settled  according  to 
the  ancient  usages  of  the  country,  and  faithfully  executing  the 
duties  of  his  office  according  to  his  capacity,  holds  his  office  at 
the  will  of  his  parish,  who  may  remove  him  at  their  pleasure. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  contend  that  he  holds  his  office  for  life, 
determinable  on  sufficient  cause  exhibited  and  proved  before  a 
proper  tribunal.  If  the  office  be  holden  at  will,  the  evidence 
rejected  ought  to  have  been  admitted,  and  the  action  must  be 
sent  to  a  new  trial,  otherwise  the  verdict  must  stand. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  an  office  is  holden  at  the  will  of 
either  party,  unless  a  different  tenure  be  expressed  in  the  ap- 
pointment, or  is  implied  by  the  nature  of  the  office,  or  results 
from  ancient  usage.  A  consideration  of  the  nature  and  duties 
of  the  ministerial  office  is  important  in  determining  its  tenure. 
It  is  the  duty  of  a  minister  to  adapt  his  religious  and  moral  in- 
structions to  the  various  classes  comprising  his  congregation. 
He  ought,  therefore,  to  have  a  knowledge  of  their  situation, 
circumstances,  habits  and  characters,  which  is  not  to  be  obtained 
but  by  a  long  and  familiar  acquaintance  with  them. 

Vice  is  to  be  reproved  by  him  in  public  and  private;  and  the 
more  prevalent  and  fashionable  are  any  bad  habits  the  more  neces- 
sary is  it  for  the  faithful  minister  to  censure  them  and  to  rebuke 
those  who  indulge  them.  But  if  it  be  a  principle  that  his  office 
and  support  depend  on  the  will  of  his  people,  the  natural  tend- 
ency of  such  a  principle,  by  operating  on  his  fears,  will  be  to 
restrain  him  from  a  full  and  plain  discharge  of  his  official 
duties.  And  it  may  be  added,  that  the  same  principle  by  di- 
minishing his  weight  and  influence,  will  render  his  exhortations 
and  rebukes  unavailing  and  ineffectual.  And  as  it  cannot  be 
for  the  interest  of  the  people  to  hold  a  power  probably  danger- 
ous and  certainly  inconvenient  to  themselves,  I  cannot  believe 
that  a  tenure  at  will,  whence  this  power  results,  can  accord  with 
the  nature  and  duties  of  the  office.  And  it  may  be  also  ob- 
served that  if  the  tenure  of  his  office  be  at  will,  a  minister,  after 
a  life  of  exemplary  diligence  in  the  exercise  of  his  official  duties 
may,  when  oppressed  with  the  infirmities  of  age,  be  removed 
from  office  and  be  dismissed  to  poverty  and  neglect  A  con- 
sequence of  this  power  in  a  parish  will  be  the  deterring  of 
i young  men  of  information  and  genius  from  entering  into  the 
clerical  profession,  and  devolving  the  public  instruction  in 
religion  and  morals  on  incompetent  persons  without  talents. 
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education  or  any  suitable  qualifications.  Thus  an  office,  which, 
to  be  useful,  ought  to  attract  our  respect  and  veneration,  will  be 
the  subject  of  general  contempt  and  disgrace.  And  an  effect 
of  this  kind,  surely  every  good  citizen  would  wish  the  laws  to 
prevent,  so  far  as  the  laws  may  have  power.  But  considera- 
tions of  irresistible  weight  result  from  the  ancient  usages  estab- 
lished by  our  pious  ancestors,  and  wisely  continued  to  this  day. 

In  the  settlement  of  a  minister  the  parish  invite  some  can- 
didate to  preach  on  probation,  that  they  may  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  judge  of  his  qualifications,  and  that  he  may  have  some 
knowledge  of  the  state,  temper  and  principles  of  the  people. 
If  a  settlement  be  agreed  upon  by  both  parties,  it  is  the  general 
practice  of  parishes  not  having  parsonages  to  grant  a  sum  of 
money  or  other  property  to  the  minister,  exclusive  of  his  annual 
salary,  which  is  emphatically  called  his  settlement.  This  name 
was  derived  from  the  uses  to  which  it  was  intended  the  money 
should  be  applied  by  the  minister.  With  it  he  usually  pur- 
chased in  his  town  some  domicile,  where  he  might  have  a  per- 
manent abode  among  his  people,  and  be  conveniently  situated 
to  attend  to  all  the  duties  of  his  office. 

But  if  the  tenure  of  his  office  be  at  will,  it  is  unquestionably  at 
the  will  of  either  party.  The  minister,  therefore,  if  the  parish 
can  remove  him  at  their  pleasure,  may,  at  his  own  pleasure,  im- 
mediately after  he  has  availed  himself  of  the  grant,  abandon 
bis  office  and  carry  away  his  settlement,  to  the  great  loss  and 
damage  of  the  parish.  The  usage  of  granting  a  settlement  is 
satisfactory  evidence  that  the  tenure  of  his  office  is  not  at  will, 
but  that  the  ministerial  relation  must  continue  until  it  be  dis- 
solved for  good  cause. 

As  an  encouragement  to  settle  ministers  in  new  towns,  where 
the  property  of  the  inhabitants  is  not  large,  the  practice  of 
granting  permanent  settlements  has  been  long  confirmed  by 
grants  from  the  former  provincial  legislature  ami  from  the  gen- 
eral court  of  the  commonwealth.  When  new  townships  are 
Bold,  two  rights  are  reserved  by  the  government;  one  as  a  par- 
sonage for  the  minister  and  his  successors,  and  the  other  for  the 
absolute  use  of  the  first-settled  minister  and  his  heirs.  Unwise, 
indeed,  and  negligent,  must  have  been  the  legislature  in  mak- 
ing this  charitable  provision,  if  the  first  minister,  soon  after  his 
settlement,  might  resign  his  office  at  his  own  will  and  retain  for 
himself  and  his  heirs  the  fruits  of  the  public  beneficence. 

But  in  forming  my  opinion  I  am  not  confined  to  inferences 
drawn  from  the  practice  of  towns  or  parishes  in  the  settlement 
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of  ministers,  or  from  the  intent  of  legislative  grants.  Before 
and  since  the  revolution  this  question  has  been  considered  by 
the  courts  of  law  in  many  actions  sued  by  ministers  for  the 
recovery  of  their  salaries.  And  it  has  been  the  uniform  opinion 
of  all  the  judges  who  have  successively  filled  the  bench  of  our 
highest  judicial  court,  that  when  no  tenure  was  annexed  to  the 
office  of  a  minister  by  the  terms  of  settlement,  he  did  not  hold 
the  office  at  will,  but  for  life,  determinable  for  some  good  and 
sufficient  cause,  or  by  the  consent  of  both  parties;  and  many 
cases  have  been  mentioned  where  this  opinion  was  declared. 
And  no  case  has  been  produced  or  referred  to  by  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants,  where  a  different  opinion  has  been  given. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  have  contended  that,  admit- 
ting the  contract  of  settlement  before  the  revolution,  was  not  at 
will,  the  constitution  has  altered  the  law;  and  that  now  the 
tenure  of  the  minister  must  be  at  will.  The  part  of  the  consti- 
tution relied  on,  is  the  provision  in  the  third  article  of  the  dec- 
laration of  rights,  which  secures  to  towns,  etc.,  the  exclusive 
right  at  all  times  of  electing  their  public  teachers,  and  of  con- 
tracting  with  them  for  their  support  and  maintenance.  The 
argument  is  in  this  form:  a  town  shall  at  all  times  elect  its  pub- 
lic teacher;  but  if,  after  one  be  elected,  the  town  cannot  remove 
him  at  pleasure,  then  there  will  be  a  time  when  the  town  cannot 
elect  a  public  teacher,  the  office  being  full.  This  argument 
certainly  will  prove  much.  If  the  town,  in  the  election  of  a 
public  teacher,  contracts  with  him  for  a  certain  number  of  years, 
by  this  construction  it  must  have  a  right  to  break  its  contract 
solemnly  made.  A  conclusion  so  unreasonable  and  unjust,  it  is 
supposed,  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  are  not  willing  to  ad- 
mit. The  fair  and  natural  construction  of  this  provision  is,  that 
a  town,  etc.,  shall  at  all  times,  when  it  has  no  public  teacher, 
have  the  exclusive  right  of  election,  but  no  right  to  violate  its 
own  contracts  solemnly  and  deliberately  made. 

This  article  of  the  constitution  has,  without  doubt,  made 
some  alteration  in  the  ecclesiastical  establishment  of  the  state. 
Under  the  colonial  laws  the  church  members  in  full  communion 
had  the  exclusive  right  of  electing  and  settling  their  minister,  to 
whose  support  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  were  obliged  to 
contribute.  And  when  the  town  neglected  or  refused  suitably 
to  maintain  the  minister,  the  county  court  was  authorized  to 
assess  on  the  inhabitants  a  sum  of  money  adequate  to  his  sup- 
port. Under  the  colony  charter  no  man  could  be  a  freeman 
unless  ho  was  a  church  member,  until  the  year  1662;  and  a 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Sept.  1807.]  Aveby  v.  People  op  Tybingham.  117 

majority  of  the  church  constituted  a  majority  of  the  legal  voters 
of  the  town.  After  that  time,  inhabitants,  not  church  members, 
if  freeholders,  and  having  certain  other  qualifications,  might  be 
admitted  to  the  rights  of  freemen.  In  consequence  of  this 
alteration  a  different  method  of  settling  a  minister  was  adopted 
under  the  provincial  charter.  The  church  made  the  election 
and  sent  their  proceedings  to  the  town  for  their  approbation.  If 
the  town  approved  the  election,  it  also  voted  the  salary  and  set- 
tlement. When  the  candidate  accepted,  he  was  solemnly  intro- 
duced to  the  office  by  ordination,  and  became  the  settled  minister, 
entitled  to  his  salary  and  settlement  under  the  votes  of  the 
town.  If  the  town  disapproved  and  the  church  insisted  on  its 
election,  it  might  call  an  ecclesiastical  council;  and  if  the  coun- 
cil approved  the  election,  the  town  was  obliged  to  maintain  the 
person  chosen  as  the  settled  minister  of  the  town  by  the  inter- 
ference of  the  court  of  sessions,  if  necessary;  but  if  the  coun- 
cil disapproved,  the  church  must  have  proceeded  to  a  new  elec- 
tion. 

By  the  constitution  the  rights  of  the  town  are  enlarged,  if  it 
choose  to  exercise  them,  and  those  of  the  church  impaired.  If 
the  church,  when  their  election  has  been  disapproved  by  the 
town,  shall  unwisely  refuse  to  make  a  new  election,  or  the  town, 
for  any  cause,  shall  abandon  the  ancient  usages  of  the 
country  in  settling  a  minister,  it  may,  without  or  against  the 
consent  of  the  church,  elect  a  public  teacher,  and  contract  to 
support  him.  And  such  teacher  will  have  a  legal  right  to  the 
benefit  of  the  contract,  although  he  cannot  be  considered  as  the 
settled  minister  of  the  gospel,  agreeably  to  the  usages  and  prac- 
tice of  the  Congregational  churches  in  the  state.  An  adherence 
to  these  usages  so  manifestly  tends  to  the  preservation  of  good 
order,  peace  and  harmony  among  the  people,  in  the  exercise  of 
their  religious  privileges,  it  may  be  presumed  that  a  departure 
from  them  will  never  be  admitted  by  any  town  but  in  cases  of 
necessity. 

It  has  been  objected  that  a  minister  holds  his  office  at  his 
own  will,  because  his  town  have  no  legal  remedy  if  he  abandon 
his  office,  and,  therefore,  that  he  should  also  hold  at  the  will  of 
the  town.  The  conclusion  is  certainly  just,  if  the  premises  were 
correct.  But  a  minister  does  not  hold  his  office  at  his  own  will; 
and  if  he  abandon  it  without  cause,  and  without  the  consent 
of  his  town,  the  inhabitants  may  recover  at  law  such  damages 
as  they  have  sustained  by  his  injurious  conduct. 

In  Cumberland,  before  the  revolution,  Mr.  Wiswall,  a  settled 
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minister  of  the  parish  of  New  Casco,  in  the  town  of  Falmouth,  left 
his  parish  without  its  consent,  and  was  ordained  over  the  Episco- 
pal church  in  that  town.  The  parish  brought  an  action  against 
him  to  recover  damages  for  his  leaving  his  office.  There  was 
no  objection  made  by  the  court,  or  the  defendant's  oounsel,  to 
the  action  as  not  lying  in  such  case;  but  the  cause  went  off 
from  a  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the  contract  of 
settlement. 

It  is  further  objected  that  the  minister  ought  to  hold  his  office 
at  the  will  of  either  party,  because  there  is  no  jurisdiction  com- 
petent to  declare  when  the  office  is  forfeited,  or  when  the  con- 
tract may  be  dissolved;  and  that  the  custom  of  applying  to  an 
ecclesiastical  counsel  may  be  rendered  nugatory  by  either  party 
refusing  to  concur  in  the  appointment. 

This  objection  deserves  a  particular  consideration.  It  is  the 
duty  of  a  minister  to  teach  by  precept  and  example.  If  his 
example  is  vicious,  he  is  worse  than  useless.  Immoral  conduct 
is  then  such  misfeasance  as  amounts  to  a  forfeiture  of  his  office. 
I  do  not  mean  to  include  mere  infirmities  incident  to  human 
nature,  and  to  which  a  habitually  good  man  is  sometimes  liable. 
Negligence  also,  or  a  willful  and  faulty  neglect  of  public  preach- 
ing, or  of  administering  the  ordinances,  or  of  performing  other 
parochial  duties,  is  such  a  non-feasance  as  will  cause  a  forfeiture 
of  the  office.  In  either  of  the  cases,  or  in  both,  the  town  may, 
at  a  legal  meeting,  declare  the  office  forfeited,  assigning  in  their 
votes  the  causes  of  the  forfeiture,  and  of  their  dismission.  If 
the  minister  do  not  resist,  no  further  question  will  arise;  if  he 
still  claim  the  office,  and  sue  for  his  salary,  the  charge  made  by 
the  town,  as  creating  a  forfeiture,  are  questions  of  fact  properly 
to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  If  they  find  the  allegations  true, 
the  minister  will  not  be  considered  as  holding  his  office  after 
the  vote  of  dismission.  If  the  allegations  are  false,  justice 
requires  that  he  shall  recover  bis  salary.  These  allegations  the 
jury  are  competent  to  inquire  into,  and  on  such  inquiry  ulti- 
mately to  decide.  And  doubtless  they  would  be  as  willing  to 
relieve  a  town  from  the  burden  of  supporting  a  vicious  and 
unworthy  minister,  as  they  would  to  aid  an  exemplary  and 
faithful  one  in  recovering  his  stipulated  salary. 

There  are  also  objections  to  a  minister  founded  in  questions 
of  doctrine  and  discipline.  A  town  may  sometimes  desire  a  dis- 
solution of  the  ministerial  contract,  from  its  impoverishment, 
by  a  great  part  of  its  inhabitants  annexing  themselves  to  other 
denominations  of  Christians,  or  from  other  causes.    A  minister 
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may  also  desire  his  dismission  from  various  causes.  In  all  these 
cases,  therefore,  and  also  on  charges  of  immorality  and  neglect 
in  the  minister,  the  parties,  if  they  cannot  agree  to  dissolve  the 
contract,  may  call  to  their  assistance  an  ecclesiastical  council 
mutually  chosen;  and  their  advice,  technically  called  their  re- 
sult, is  so  far  of  the  nature  of  an  award  made  by  the  arbitrators, 
that  either  party  conforming  thereto  will  be  justified.  If,  in  a 
proper  case  for  the  meeting  of  an  ecclesiastical  council,  to  be 
mutually  chosen,  either  party  should,  unreasonably  and  without 
good  cause,  refuse  their  concurrence  to  a  mutual  choice,  the 
aggrieved  party  may  choose  an  impartial  council,  and  will  be 
justified  in  conforming  to  the  result. 

Thus  a  reasonable  tribunal  is  established  to  decide  on  all  cases 
of  difficulty  and  controversy  between  a  minister  and  his  people; 
a  tribunal  founded  in  ancient  usage,  resorted  to  in  practice,  and 
probably  in  many  cases,  but  certainly  in  one  case  in  which  I 
was  counsel,  supported  by  the  opinion  of  all  the  judges  of  the 
supreme  judicial  court.  In  the  case  of  Fuller  v.  The  Inhabitants 
of  Princeton,  the  inhabitants  had  charged  the  minister  with  op- 
position to  the  independence  of  the  United  States,  and  with 
hostility  to  the  principles  of  the  revolution,  on  the  success  of 
which  depended  the  preservation  of  our  civil  and  religious  priv-  * 
ileges.  They  stated  that  they  had  requested  Mr.  Fuller's  con- 
currence in  the  choice  of  a  mutual  council;  that  he  unreasonably 
refused  his  concurrence;  that  thereupon  they  called  an  ex  parte 
council,  who  advised  to  the  dismission  of  their  minister;  and 
that  they  had  dismissed  him  accordingly.  Mr.  Fuller  contended 
that  he  was  always  willing  to  submit  the  controversy  to  a  mutual 
council.  On  this  point  evidence  was  given  on  both  sides.  The 
court,  in  their  direction  to  the  jury,  instructed  them  that  if  they 
were  satisfied  that  the  town  had  offered  Mr.  Fuller  a  mutual 
council,  and  he  had  unreasonably  refused  to  agree  to  one,  then 
the  town  was  justified  in  proceeding  conformably  to  the  result 
of  an  ex  parte  council.  But  if  they  were  satisfied  that  Mr.  Ful- 
ler hac^  always  been  willing  to  submit  the  controversy  to  the  re- 
sult of  a  mutual  council,  then  the  result  to  an  ex  parte  council, 
and  the  proceedings  of  the  town  pursuant  to  it,  were,  in  law,  a 
nullity. 

Upon  the  whole  view  of  the  subject,  I  am  entirely  satisfied 
that  the  conduce  of  the  judge  excepted  to  was  perfectly  right. 
I  see  no  reason  for  arresting  the  judgment  after  verdict,  for 
though  there  are  some  informalities  in  the  declaration,  it  ap- 
pears there  was  a  good  cause  of  action.     A  title  defectively  set 
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oat  is  good  after  verdict,  but  not  a  title  which,  in  itself,  appears 
defective. 

The  whole  court  concurring,  there  can  be  no  new  trial,  and 
judgment  must  be  entered  according  to  the  verdict. 

The  nature  of  the  contractual  relation  "between  a  minister  and  hia  congre- 
gation is  here  thoroughly  discussed,  and  here  we  have  the  principles  deter- 
mined which  should  control  civil  courts  in  their  examination  of  questions  o! 
this  nature.  The  elaborate  and  solemn  examination  given  to  this  case  has 
made  it  one  of  our  leading  American  cases  on  this  subject.  The  doctrine 
of  the  case  has  since,  in  this  country,  been  repeatedly  affirmed.  The  case 
is  cited  and  its  authority  recognized  in  WhUmore  v.  Fourth  Cong.  Society,  2 
Gray,  308;  Sheldon  v.  Congregational  Parish,  24  Pick.  286;  Stearns  v.  First, 
Parish,  21  Pick.  125,  where  it  is  explained;  Ex  parte  Hennen,  13  Pet.  26a 
In  Oibbs  v.  Gilead  Society,  38  Conn.  153,  the  doctrine  is  affirmed.  There  it 
is  held  that  a  contract  of  this  nature  is  one  for  life,  unless  otherwise  ex- 
pressed; but  the  contract  sanctioned  and  made  operative  according  to  the 
rules  and  usages  of  the  denomination  creates  a  pastoral  relation,  which  may 
be  severed  for  cause  by  the  formal  action  of  the  congregation,  and  upon 
such  severance  pursuant  to  the  polity  of  the  denomination,  the  contract 
ceases  to  be  operative.  The  doctrine  is  recognized  iii  Worrell  v.  Church,  23 
N.  J.  Eq.  96.  The  church,  in  that  case,  owned  a  mortgage  upon  the  min- 
ister's residence.  Difficulties  having  taken  place  between  the  pastor  and 
the  people,  it  was  agreed  they  would  release  the  mortgage  if  he  would  re* 
sign.  Acting  on  this  agreement,  he  did  resign,  and  it  was  held  that  his 
resignation,  being  a  voluntary  act,  was  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support 
the  promise  to  release  the  mortgage.  In  St.  Clement's  Church  case,  8  Phila. 
251,  an  injunction  was  granted  restraining  a  vestry  from  ejecting  a  rector 
from  his  parish  without  a  formal  trial  in  accordance  with  the  canons  of  hip 
church.  The  court,  in  an  elaborate  discussion  of  the  case,  said:  "  Can  it 
be  possible  that  any  minister  may  be  summarily  ejected  from  his  parish 
without  a  trial?  Shall  the  law  guarantee  to  the  humblest  citizen  a  hear- 
ing, and  may  an  ordained  and  duly  instituted  minister  be  denied  a  right 
as  common  as  this  one  ?  *  *  *  *  I  am  of  opinion  that  under  the  exist- 
ing laws  of  the  church,  the  civil  contract  cannot  be  broken  without  an  ac- 
cusation and  triaL" 

The  latest  decision  on  this  question  is  Perry  v.  Wheeler,  12  Bush,  541, 
decided  by  the  Kentucky  court  of  appeals  in  January,  1877.  The  opinion 
of  Lindsay,  C.  J.,  examines  at  length  many  of  the  leading  cases  in  refer- 
ence to  church  law  and  contracts,  and  the  nature  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
ecclesiastical  tribunals.  It  will  be  one  of  our  most  instructive  cases  on 
this  head.  There  Perry  was  called  to  the  rectorship,  and  the  engagement 
was  effected  by  the  following  letter  from  the  vestry: 

" HopkmmnUe,  Ky.,  Sept.  1, 1867. 
"  Revd.  G.  B.  Pekby,  D.D.: 

"  Dear  Sir:  By  the  unanimous  vote  of  the  members  of  Grace  Church, 
Hopkinsville,  taken  at  a  meeting  held  on  Thursday  last,  the  vestry  were 
authorized  to  submit  the  following  to  your  consideration: 

"  '  Beit  resolved,  and  hereby  it  is  resolved,  that  the  Rev.  G.  B.  Perry, 
D.D.,  be,  and  is  hereby,  elected  permanently  to  the  rectorship  of  Grace 

Church,  Hopkinsville,  at  a  salary  of dollars  per  annum,  to  be  paid 

quarterly,  each  quarter  respectively,  in  advance,  with  the  free  use  also  of 
rectory  grounds,  as  soon  as  vacated  by  present  occupant. 
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"  '  Resolved,  that  said  blank  in  regard  to  salary  be  hereafter  filled.' 
"  In  submitting  the  above,  allow  me  to  express  the  hope  that  we  may  be 
placed  at  an  early  date  in  possession  of  a  favorable  reply. 

"  Very  respectfully,  Jas.  Wallace,  Senior  Warden." 

In  reply,  Dr.  Perry  signified  his  acceptance,  and  entered  thereafter  in 
charge.  Subsequently  his  salary  was  fixed  at  six  hundred  dollars  per  an- 
num; but  in  August,  1871,  a  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  vestry  fixing 
his  salary  for  the  year  ending  September  1, 1872,  at  a  sum  not  less  than  five 
hundred  dollars.  This  resolution  produced  a  controversy,  the  result  was 
that  under  the  laws  of  the  Episcopal  Church  application  was  made  by  the 
congregation  to  the  bishop  for  a  board  of  reference,  either  to  settle  the  con- 
troversy, or  fix  terms  of  dissolution  of  the  pastoral  relation.  The  board 
was  appointed,  and  it  determined  that  a  dissolution  was  expedient,  and 
stated  the  terms  on  *  nich  it  should  be  made,  and  arranged  for  a  settlement 
of  the  amount  due  him,  allowing  him  the  use  of  the  rectory  and  grounds 
up  to  June  1,  1872.  The  action  of  the  board  was  approved  by  the  bishop. 
Perry  refusing  to  be  bound  by  the  action  of  the  board,  the  bishop  suspended 
him,  exercising  clerical  functions  within  the  diocese.  Perry,  in  1875,  filed 
a  petition,  claiming  that  the  church  was  indebted  to  him  for  salary  and 
arrears  in  the  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  and  seeking  to  have  the  rec- 
tory and  grounds  subjected  to  the  payment  of  his  claim.  The  church  made 
a  counter-claim  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  rectory.  The  cause  was 
submitted  and  a  judgment  rendered  requiring  him  to  surrender  the  rectory 
and  grounds,  and  setting  off  rents  against  the  sum  awarded  him  by  the 
board  of  reference,  and  dismissing  his  petition.  From  this  judgment  he 
appealed.  Various  questions  were  passed  upon  in  the  case;  for  the  pur- 
pose of  this  note  we  only  notice  what  is  said  regarding  the  contractual  rela- 
tion. Referring  to  this  point  the  court  say:  "Appellant,  by  his  counsel, 
insists  that  he  was  the  permanent  rector  of  Grace  Church,  and  had  the  right 
to  retain  his  position  during  life,  unless  he  should  become  incapacitated  for 
the  performance  of  clerical  duties  by  age  or  disease,  or  unless  he  should  dis- 
qualify himself  by  immoral  or  unchristian  conduct,  or  by  the  abandonment 
of  the  faith  and  the  practices  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church.  He 
certainly  was  elected  permanent  rector;  but  we  do  not  understand  the  term 
'  permanently,'  as  used  in  this  case,  to  mean  that  the  parties  were  to  be  bound 
together  by  ties  to  be  dissolved  only  by  mutual  consent,  or  for  sufficient 
legal  or  ecclesiastical  reasons.  A  connection  of  that  character  might,  and 
in  some  cases  probably  would,  result  in  compelling  an  unwilling  pastor  to 
remain  with  his  congregation,  or  a  dissatisfied  congregation  to  retain  and 
pay  an  unpopular  and  distasteful  minister  after  the  feeling  of  estrangement 
had  became  so  intense  that  the  continuance  of  the  pastoral  relation  would 
tend  to  tear  down  and  destroy  rather  than  to  preserve  or  build  up  the  cause 
of  Christianity,  and  the  moral  and  religious  interests  of  the  local  church. 
We  understand  that  Dr.  Perry  was  called  as  the  rector  of  the  church  for  an 
indefinite  period,  and  that  it  was  intended  he  should  continue  to  hold  the 
place  until  one  or  the  other  of  the  contracting  parties  should  desire  to 
terminate  the  connection,  in  which  case  the  dissatisfied  party  was  to  have 
the  right  to  be  relieved  of  further  obligations  to  the  other,  upon  fair  and 
equitable  terms,  and  after  reasonable  notice,  and  with  the  concurrence  or 
approval  of  the  ecclesiastical  authority  of  the  diocese. M 
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BOYNTON  V.  EJBLLOGG. 

(3  Mam.  180.] 

Breach  of  Pbomise— Evidence  of  Plaintiff's  Chahactbb.— In  an 
action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  and  for  seduction,  the  de- 
fendant cannot  give  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  general  bad  character 
between  the  time  of  the  promise  and  the  breach,  in  mitigation  of  dam* 
ages. 

Action  on  the  case  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  and  for 
sed action,  and  the  general  issue  pleaded.  The  promise  by  the 
defendant,  and  the  breach  thereof  were  proved,  and  defendant 
then  gave  in  evidence  the  circumstances,  conditions  and  age  of 
the  respective  parties,  together  with  evidence  of  instances  of  the 
misconduct,  impropriety,  and  indelicacy  of  the  behavior  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  well  before  as  after  the  defendant's  promise,  and 
before  the  breach  of  it.  On  this  portion  of  the  evidence,  the 
judge  charged  the  jury:  1.  That  if  the  woman  was  of  bad 
character  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and  it  was  unknown  to 
the  defendant,  the  verdict  ought  to  be  in  his  favor;  2.  That  if 
the  plaintiff,  after  the  promise,  had  prostituted  her  person  to 
any  other  than  the  defendant,  she  thereby  discharged  the  de- 
fendant; 3.  That  if  her  conduct  was  improperly  indelicate, 
although  not  criminal,  before  the  promise,  and  it  was  unknown 
to  the  defendant,  it  ought  to  be  considered  in  mitigation  of 
damages;  4.  That  if  such  was  her  conduct  after  the  promise,  it 
was  proper,  in  the  same  view,  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 
It  also  appeared  that  the  parties  had  lived  within  a  few  miles  of 
each  other  from  early  life,  and  for  some  time  prior  to  the  prom- 
ise, in  the  same  neighborhood;  and  that  a  personal  intimacy 
had  existed  for  a  considerable  period  before  the  promise. 

Defendant's  counsel  offered  to  prove  a  general  bad  character 
of  the  plaintiff  for  chastity,  between  the  time  of  the  promise, 
and  before  the  breach  of  it;  but  the  evidence  was  rejected,  the 
judge  being  of  opinion  that  it  was  inadmissible  either  in  miti- 
gation of  damages  or  as  a  bar.  After  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
defendant's  counsel  moved  for  a  new  trial,  assigning  as  a  reason 
the  rejection  of  evidence  offered. 

Dewey,  Thayer  and  Hulberl,  for  the  defendant,  contended 
that  the  evidence  should  have  been  received,  as  the  character 
of  the  plaintiff  was  the  point  in  issue:  FouLkes  v.  Sellway,  3  Esp. 
236;  and  that  it  was  not  material  whether  the  lewdness  sug- 
gested was  before  or  after  the  promise. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Sept  1807.]  Boynton  v.  Kellogg.  123 

Attorney-general  BidweU  and  WkiHng,  for  the  plaintiff,  were 
stopped  by  the  court. 

Pakkeb,  J.  The  opinions  held  by  the  judge  in  the  trial  of 
this  cause  were  very  liberal.  It  appears  that  the  defendant  was 
permitted  to  give  in  evidence  any  instances  of  misconduct,  and 
even  of  indelicacy,  in  the  plaintiff;  and  that  failing  to  produce 
proof  of  any  such  instances,  his  counsel  desired  to  go  into  an 
inquiry  respecting  her  general  character.  This. was  in  my  opin- 
ion very  properly  denied.  It  appears,  from  the  declaration  in 
this  case,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  seduced  by  the  defendant, 
and  that  pregnancy  was  the  consequence  of  the  seduction. 
This,  of  itself,  would  degrade  her  in  the  estimation  of  the  pub- 
lic; and  the  defendant  wishes  to  avail  himself  of  this  degrada- 
tion, a  consequence  of  his  own  misconduct,  to  avoid  the  plaintiff's 
action,  or  to  reduce  the  sum  she  may  recover  in  damages.  No 
argument  can  show  the  absurdity  of  such  a  proposal  in  a 
stronger  light  than  a  bare  statement  of  it.  A  gentleman,  under 
pretense  of  courtship,  pursues  a  lady  to  seduction,  leaves  her  to 
suffer  the  pain  and  ignominy  which  necessarily  follow,  and  when 
she  appeals  to  the  laws  of  her  country  for  a  pecuniary  satisfac- 
tion, even  that,  inadequate  as  it  is,  is  to  be  resisted  or  reduced 
by  urging  her  ignominy  as  a  reason  why  she  should  not  recover. 
To  permit  such  a  defense  would  be  a  reproach  upon  the  admin- 
istration of  our  laws.    I  am  against  a  new  trial. 

Sedgwick,  J.  It  does  appear  to  me  that  the  defendant  had 
every  reasonable  indulgence  at  the  time.  To  go  further,  and 
permit  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  general  character,  injured  and 
degraded  as  it  necessarily  was  by  the  treatment  she  had  received 
from  the  defendant,  would  be  placing  the  other  sex  absolutely 
in  the  power  of  ours.  It  is  not  to  be  endured  that  a  man  should 
seduce  a  female  and  ruin  her  character  and  standing  in  society, 
and  when  she  comes  to  ask  compensation  for  the  injury  under 
which  she  is  suffering,  avail  himself  of  her  humiliation  and  dis- 
grace to  diminish  her  claim  of  damages.  I  am  decidedly 
against  granting  a  new  trial. 

Pabsohs,  C.  J.,  concurred,  and  observed  that  the  doctrine  laid 
down  by  Lord  Kenyon,  in  the  case  cited  for  the  defendant,  was 
good  law.  In  common  cases,  where  character  is  in  issue,  un- 
doubtedly evidence  of  the  public  opinion  is  to  be  received. 

The  only  point  decided  in  the  case  at  bar  is,  that  when,  after 
a  promise  of  marriage,  a  woman  is  seduced  and  deserted  by  her 
lover,  in  consequence  of  which  she  acquires  a  bad  character,  he 
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•hall  not  be  permitted  to  avail  himself  of  that  character  in  miti- 
gation of  the  damages,  in  an  action  brought  by  her  for  the  in- 
jury arising  from  the  breach  of  this  promise  to  marry  her. 
Judgment  according  to  the  verdict. 

See  Johnson  v.  CauQrins,  end  note,  1  Am.  Dec  102. 


First  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Corporation  v. 

Field. 

[8  Mais.  301.] 

Bab  to  Statute  of  Limitations.— A  fraudulent  concealment  by  the 
defendant  that  a  cause  of  action  had  accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  is  a  good 
replication  to  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  is  sufficient  in  law 
to  avoid  the  plea  of  the  statute. 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  contained  two  counts.  The  first 
stated  that  the  defendants  contracted  with  the  plaintiffs  to  make 
and  complete  a  turnpike  road  between  two  certain  points,  in  a 
specified  time  and  manner,  and  then  alleged  that  defendants 
proceeded  to  make  the  road,  but  did  not  complete  it  agreeably 
to  their  contract.  The  second  count  was  indebitatus  assumpsit 
for  money  had  and  received. 

Xon  assumpsit  and  the  statute  of  limitations  were  pleaded  to 
both  counts.  Issue  was  joined  on  the  first  plea;  and  as  to  the 
second,  plaintiff  replied  that  the  defendants  did  the  work  fraud- 
ulently and  deceitfully,  so  that  much  time  elapsed  before  the 
breach  was  discovered,  but  that  the  action  had  been  commenced 
within  six  years  after  the  discovery  of  the  fraud;  that  defend- 
ants had  so  executed  the  work  that  the  contract  appeared  to  be 
completed,  and  they  falsely  and  fraudulently  affirmed  that  they 
had  completed  the  contract,  whereupon  plaintiffs  paid  them  the 
money  mentioned  in  the  second  count,  that  the  fraud  was  not 
discovered  until  a  long  time  after  this  payment,  and  that  the  ac- 
tion was  commenoed  within  six  years  after  the  discovery  of  the 
fraud. 

To  these  replications  the  defendants  demurred. 

Ashman  and  TJpham,  for  the  defendants,  contended  that  the 
replications  were  a  departure  from  the  declaration;  that  if 
plaintiffs  had  intended  to  rely  on  the  fraud  set  forth  in  their 
replications,  they  should  have  stated  it  in  their  declaration  or 
brought  an  action  for  deceit 
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Hootyr  and  Bliss,  for  the  plaintiffs,  urged  that  these  were  no 
more  a  departure  than  any  replication  which  goes  to  avoid  the 
defendants9  plea;  that  they  were  not  bound  to  anticipate  the  plea 
by  declaring  that  defendants  had  been  guilty  of  a  fraud,  for  that 
would  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute;  and  contended  that  the 
principle  on  whjch  such  replications  were  founded  had  been 
recognized  in  Bree  v.  Holbech,  1  Doug.  645;  The  South  Sea  Com- 
pany v.  Wymondsell,  3  P.  Wins.  143;  Esp.  Dig.  151;  Com.  Dig. 
Action  upon  the  case  upon  assumpsit,  H.  5. 

Paekee,  J. ,  said  that  not  having  been  present  when  the  cause 
was  argued,  he  had  some  hesitation  about  giving  an  opinion; 
but  that  having  read  the  papers  in  the  case  with  attention,  and 
conferred  with  his  brethren,  and  having  seen  the  opinion  which 
the  chief  justice  was  now  about  to  deliver,  he  concurred  entirely 
in  that  opinion.  His  honor  added  that  he  thought  the  case  of 
Bree  v.  Holbech  strongly  in  point,  and  that  the  reasoning  of 
Lord  Mansfield  applied  very  closely  to  this  cause. 

Sedgwick,  J.,  said  that  since  the  argument  in  this  case  he  had 
paid  attention  to  it,  and  had  prepared  himself  to  deliver  an 
opinion;  but  he  had,  perhaps  unfortunately,  left  his  note  of  the 
case  at  his  home.  He  did  not,  however,  on  this  account,  wish 
the  judgment  of  the  court  should  be  delayed;  for  his  own  opin- 
ion was  too  firmly  fixed  to  be  shaken  by  any  further  argument 
or  consideration.  His  honor  then  stated  the  substance  of  the 
declaration  and  pleadings,  and  proceeded  as  follows: 

The  question  referred  to  the  court  by  this  record  is,  whether 
the  demand  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  appears  to  be  most  just  and 
equitable,  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  He  said  he 
should  have  been  unhappy  to  have  found  that  the  defendants 
could  have  availed  themselves  of  the  defense  which  they  had 
set  up.  He  was,  upon  investigation,  satisfied  that  this  was  not 
the  case.  There  was  nowhere  anything  to  be  found  which  gave 
the  least  countenance  to  it.  On  the  contrary,  thd  case  of  Bree 
v.  Holbech  strongly  implies  that  the  principle  on  which  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  case  rely  is  correct.  He  said  he  remembered 
to  have  found  a  case  in  P.  Williams,  which  he  thought  directly 
in  point.  And  he  was  persuaded  that  he  had  found  another 
case  to  the  same  purpose,  but  he  did  not  remember  either  the 
reporter,  or  the  name  of  the  case.  In  his  opinion,  nothing 
short  of  very  stubborn  authorities,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, could  justify  a  judgment  in  their  favor,  and  none  at  all 
are  shown.. 
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On  principle  there  can  be  but  one  opinion.  In  this  the  moral 
sense  of  all  mankind  most  concur.  The  defendants  undertook 
to  perform  a  piece  of  business  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  were  paid 
for  it.  In  the  performance  of  their  contract  they  acted  fraud- 
ulently and  deceitfully,  to  the  detriment  of  the  plaintiffs. 
Upon  the  discovery  of  the  fraud,  and  within  the  time  limited 
for  bringing  this  species  of  action,  the  plaintiffs  demand  redress 
of  the  wrong  which  they  have  received.  By  the  pleadings,  all 
this  is  acknowledged  by  the  defendants;  but  they  say  the 
plaintiffs  cannot  recover,  because  more  than  six  years  have  in- 
tervened since  they  received  the  plaintiffs'  money,  and  since 
they  completed  the  road  in  the  manner  in  which  they  made  it. 
Is  this  an  answer  which  ought  to  be  deemed  satisfactory  in  a 
court  of  justice?  I  think  not.  If  it  should,  every  man  would 
be  screened  from  making  satisfaction  for  injuries  resulting  from 
the  fraudulent  execution  of  his  contracts,  if  his  fraud  was  at- 
tended with  such  circumstances  of  artful  concealment  as  to 
elude  detection  until  after  a  lapse  of  more  than  six  years. 

No  one  can  doubt  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  recover  against  the 
defendants  for  the  injury  they  had  sustained;  and  the  only 
question  is,  whether  they  can  recover  in  this  form  of  action,  or 
must  be  compelled  to  resort  to  their  special  action  on  the  case 
for  the  fraud.  The  one  action  is  as  much  as  the  other  within 
the  statute  of  limitations.  If  the  plaintiffs  had  commenced  an 
action  expressly  for  the  fraud,  it  could  not  have  been  maintained, 
unless  the  discovery  of  the  fraud  was  within  six  years  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action.  In  this  case  the  evidence 
must  be  the  same.  In  both  it  is  saying  only  that  the  defendants 
shall  not  take  advantage  of  their  own  wrong  to  injure  the 
plaintiffs.  In  this  case,  by  proving  the  fraud,  it  is  proved,  in 
fact,  that  the  defendants  did  not  perform  their  contract.  And 
the  action  is  brought  within  the  time  by  law  allowed  for  that 
purpose,  computing  from  the  moment  when  the  plaintiffs  knew 
that  they  were  entitled  to  it;  and  the  only  reason  why  it  was 
not  earlier  known,  was  the  fraudulent  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ants, of  which  they  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  avail  them- 
selves. 

Pabsons,  0.  J.  To  support  those  replications,  it  must  be 
competent  for  the  plaintiffs  to  avoid  the  statute  of  limitations 
by  replying  fraud  in  the  defendants;  and  the  replications  must 
disclose  a  fraudulent  transaction  in  the  defendants,  by  which 
the  time,  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  must  have  been 
fraudulently  concealed  from  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs  until 
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a  period  within  six  years  before  the  action  was  commenced. 
The  statute  of  limitations  is  a  beneficial  statute,  when  applied 
according  to  its  true  principles.  It  was  made  to  prevent  the 
delay  of  bringing  suits  so  long  that  the  defendant  might  have 
lofct  the  evidence  necessary  to  his  defense.  His  witnesses  may 
be  dead,  or  absent,  or  their  memories  may  fail,  or  his  vouchers 
may  be  lost  or  mislaid.  It  was  not  the  design  of  the  statute  to 
deprive  a  man  of  his*  just  right  because  of  his  indulgence  in 
delaying  to  support  that  right  by  a  suit  at  law.  If,  therefore, 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  the  defendant  has  acknowledged 
within  six  years,  directly  or  indirectly,  that  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand is  just,  this  acknowledgment  shall  take  the  action  out  of 
the  statute,  upon  the  construction  of  law  that  such  acknowledg- 
ment is  evidence  of  a  promise  made  within  six  years. 

Neither  can  the  statute  be  considered  as  intending  to  protect 
any  man  in  the  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  fruits  of  a  fraudulent  ex- 
ecution of  a  contract,  if  the  action  be  commenced  within  six 
years  after  the  discovery  of  the  fraud.  The  delay  of  bringing 
the  suit  is  owing  to  the  fraud  of  the  defendant,  and  the  cause 
of  action  against  him  ought  not  to  be  considered  as  having  ac- 
crued until  the  plaintiff  could  obtain  the  knowledge  that  he 
had  a  cause  of  action.  If  this  knowledge  is  fraudulently  con- 
cealed from  him  by  the  defendant,  we  should  violate  a  sound 
rule  of  law  if  we  permitted  the  defendant  to  avail  himself  of  his 
own  fraud.  In  chancery,  where  the  statute  of  limitations  is 
pleadable,  as  well  as  at  law,  it  is  a  rule  that  the  statute  is  no 
plea  to  a  bill  charging  a  fraud,  if  the  bill  be  filed  within  six 
years  after  the  discovery  of  the  fraud:  3  P.  Wins.  143.  We 
are,  therefore,  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  may  reply  fraud  to  a 
plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  avoid  the  plea.  The 
principle  is  admitted  in  the  case  of  Bree  v.  HoJbech. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff's  replications  (for 
they  are  substantially  the  same)  disclose  a  f mud  in  the  defend- 
ants, sufficient  to  avoid  their  pleas  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 
It  appears  that  the  defendants  contracted  with  the  plaintiffs  to 
make  for  them,  within  a  limited  time,  a  turnpike  road  between 
the  termini  stated  in  the  contract;  that  the  road  was  to  be  made 
on  a  firm  foundation;  that  suitable  materials  were  to  be  used; 
that  the  work  was  to  be  faithfully  executed;  that  the  defendants 
proceeded  to  make  the  road,  but  that  they  made  it  on  a  bad 
foundation,  used  unsuitable  materials,  and  unfaithfully  exe- 
cuted the  work;  and  that  they  fraudulently  and  deceitfully  con- 
cealed the  bad  foundation,  the  unsuitable  materials,  and  the 
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work  unfaithfully  executed,  by  covering  the  same  with  earth, 
and  smoothing  the  surface,  so  that  it  appeared  to  the  plaintiffs, 
and  to  their  directors,  that  the  contract  had  been  faithfully  exe- 
cuted. From  the  view  of  the  allegations  in  the  replications, 
which,  if  well  pleaded,  the  demurrers  confess  to  be  true,  it  is 
certain  that  the  contract  was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  admit  a 
fraudulent  and  deceitful  execution,  and  that  the  fraud  was  in 
fact  concealed  from  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs. 

I  am  therefore  satisfied,  although  the  plaintiffs'  cause  of  action 
mentioned  in  the  first  count  literally  accrued  at  the  time  when 
the  contract  was  to  have  been  executed,  and  the  one  mentioned 
in  the  second  count  accrued  from  the  payment  of  the  money 
mentioned  in  their  second  replication,  yet  that  these  causes  of 
action  were  fraudulently  concealed  by  the  defendants  them- 
selves from  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs  until  long  after,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  brought  their  action  within  six  years  after  the 
fraud  was  discovered.  The  necessary  inference  is,  that  the 
fraud  of  the  defendants,  disclosed  in  the  replications  of  the 
plaintiffs,  is  sufficient  in  law  to  avoid  the  statute  of  limitations 
pleaded  in  the  defendants'  bars,  and  that  the  plaintiffs*  replica- 
tions are  good. 

Implications  adjudged  good. 

This  case  is  cited  and  its  authority  recognised  in  Homer  v.  FUh,  1  Pick. 
488,  Parker,  C.  J.,  saying:  "  In  the  case  of  First  Mass.  T.  Corp.  v.  Field, 
the  replication  to  the  statute  was  like  the  one  before  us,  and  no  objection 
taken;  and  the  principle  is  admitted,  both  at  law  and  equity,  that  when 
the  statute  is  pleaded  to  an  action  founded  on  fraud,  a  replication  which 
avers  an  ignorance  of  the  fraud  until  within  six  years  is  sufficient" 

It  is  cited  again  in  Bice  v.  Burt,  4  Cosh  210;  in  Nudd  v.  Hamblsn,  8  Al- 
len, 131,  the  court  saying:  "  Long  before  we  had  such  a  provision  in  our 
statute  of  limitations,  it  was  held  that  a  fraudulent  concealment  of  the 
cause  of  action  would  prevent  the  operation  of  the  statute  until  the  plaintiff 
had  obtained  knowledge  of  its  existence."  The  latest  citation  by  a  Mass- 
chusetts  court  is  in  Atlantic  Nat.  Bank  v.  Harris,  118  Mass.  153.  In  Bailey 
v.  Glover,  21  Wall.  342,  the  question  whether  a  plea  of  this  kind  as  a  bar  to 
the  statute  can  avail  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity,  is  ably  discussed,  and  the 
court  notices  the  principal  case  among  others.  Mr.  Justice  Miller  says: 
"  On  the  question  as  it  arises  in  actions  at  law,  there  is  in  this  country  a 
very  decided  conflict  of  authority.  Many  of  the  courts  hold  that  the  rule 
is  sustained  in  courts  of  equity  only  on  the  grottnd  that  these  courts  are  not 
bound  by  the  mere  force  of  the  statute  as  courts  of  common  law  are,  but 
only  as  they  have  adopted  its  principle  as  expressing  their  own  rule  of  ap- 
plying the  doctrine  of  laches  in  analogous  cases.  They,  therefore,  make 
concealed  fraud  an  exception  on  purely  equitable  principles:  Troup  v.  Smith, 
20  Johns.  33;  Colli*  v.  Waddy,  2  Munf.  611;  Miles  v.  Barry,  1  Hill  (S.  C.) 
296;  York  v.  Bright,  4  Humph.  312.  On  the  other  hand,  the  English  courts 
and  the  courts  of  Connecticut,  Massachusetts,  Pennsylvania  and  others  of 
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great  respectability,  hold  that  the  doctrine  is  equally  applicable  to  cases  at 
law.  •  •  •  But  we  are  of  opinion,  as  already  stated,  that  the  weight 
of  judicial  authority,  both  in  this  country  and  in  England,  is  in  favor  of  the 
application  of  the  rule  to  suits  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity:"  See  Angell 
en  Limitations,  p.  185,  citing  the  principal  case. 


Rice  v.  Stearns. 

[t  Ham  338.] 

8PEOAL  Indorsement.— A  payee  of  a  note  indorsed  it  specially  thus: 
"For  value  received,  I  order  the  contents  of  this  note  to  be  paid  to  A. 
B.  at  his  own  risk."  Such  special  indorsement  transfers  the  property 
in  the  note  without  impairing  its  negotiable  quality  to  the  indorsee. 

Assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note 
against  the  makers.  The  payee  named  in  the  note  was  one 
Symonds,  by  whom  it  had  been  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  as  fol- 
lows: "  For  value  received,  I  order  the  contents  of  this  note  to 
be  paid  to  Merrick  Bice,  at  his  own  risk." 

At  the  trial,  two  of  the  defendants  denied  the  signature  of 
their  names  to  the  note;  whereupon  plaintiff  offered  Symonds 
to  prove  that  he,  as  deputy  sheriff,  having  arrested  Stearns  by 
virtue  of  an  execution  against  him,  received  the  note  in  satis- 
faction of  the  execution,  as  attorney  for  the  creditor,  and  in- 
dorsed the  same  in  the  manner  stated  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
judge  admitted  this  testimony,  over  the  objection  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bigelow,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  moved  for  a  new  trial; 
and  contended,  in  support  of  his  motion,  that  Symonds  was 
interested;  that  if  the  note  was  forged,  he  was  still  liable  to  the 
execution  creditor  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment. 

Dana,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended,  that  the  witness's  indorse- 
ment had  released  him  from  all  interest  in  this  action,  and  that 
his  liability  to  answer  criminally  went  only  to  his  credibility, 
not  to  his  competency. 

By  Court,  Pabsoks,  0.  J.  The  interest  of  Symonds  must 
depend  on  the  effect  of  his  indorsement. 

A  security  negotiable  in  its  creation  must,  during  its  nego- 
tiation, preserve  its  negotiable  quality;  otherwise,  when  as- 
signed, the  assignee  would  hold  a  contract  by  the  assignment 
different  from  the  contract  assigned.  It  is  for  this  reason 
settled  that  a  negotiable  note  indorsed  in  blank,  or  by  a  direo* 

An  Dae.  Vol.  Ill— 9 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


130  Rice  v.  Stearns.  [Masa 

tion  to  pay  the  contents  to  A..  B.,  omitting  the  words,  "  or  his 
order/'  is  farther  negotiable  by  the  holder  under  such  indorse- 
ment It  is  also  settled  that  when  a  negotiable  security  is  in- 
dorsed "  pay  the  contents  to  my  use/1  or  "  to  the  use  of  a  third 
person,"  or  "  carry  this  bill  to  the  credit  of  a  third  person/' 
such  an  indorsement  is  not  an  assignment  of  the  security,  but 
is  only  an  authority  to  pay  the  money  agreeably  to  the  direction 
of  the  indorsement.  There  are  other  restricted  indorsements 
also  made;  as,  "  pay  the  contents  to  A.  B.  only."  Whether 
this  indorsement  is  only  an  authority  to  A.  B.  to  receive  the 
money  for  the  use  of  the  indorser,  or  for  his  own  use;  if  made 
for  value  received,  or  whether  in  this  last  case  the  restriction  is 
not  void,  and  A.  B.  may  further  negotiate  it,  seems  not  to  be 
settled.  If  the  property  of  the  note  be  vested  in  A.  B.,  perhaps 
he  will  not  hold  it  with  its  negotiable  quality,  notwithstanding 
the  restriction.    But  of  this  we  give  no  opinion. 

The  case  at  bar  is  a  restricted  indorsement  of  another  kind, 
and  which  in  practice  is  very  common.  The  promisee  of  a 
negotiable  note  indorses  it  to  a  third  person,  or  his  order,  for 
value  received,  stipulating  that  the  indorser  is  not  to  be  re- 
sponsible if  the  maker  does  not  pay  it.  If,  notwithstanding 
this  stipulation,  the  indorser  is  answerable  if  the  maker  do  not 
pay  the  note,  then  the  witness  Symonds  is  interested,  and  ought 
not  to  have  been  sworn. 

Upon  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  promisee,  in- 
dorsing the  note  under  this  express  stipulation,  is  not  eventually 
holden  to  pay  the  note  if  the  maker  should  not.  As  the  prom- 
isee had  the  property  of  the  note,  he  might  dispose  of  it  on 
what  terms  he  pleased,  with  the  assent  of  the  purchaser,  and 
the  latter  cannot  complain  of  the  necessary  effect  of  his  own 
agreement,  and  the  indorser  cannot  be  charged  upon  Lis  own 
contract  directly  against  the  express  intent  of  it.  If  this  opin- 
ion is  correct,  Symonds,  after  this  restricted  indorsement,  has 
no  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  and  was  a  competent  wit- 
ness. Another  point  of  some  importance  arises,  which  involves 
the  question,  whether,  by  this  restricted  indorsement,  the  prop- 
erty of  the  note  passed  to  the  indorsee,  so  that  he  may  sue  upon 
it  in  his  own  name.  If  the  restriction  applied  to  the  quality  of 
the  contract,  so  as  to  render  a  negotiable  security  no  longer 
negotiable,  there  would  be  some  difficulty  in  allowing,  con- 
sistently with  logal  principles,  an  indorsement  of  this  effect  to 
operate  as  a  transfer  of  the  note.  But  this  is  not  the  effect  of 
the  restriction;  the  note  remains  negotiable  in  the  hands  of  the 
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indorsee,  although  he  has  no  remedy  against  the  indorser;  and 
in  whose  hands  soever  the  note  may  come,  the  maker  is  still 
liable,  according  to  the  terms  of  his  original  contract,  to  pay  to 
the  promisee  or  his  order.  The  note,  therefore,  being  the  al>- 
solute  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  Symonds  being  a  competent 
witness,  the  verdict  must  stand,  and  judgment  be  entered 
accordingly. 


Pond  v.  Negus. 

[8  Xam.  280.] 

Taxation— When  Statute  Directory.— A  statute  required  that  a 
school  district  tax  should  be  assessed  within  thirty  days  after  the  clerk 
of  the  district  should  certify  to  the  assessors  the  sum  to  be  raised 
This  was  held  to  be  directory  merely. 

New  Assessment,  When  First  Invalid.— If  an  illegal  assessment  be 
made,  the  same,  or  succeeding  assessors  may  make  a  new  assessment, 
for  which  purpose  the  district  clerk  may  issue  a  second  certificate. 

Trespass  against  the  defendants,  assessors  of  the  town  of 
Petersham,  for  illegally  assessing  plaintiff  upon  a  sum  voted  to 
be  raised  by  tax,  for  the  building  of  a  school  house  in  the  dis- 
trict of  which  plaintiff  was  an  inhabitant. 

It  was  agreed  by  the  parties  that  if  the  court  were  of  opinion 
that  plaintiff  could  maintain  this  action,  judgment  should  be 
taken  against  the  defendants  for  the  sum  assessed  on  the 
plaintiff,  with  interest  and  costs;  if  otherwise,  plaintiff  should 
suffer  a  nonsuit,  and  costs  be  awarded  the  defendants. 

The  facts  are  reviewed  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Bigelow,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Blake ,  for  the  defendants. 

By  Court,  Parsons,  0.  J.  From  the  facts  agreed  in  this  case, 
it  appears  that  the  district,  on  the  fifth  of  April,  1803,  passed  a 
legal  vote  to  raise  by  tax  the  sum  of  four  hundred  dollars,  for 
the  purpose  of  building  a  district  school-house;  and  further, 
that  they  voted  that  the  money  should  be  paid  by  the  first  day 
of  March,  1804;  that  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  the  same  March 
the  district  desk  certified  the  said  vote  for  the  raising  and  pay- 
ing of  the  said  sum  to  the  defendants,  and  one  W.  W.,  then 
the  assessors  of  Petersham,  but  who  were  not  the  assessors 
when  the  vote  was  passed;  that  the  same  assessors,  on  the  same 
day,  assessed  the  sum  voted  on  the  polls  and  estates  of  the  dis- 
trict, fifty-six  dollars  fifty  cents  of  which  was  assessed  upon  the 
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plaintiff;  that  on  the  eleventh  day  of  April,  1804,  the  defend- 
ants, being  the  major  part  of  the  assessors,  delivered  the  same 
assessment  to  a  collector  of  the  town,  with  a  warrant  under 
their  hands  and  seals,  directing  him  to  collect  and  pay  over  one- 
half  the  sum  by  the  first  of  May  then  next,  and  the  remainder 
by  the  first  of  June  following. 

The  distraining  the  chattels  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  collector, 
in  execution  of  this  warrant,  is  the  trespass  complained  of.  And 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  legality  of  the  assessment  or  war- 
rant, if  by  law  the  assessors  for  the  year  1804  were  authorized 
to  make  the  assessment  and  to  issue  the  warrant. 

In  looking  into  the  statute  1799,  c.  66,  authorizing  the  voting, 
assessing  and  collecting  of  money  for  the  building  and  repair- 
ing of  district  school-houses,  it  appears  that  the  vote  to  raise 
this  money  was  legal,  and  that  the  clerk  was  directed  to  certify 
the  vote  to  the  assessors,  which  he  has  done.  The  statute  does 
not  direct  the  certificate  to  be  made  to  the  assessors  in  offitf 
when  the  vote  passed.  In  some  cases  this  might  be  impractict* 
ble,  as  when  the  vote  shall  pass  just  before  the  expiration  of 
their  office.  Neither  is  the  authority  to  assess  the  tax  and  issue 
the  warrant  confined  to  the  assessors  in  office  at  the  time  when 
the  vote  passed,  for  the  authority  might  be  defeated  for  want  of 
time  to  execute  it.  And  although  the  assessors  are  directed  to 
assess  the  tax  within  thirty  days  after  the  certificate,  yet  there 
are  no  negative  words  restraining  them  from  making  the  assess 
ment  afterwards;  and  accidents  might  happen  which  would  de 
feat  the  authority,  if  it  could  not  be  exercised  after  the  expiratior 
of  thirty  days.  The  naming  the  time  for  the  assessment  must, 
therefore,  be  considered  as  directory  to  the  assessors,  and  not 
as  a  limitation  of  their  authority.  And  the  time  of  payment 
expressed  in  the  vote  cannot  be  conclusive  against  the  exercise 
of  this  authority  in  the  present  case;  for  the  power  of  fixing  the 
time  of  payment  is  not  given  to  the  district,  but  to  the  assessors, 
who  are  to  limit  it  in  the  warrant. 

From  the  consideration  of  these  facta  only,  the  conclusion 
would  be  against  the  plaintiff.  He  relies  on  other  facts  in  the 
case.  It  is  also  agreed  that  the  district  clerk,  on  the  seven- 
teenth day  of  February,  1804,  made  a  certificate  of  the  vote  to 
the  assessors  then  in  office,  who  on  the  same  day,  undertook  to 
make  the  assessment,  and  to  deliver  it  to  the  plaintiff,  then  a 
collector  for  the  town,  with  a  warrant  to  collect  the  money  and 
pay  it  over  by  the  first  day  of  March,  then  next,  agreeably  to 
the  vote  of  the  district.     If  these  proceedings  had  been  legal. 
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unquestionably  the  subsequent  certificate  of  the  assessment  and 
warrant  would  have  been  a  nullity,  as  the  vote  of  the  district  to 
raise  the  money  would  have  been  carried  into  effect  by  the  clerk 
and  assessors.    But  it  is  agreed  that  the  assessment  and  war- 
rant were  illegal,  and  were  revoked.     That  being  the  fact,  might 
not  the  same  assessors  have  issued  a  new  warrant,  without  a 
second  certificate  from  the  clerk  ?    Certainly  they  might,  unless 
by  the  statute  they  were  restricted  to  make  the  assessment  within 
thirty  days  after  the  certificate,  which  it  is  our  opinion  they 
•were  not.    If  those  assesors  might  make  a  new  assessment,  no 
good  reason  can  be  assigned  why  their  successors  should  not,  as 
the  statute  does  not  require  the  assessment  to  be  made  by  the 
assessors  in  office  when  the  vote  was  passed;  unless  it  is  an  ob- 
jection that  the  assessors  could  make  no  assessment  until  they 
received  a  legal  certificate  from  the  clerk,  and  that  he  having 
made  a  certificate  to  their  predecessors,  his  second  certificate 
was  a  nullity.    It  must  be  admitted  that  the  clerk's  certificate 
is  necessary  to  authorize  the  assessors  to  proceed;  but  the  ob- 
jection that  the  second  certificate  is  a  nullity  does  not  seem  to 
be  well  founded.    It  is  not  contended  that  for  no  cause  what- 
ever can  the  clerk  make  a  second  legal  certificate.     The  first 
may  be  lost,  mislaid,  or  destroyed  by  accident,  before  the  assess- 
ment is  made;  and  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  decide  that  he 
could  not  make  a  second  certificate  in  that  case,  that  the  assess- 
ors may  have  in  their  possession  a  document  necessary  to  jus- 
tify them  in  proceeding. 

The  question  then  is  whether,  in  the  present  case,  there  was 
not  a  reasonable  cause  to  make  a  second  certificate.  And  we 
think  that  there  was  a  reasonable  cause.  The  first  assessors 
had,  through  mistake,  done  nothing  towards  carrying  into  effect 
the  vote  of  the  district.  They  were  now  out  of  office,  and  their 
successors  could  not  proceed  until  they  had  a  certificate.  Cer- 
tainly it  was  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  make  it. 

But  it  is  said  that  inconveniences  may  result  to  the  district 
from  this  construction,  as  in  the  meantime  they  may  alter  their 
resolution,  and  may  not  wish  to  have  the  money  assessed.  If 
any  inconvenience  should  arise  to  the  district,  it  must  result 
from  their  own  negligence.  For  if,  in  fact,  they  do  not  choose 
to  have  the  money  raised,  they  may,  at  a  legal  meeeting  at  any 
time  before  the  assessment,  rescind  their  vote;  and  then  the  as- 
sessors, after  regular  notice,  will  have  no  authority  to  make  the 
assessment.  The  vote  is  not  a  grant  of  money;  it  is  only  a  reso- 
lution to  provide  themselves  with  money,  and  if,  upon  con- 
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eideration,  they  find  they  can  do  without  it,  it  would  be  very 
unreasonable  if  they  could  not  annul  their  resolution,  when  do 
person  can  be  injured  by  it.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  district 
still  want  the  money,  they  are  deprived  of  the  effect  of  the  vote 
by  accident  or  error,  if  in  this  case  a  new  certificate  cannot  be 
made,  and  an  assessment  and  warrant  to  collect  the  money  pur- 
suant to  it.  And  a  new  meeting  must  be  called,  and  a  new 
vote  passed  for  the  same  purpose;  but  on  what  ground  of  legal 
necessity  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive.  . 

Upon  a  consideration  of  the  whole  case,  it  is  our  opinion  that 
the  second  certificate,  and  the  assessment  and  warrant  made 
pursuant  to,  are  regular,  and  a  sufficient  defense  of  the  assess 
ors  in  this  action. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Cooley,  on  Taxation,  p.  220,  notices  this  case  as  showing  where  statutory 
provisions  have  been  decided  to  be  merely  directory.  Again,  p.  256,  he  notices 
it  saying:  "  An  abortive  attempt  to  make  an  assessment  does  not  exhaust 
the  power,  and  if  no  other  obstacle  exists,  the  officers  may  disregard  the 
futile  action  and  proceed  anew;"  and  to  this  he  cites  ffimmelman  v.  Co/ran, 
36  CaL  411,  where  the  principal  case  is  cited  and  its  doctrine  recognized. 

The  authority  of  the  case  is  well  recognized  in  Massachusetts.  It  is 
cited  in  IngUe  v.  Bosworih,  5  Pick.  552;  Joyner  v.  Third  District,  3  Cush. 
570;  Eames  v.  Johnson,  4  Allen,  384,  the  court  saying:  "  It  was  urged  that 
the  case  of  Pond  v.  Negus  would  authorize  holding  thi*  provision,  requiring 
the  unpaid  highway  tax  to  be  added  to  the  next  assessment  to  be  construed 
as  merely  directory.  It  was  so  held  in  that  case  in  reference  to  the  pro- 
vision requiring  a  school  district  tax  to  be  assessed  in  thirty  days  after  the 
clerk  of  the  district  should  certify  to  the  assessors  the  sum  voted  to  be 
raised.  That  case  arose  under  other  provisions  of  the  law,  and  is  certainly 
obnoxious  to  the  objection  of  allowing  a  tax  to  be  assessed  after  the  term 
in  which  it  was  made  the  duty  of  the  assessors  to  assess  the  same,  and  we 
are  not  disposed  to  extend  it"  The  case  is  again  cited  as  showing  when 
the  provisions  of  a  statute  are  directory,  in  WJtUHer  v.  Way,  6  Allen,  292. 
The  recent  citations  of  the  case  are  in  Oakham  v.  Halt,  112  Mass.  539; 
Wooiibridge  v.  Mayor,  114  Id.  486;  Fanning  v.  Commonwealth,  120  Id.  39a 
In  New  York,  it  is  cited  on  the  point  showing  when  a  statute  is  merely 
directory,  in  Dawson  v.  People,  25  N.  Y.  406. 


Lee  v.  Boardman. 

[3  Mam.  288.] 

Total  Loss,  when  Determined.— An  insurance  was  effected  upon  a 
ship  and  freight,  from  Boston  to  one  or  more  ports  beyond  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  and  at  and  from  thence  to  a  port  of  discharge  in  Europe 
or  in  the  United  States.  On  her  return,  within  three  days'  sail  of 
Lisbon  the  vessel  was  captured  by  a  British  frigate,  carried  to  Bermudas, 
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and  libelled  in  the  admiralty  court  as  prize.  When  the  insured  had 
notice  of  the  capture,  and  while  the  vessel  was  detained,  he  made  an 
abandonment  to  the  insurers,  who  refused  to  accept  The  ship  and 
cargo  were  afterwards  restored  and  arrived  safely  in  New  York,  where 
the  cargo  was  landed  in  good  order.  The  insured  was  held  entitled  to 
recover  for  a  total  loss  of  the  ship  and  freight;  the  fact  of  the  total  loss 
to  be  determined  at  the  time  of  the  abandonment,  and  not  by  sub- 
sequent events. 

AcfioN  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  ship  Elizabeth  and 
freight,  from  Boston  to  one  or  more  ports  beyond  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  at  and  from  thence  to  her  port  of  discharge  in 
Europe  or  the  United  Sjtates,  with  leave  to  touch  at  the  usual 
places  for  supplies.  It  was  agreed  that  the  loss  should  be  paid 
in  sixty  days  after  proof,  and  that  the  freight  should  not  be 
liable  for  wages,  provisions  or  detentions. 

The  following  facts  were  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the 
court:  The  defendant  subscribed  the  policy  declared  on,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  interested  in  the  ship  and  freight  to  a  greater 
amount  than  the  sum  insured.  The  ship  sailed  from  Boston 
on  her  voyage,  and  arrived  at  Sumatra,  from  whence  she  sailed 
July  22,  1805,  with  a  cargo  of  pepper,  bound  to  Lisbon.  On 
the  tenth  January,  1806,  when  within  three  days'  sail  of  Lisbon, 
she  was  captured  by  a  British  frigate,  carried  to  Bermudas,  and 
libelled  in  the  admiralty  court  as  prize;  but  in  August  fol- 
lowing, the  ship  and  cargo  were  ordered  to  be  restored  to  the 
master,  who  proceeded  to  New  York,  where,  after  landing  the 
cargo  in  good  condition  and  receipt  of  full  freight  by  the  super- 
cargo, the  vessel  was  sold  for  the  payment  of  the  wages  due 
the  seamen.  The  plaintiff  first  learned  of  the  capture  on  the 
twenty-first  of  March,  1806,  and  on  the  twenty-fifth  of  the  same 
month  offered  to  abandon  the  ship  and  freight  to  the  under- 
writers, who  refused  to  accept.  The  plaintiff  gave  no  direc- 
tions to  the  supercargo  respecting  the  property  thereafter,  and 
the  underwriters  also  declined  to  interfere. 

Amory  and  Dexter,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the 
only  lofib  in  this  case  could  arise  from  the  detention, 
which  h<*d  been  excepted  by  the  terms  of  the  policy;  that,  in 
fact,  the  full  freight  had  been  received;  that  the  abandonment 
did  not  entitle  the  insured  to  recover  for  a  total  loss,  as  the 
property  had  been  restored  in  good  condition;  that  permitting 
the  vessel  to  be  sold  for  wages  due  from  the  insured,  was  a 
waiver  of  abandonment. 

Jackson,  for  the  plaintiff,  insisted  at  the  time  of  the  abandon- 
ment the  vessel  was  in  the  hands  of  the  captors;  that  she  had 
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never  been  restored  to  plaintiff,  but  had  ever  since  been  under 
the  control  of  the  underwriters'  agents,  the  master  and  super- 
cargo; that  the  voyage  was  lost,  the  destination  being  Lisbon, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  abandonment,  it  being  reasonable  to  sup- 
pose that  the  voyage  was  defeated;  and  that  the  insured  was 
entitled  to  recover  according  to  the  state  of  the  case  at  the  time 
he  made  his  claim:  Marshall,  485. 

By  Court,  Parker,  J.  [after  reciting  the  facts.]  Upon  this 
state  of  facts,  the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover,  as  for  a  total  loss 
of  ship  and  freight,  upon  the  ground  that  his  offer  to  abandon 
on  the  twenty-fifth  of  March,  while  the  ship  was  actually  in 
possession  of  the  captors,  and  under  legal  process  in  the  ad- 
miralty court,  vested  in  him  a  perfect  right  to  recover,  which 
could  not  be  impaired  by  any  subsequent  event  not  within  his 
agency  and  control,  and  not  produced  by  his  consent. 

The  defendant  denies  that  there  ever  was  a  total  loss;  but  if 
there  was,  contends  that  the  acquittal  and  restoration  of  the 
ship,  her  safe  arrival  at  New  York,  delivery  of  her  cargo  and 
earning  freight,  are  facts  which  change  the  total  into  a  partial 
loss,  for  which  only,  he  says,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  in  this 
action.  And  he  contends  this  with  more  confidence,  because, 
he  says,  that  all  these  facts  happened  before  the  commencement 
of  the  plaintiff's  action,  the  writ  not  having  been  served  until 
the  fifteenth  of  September,  although  it  appears  to  have  issued 
some  time  before. 

On  the  question  made  by  the  counsel,  whether  the  actual 
suing  out  of  the  writ,  or  the  service  of  it,  was  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  no  opinion  need  be  given,  as  the  decision 
of  this  cause  rests  upon  a  principle  which  renders  a  settlement 
of  that  question  unnecessary. 

That  the  capture  of  this  vessel  as  prize,  conveying  her  out  of 
the  course  of  her  voyage,  and  libelling  her  as  prize,  gave  the  in- 
sured a  right  to  abandon  during  the  existence  of  those  facts, 
and  to  claim  for  a  total  loss  of  ship  and  freight  can  admit  of  no 
doubt.  The  only  argument  assumed  by  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel upon  this  point  is,  that  these  facts,  having  happened 
through  the  intervention  of  a  power  in  amity  with  the  United 
States,  they  do  not  constitute  a  capture  in  its  technical  sense, 
and  that  the  ordinary  consequence  of  a  capture  cannot  flow 
from  them. 

But  whether  there  was  a  technical  capture  or  not,  is  imma- 
terial in  the  present  question,  it  beiug  well  settled  that  any  de- 
tention by  princes,  by  embargo,  or  otherwise,  gives  the  insured 
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a  right  to  abandon  and  claim  as  for  a  total  loss,  as  well  as  a 
capture  by  enemies:  Marshal,  483.  But  it  seems  also  well  set- 
tled, that  facts  like  those  agreed  in  the  present  case  do,  between 
insurer  and  insured,  constitute  a  capture,  and  draw  after  them 
all  the  consequences  of  a  capture.  English  and  other  foreign 
writers  place  the  taking  of  a  neutral  ship  upon  the  same  foot- 
ing as  it  respects  a  contract  of  insurance,  with  the  capture  by 
an  enemy,  in  open  war.  For  any  loss  occasioned  by  capture, 
whether  lawful  or  unlawful,  and  whether  by  friends  or  enemies, 
the  insurer  is  liable.  He  is  also  liable,  whether  the  property  in 
the  thing  insured  be  changed  by  the  capture  or  not:  Marshall, 
423,432.  If  a  neutral  ship  be  taken,  and  carried  into  the  port 
of  a  belligerent,  under  pretense  that  she  belongs  to  the  enemy, 
or  is  laden  with  enemy's  goods,  this  is  a  capture,  because  it  is 
done  as  an  act  of  hostility;  and  if  she  be  afterwards  restored, 
still  it  must  be  considered  a  capture:  Emerigon,  Tom.  1,  537. 
The  assurer  is  held,  whether  the  capture  be  just,  or  unjust, 
whether  it  is  caused  by  hostility,  or  be  for  plunder;  for  in  what* 
ever  manner  it  is  done,  it  is  a  marine  accident;  or  peril  of  the 
sea;  and  the  insurer  is  held  for  all  perils  of  the  sea:  Pothier. 
Yalin,  also,  in  his  commentary  on  the  26th  article  of  the  ordi- 
nance of  Louis  XIV,  says,  the  assurers  are  answerable,  not  only 
for  captures  made  by  enemies,  but  even  for  those  which  are  un- 
justly made  by  friends,  whether  allies  or  neutrals;  in  one  word, 
for  all  captures  made  by  reason  of  hostility,  robbery,  or  other- 
wise. The  taking  of  this  ship  being  with  intention  to  make 
prize  of  her,  as  is  proved  by  her  being  libelled  as  prize,  and  as 
is  agreed  in  the  case,  there  can  be  no  pretense,  but  it  was  a 
capture  within  the  principles  laid  down  by  the  eminent  writers 
before  cited.  This  capture  constituted  total  loss  of  vessel  and 
freight,  if  the  insured  chose  to  consider  it  during  its  continu- 
ance, by  abandoning  his  interest  therein  to  the  underwriters. 
Had  he  neglected  to  abandon,  until  after  the  restoration  of  the 
ship  to  the  master  or  supercargo,  he  would  have  waived  his 
right  to  consider  tip  capture  a  total  loss.  But  it  appears  here, 
that  the  offer  to  abandon  was  during  the  detention  of  the  ship 
by  the  captors,  and  while  she  was  under  admiralty  process. 
His  right,  therefore,  became  vested,  and  was  perfect;  and  the 
only  question  which  can  admit  of  an  argument  is,  whether  the 
subsequent  restoration,  without  any  act  on  his  part  showing  an 
intention  to  waive  the  right  acquired  by  the  abandonment,  shall 
change  this  total  into  a  partial  loss. 
And  here  the  defendant  contends  that,  as  the  ship  was  re- 
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stored  to  the  master,  who,  under  direction  of  supercargo, 
navigated  her  to  New  York,  where  she  safely  delivered  her 
cargo,  and  earned  her  freight,  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  the  loss,  if  ever  total,  had  become  partial;  and  that, 
according  to  Lord  Mansfield's  doctrine  in  the  case  of  Hamilton 
t.  Mendes,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  recover  only  for  the  damage 
actually  sustained. 

The  doctrine  thus  advanced  by  Lord  Mansfield  is  less  accu- 
rately stated  than  was  usual  for  that  great  man  upon  subjects 
of  this  nature;  and,  indeed,  if  true,  in  the  sense  assumed  by 
the  defendants,  militates  with  principles  which  he  has  estab- 
lished with  much  more  precision  and  greater  strength  of  reason. 
It  should  be  remembered,  too,  that  in  the  case  he  was  then 
considering,  there  was  no  abandonment  until  the  temporary 
restraint  upon  the  ship  had  ceased,  and  she  had  resumed  the 
course  of  her  voyage,  and  indeed  nearly  terminated  it.  The 
doctrine  contended  for  by  the  assured  in  that  case  was,  that  the 
capture  alone,  without  condemnation,  and  without  abandon- 
ment, during  its  continuance,  was  a  total  loss.  This  doctrine 
he  entirely  and  justly  discountenanced,  and  then  expressed  his 
doubts  whether  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  the  loss  should 
not  continue  total  up  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action.  It  does  not  appear  that,  had  there  been  an  abandon- 
ment while  the  capture  continued,  he  would  not  have  consid- 
ered the  total  loss  as  continuing.  Indeed,  I  see  nothing  in  that 
case  from  which  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  a  vested  right  does  not 
accrue  to  the  insured  after  abandonment  in  case  of  capture, 
although  the  vessel  be  afterwards  restored. 

It  appears  to  be  perfectly  well  settled,  taking  the  whole  course 
of  English  authorities  upon  the  subject  of  insurance  into  view, 
that  whenever  a  total  loss,  in  the  legal  contemplation  of  the 
phrase,  has  accrued,  an  abandonment  or  offer  to  abandon  by 
the  insured,  gives  a  vested  right  to  claim  for  such  total  loss, 
and  throws  the  prroerty  upon  the  assurer. 

It  appears  also  that  in  such  case  the  master,  or  whoever  has 
charge  of  the  property,  becomes  instantly,  upon  abandonment, 
the  agent  of  the  assurer;  that  the  earnings  of  the  ship  belong 
to.  him,  and  that  where  the  cargo  is  insured,  the  rise  and  fall  of 
the  market  is  at  his  hazard,  and  to  his  benefit,  so  that  upon 
abandonment  seasonably  made  or  offered,  the  only  question 
would  seem  to  be  whether  a  right  to  abandon  existed  at  the 
time;  and  if  it  did,  the  relation  of  the  parties  to  the  properly  is 
fixed  by  that  act,  unless  where  the  assurer  does  not  accept,  and 
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the  assured  waives  his  right,  which  has  been  done  in  this  case. 
If  this  doctrine  be  not  true,  but  the  rights  of  the  parties  are 
held  to  be  uncertain  and  fluctuating,  after  a  regular  abandon- 
ment under  circumstances  which,  bj  the  laws  of  insurance, 
constitute  a  total  loss,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  the 
commencement  of  the  action  should  be  fixed  upon  as  the 
period  when  this  uncertainty  is  to  cease,  rather  than  the  time 
of  rendering  the  verdict;  for  until  then,  if  it  is  upon  principles 
of  equity,  the  door  is  kept  open,  and  there  is  opportunity  for 
an  equitable  adjustment.  But  how  great  the  inconvenience 
would  be  to  the  public,  and  to  the  parties  to  the  contract,  that 
the  degree  of  responsibility  of  the  insurer  should  not  be  known 
until  the  end  of  a  law  suit  is  attained,  must  be  obvious  to  every 
one  who  considers  the  importance  of  having  some  legal  owner 
of  the  property  abandoned,  to  prevent  its  waste  and  destruc- 
tion. In  the  mean  time,  it  is  out  of  the  power  of  the  assured 
to  calculate  with  any  certainty  upon  the  extent  of  his  funds, 
his  commercial  enterprise  will  be  checked,  and  his  plans  em- 
barrassed and  defeated. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  interests  of 
commerce,  as  well  as  that  of  the  contracting  parties  in  a  policy, 
require  that  some  period  should  be  established,  at  which  the 
right  of  the  insured  to  his  indemnity,  and  of  the  assurer  to  the 
property,  should  be  fixed;  and  we  think  we  are  clearly  war- 
ranted by  sound  principles  to  fix  the  time  of  abandonment  as 
that  period.  No  case,  to  our  knowledge,  has  occurred  in 
England  precisely  establishing  this  point,  though  the  principles 
adopted  there  must  lead  to  this  conclusion,  whenever  a  case 
happens  which  will  require  a  specific  adjudication  upon  this 
subject.  Indeed,  the  principle  seems  to  be  fully  admitted  in 
the  case  of  Kemp  v.  Vigne,  1  T.  R.  804,  where  Lord  Mansfield 
himself  says  that  a  temporary  capture  is  such  a  total  loss  as 
that  an  insured  upon  interest  is  warranted  in  abandoning  at 
the  time  if  he  please.  Now,  no  case  has  been  cited  which  shows 
that  after  an  abandonment  rightfully  made,  the  assurer  can  re- 
sist the  payment  of  a  total  loss. 

Emerigon,  before  cited,  shows  that  the  abandonment  under 
such  circumstances  is  the  proper  test  of  the  assured's  claim. 
His  words  are:  "  If,  upon  a  total  loss  happening,  the  ship  be 
abandoned,  but  afterwards  arrive  safe,  or  otherwise  recover  her 
liberty,  the  insurer  shall,  nevertheless,  satisfy  the  insured  as  for 
a  total  loss;  but  then  they,  that  is,  the  insurers,  are  entitled  to 
*U  benefits  of  the  voyage."    This  is  all  which  is  contended  for 
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by  the  plaintiff  in  the  present  action;  and  he  seems  to  have  made 
good  his  claim. 

A  ca3e  was  lately  decided  in  the  supreme  court  in  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania,  which  presented  the  same  objections,  besides 
others  more  forcible,  against  a  recovery  for  a  total  loss,  as  we 
find  in  the  case  before  us,  but  they  did  not  prevail;  and  the 
principle  we  have  now  decided  was  unanimously  assented  to  by 
the  judges  of  that  court. 

We  see  no  difficulty  in  the  application  of  this  principle  in 
relation  to  the  ship,  or  to  the  freight;  the  abandonment  applied 
to  both,  and  the  case  does  not  show  any  act  of  the  assured, 
amounting  to  a  waiver  of  his  rights,  as  to  either  of  the  subjects 
of  the  policy.  Judgment  must,  therefore,  be  for  a  total  loss 
both  of  vessel  and  freight. 

See  De  Peau  v.  Russell,  2  Am.  Dec.  676.  It  was  held  in  Munson  v.  New 
England  Insurance  Company,  4  Mass.  88,  that  where  by  the  terms  of  a  pol- 
icy of  insurance,  a  loss  is  payable  at  a  given  time  after  notice  of  the  loss, 
and  if  at  the  time  of  abandonment  the  insured  had  a  right  to  recover  for  a 
total  loss,  this  right  will  not  he  effected  by  the  credit  given  to  the  insurers 
in  the  payment  of  the  loss,  although  in  the  meantime  the  loss  has  ceased 
to  be  total 

Parsons,  C.  J.,  gave  a  statement  of  the  facts  in  the  opinion  thus:  The 
jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  a  total  loss,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant 
make  two  objections  to  it  The  first  is  that  at  the  time  of  the  abandon- 
ment no  evidence  of  the  loss  was  exhibited.  The  capture  took  place  on 
the  twenty-fifth  of  April,  1806,  and  on  the  first  of  May  following,  one  of 
the  owners  wrote  the  plaintiff  an  account  of  it,  and  stated  that  the  intelli- 
gence was  received  by  one  of  the  pilots,  who  was  on  board  the  ship  and  had 
been  turned  out  by  the  captor.  On  the  fifth  of  May  he  again  writes,  di- 
recting the  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  the  capture  he  had  mentioned  in  his 
last,  to  abandon  the  ship  and  cargo  for  him  and  his  partner.  On  the  eighth 
of  May,  Munson  communicates  these  letters  to  the  office,  and  makes  the 
abandonment,  according  to  the  directions;  and  it  appears  from  the  report 
that  the  intelligence  of  the  pilot  was  true,  and  that  the  ship  and  cargo 
arrived  at  Halifax,  and  were  there  libelled  as  prize,  and  were  in  custody  of 
the  admiralty  when  the  abandonment  was  made.  *  •  •  The  second 
objection  is,  that  the  loss  was  not  payable,  by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  un- 
til sixty  days  after  notice  of  the  loss,  and  that  before  that  time  the  property 
was  r*flt4>red.  We  do  not  think  there  was  any  weight  in  this  objection. 
The  abandonment  was  made  on  the  eighth  of  May,  at  which  time  the  loss 
was  total,  and  a  right  to  recover  for  a  total  loss  was  vested  in  the  assured; 
and  this  right  cannot  be  affected  by  the  credit  given  to  the  assurers  in  the 
payment  of  the  loss,  whether  that  credit  was  long  or  short 
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Taylor  v.  Lowell. 

[3  Mam.  SSI.) 

WfeEN  Policy  attaches. — A  policy  was  effected  on  a  ship,  cargo  and 
freight,  each  being  distinctly  valued,  at  and  from  Calcutta  to  a  port  of 
discharge  in  the  United  States.  At  the  time  the  policy  was  taken,  the 
insured  represented  that  the  ship  was  at  Calcutta  in  July,  and  would 
probably  sail  in  August  She  sailed  in  August;  but  proving  leaky  as 
soon  as  she  went  to  sea,  and  the  leaks  continuing,  she  returned  to  Cal- 
cutta, and  relanded  her  cargo;  and  upon  a  survey  it  was  found  that  the 
leak  arose  from  causes  existing  at  the  time  the  cargo  was  put  on  board, 
and  that  she  was  not  seaworthy  at  the  time  of  her  sailing.  She  was 
then  thoroughly  repaired,  the  cargo  reladen,  and  sailed  again  the  fol- 
lowing February,  arriving  home  in  safety.  In  an  action  for  the  premium 
it  was  held  that  the  policy  attached  on  the  vessel,  cargo  and  freight, 
while  in  port,  and  before  the  sailing  in  August;  and  that  the  insurers 
continued  liable  after  her  return  to  port,  and  during  the  subsequent 
homeward  voyage,  and  therefore  they  had  a  right  to  the  premium. 

Assumpsit  for  the  premium  on  a  policy  of  insurance.  The 
question  was,  at  what  time  a  policy  on  a  ship,  cargo,  and 
freight,  distinctly  valued,  at  and  from  Calcutta  to  a  port  of  dis- 
charge in  the  United  States,  attached  so  as  to  render  the  in- 
sured liable  for  the  payment  of  the  premium. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  and  the  points  raised  by  counsel,  ap- 
pear from  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Amory  and  Hall,  for  the  plaintiff. 

.  Dexter  and  W.  Sullivan,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Sxwall,  J.  The  plaintiff  demands  the  amount  of 
certain  premiums  due  on  a  policy  of  insurance  of  the  ship 
Three  Sisters,  her  cargo  and  freight,  with  the  charges  of  the 
policy;  for  which  he  alleges  the  promise  of  the  defendant's  in- 
testate in  his  lifetime.  The  state  of  facts,  referred  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  court,  admits  that  the  plaintiff,  as  an  in- 
surance broker,  being  employed  by  the  intestate,  effected  at  his 
request,  and  for  his  account  and  use,  the  policy  mentioned; 
*hich  was  proposed  for  the  sum  of  forty-three  thousand  dollars, 
and  subscribed  for  the  sum  of  thirty  thousand  one  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars,  in  January,  1798,  to  insure  the  ship,  her  cargo 
and  freight,  distinctly  valued  by  the  policy,  at  and  from  Cal- 
cutta, to  a  port  or  ports  of  discharge  in  the  "United  States," 
for  a  premium  of  twelve  per  cent.  It  is  also  admitted  that  the 
defendant's  intestate  had  the  insurable  interest  specified  in  the 
policy;  and  that,  in  applying  for  his  insurance,  the  defendant 
communicated  a  letter  from  the  master  of  the  ship,  informing 
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that  the  ship  was  at  Calcutta,  in  July,  1797,  had  commenced 
the  lading  of  her  homeward  cargo,  and  would  probably  sail  in 
the  course  of  the  next  month. 

It  also  appears  that  the  ship  mentioned  was  at  Calcutta,  and 
there  commenced  her  lading  in  July,  and  sailed  therewith  in 
August,  preceding  the  date  of  the  insurance;  but  proving  leaky 
as  soon  as  she  was  at  sea,  and  her  leaks  continuing  to  increase 
for  some  days,  she  was  thought  to  be  incapable  of  the  voyage; 
and  the  master  thought  it  necessary  to  put  back,  and  accord* 
ingly  returned  to  Calcutta,  where  he  arrived  in  October.  There 
the  cargo  was  relanded,  and  the  ship  surveyed  and  examined; 
when  it  was  discovered  that  her  bottom  and  keel  were  defective, 
and  had  been  eaten  by  worms;  and  that  this  latent  defect  had 
occasioned  the  leaks.  And  the  parties  agree  that  the  defect 
existed  at  the  time  the  lading  commenced,  and  when  the  ship 
sailed  from  the  port  of  Calcutta,  and  that  the  ship  was  not  then 
seaworthy. .  It  further  .appears  that  after  this  survey  the  ship 
underwent  a  complete  repair,  and  in  February,  1798,  sailed 
again  from  Calcutta  for  the  United  States,  and,  before  this 
action  was  commenced,  arrived  at  the  port  of  Boston  in  good 
safety. 

This  demand  is  resisted,  upon  the  ground  that  the  policy  ef- 
fected never  attached  upon  the  property  proposed  to  be  insured, 
and  that  the  insurance  intended  was  rendered  wholly  void  by 
the  want  of  seaworthiness  and  insufficiency  of  the  ship  Three 
Sisters,  when  she  sailed  from  Calcutta  in  August,  1797;  and 
that  the  voyage  afterwards  commenced  was  not  within  the  terms 
of  the  policy,  or  was  excluded  by  the  representation  of  the  in- 
sured, when  the  policy  was  effected. 

The  defense  suggests  this  principal  question,  whether  the 
policy  for  which  the  agreed  premium  is  demanded  in  this  action, 
though  prima  fade  a  sufficient  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
underwriters,  was,  under  the  circumstances  which  have  been 
stated,  so  far  ineffectual  and  void  as  to  entitle  the  assured,  or 
his  representative,  to  a  return  of  the  premium,  or  as  this  action 
is,  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  demand,  either  in  the  whole,  or  for 
any  part  of  the  premium  demanded.  The  general  rules  of  law 
applicable  to  this  question  are  expressed  by  Lord  Mansfield  in 
the  case  of  Tyriev.  Fletcher,  Cowp.  668;  Park,  377:  "  Where 
the  risk  has  not  been  run,  whether  that  circumstance  was  owing 
to  the  fault,  the  pleasure,  or  the  will  of  the  insured,  or  to 
any  other  cause,  the  premium  shall  be  returned."  And  "  where 
the  risk  is  entire,  if  it  has  once  commenced,  there  shall  be  no 
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return  of  premium  afterwards."  These  rules  of  the  law  mer- 
chant, adopted  by  the  common  law:  4  Bl.  Com.  67,  are  en- 
tirely conformable  to  the  principles  stated  and  explained  by 
foreign  jurists.  Thus  Boccus,  in  his  treatise  of  insurances, 
after  citing  several  cases  of  return  premium,  maintains  this 
fundamental  maxim  by  a  variety  of  authorities:  "  Si  non  adest 
risicum,  assecuratio  non  valet,  nam  non  adest  materia,  in  qud 
formd  po&rit  fundare"  Boocus  de  assecurai,  66,  67,  82,  88. 
And  according  to  Emerigon:  "  Insurance  is  a  conditional  con- 
tract, and  conditional  in  two  respects:  1.  The  contract  fails, 
if  before  the  commencement  of  the  risk  the  voyage  is  inter- 
rupted, even  by  the  act  of  the  insured  himself — the  contract  is 
revoked  by  a  failure  of  the  risk.  And  secondly,  insurers  are 
liable  only  in  the  event  of  a  loss,  total  or  partial,  occasioned  by 
a  peril  of  the  sea"  (par  fortune  de  mer).  "  But  insurers  are  not 
liable  for  a  return  of  premium  after  the  risk  has  commenced, 
even  if  it  should  have  but  a  momentary  continuance:  1  Emer. 
eh.  1,  sec.  8;  2  Emer.  ch.  16,  sec.  1,  2;  Foth.  n.  6. 

In  the  present  case,  the  risk  intended  to  have  been  insured  is 
supposed  to  have  failed,  not  by  its  being  actually  interrupted 
or  withdrawn  before  the  insurance  upon  it  commenced,  but  be- 
cause it  existed  under  circumstances  which  discharged  the  in- 
surers, and  in  which  no  responsibility  attached  to  them. 

Foreign  jurists  consider  insurers  as  not  liable  for  losses  or 
damages  occasioned  by  the  fault  of  the  insured,  his  agents  or 
servants,  or  by  an  original  defect  of  the  thing  insured,  ex  vitio 
rei  et  intrinseca  ejus  naturd.  It  is  upon. this  principle  that,  in 
cases  of  innavigability,  importing,  according  to  their  jurispru- 
dence, an  entire  failure  or  irremediable  defect  of  the  vessel, 
rendering  her  incapable  of  existing  as  a  ship,  or  of  fulfilling  the 
purpose  of  her  destination,  the  insurers  are  discharged,  and  are 
not  liable  either  for  the  loss  of  the  vessel  or  the  voyage  insured, 
when  they  can  prove  her  to  have  been  in  an  innavigable  state 
at  sailing:  1  Emer.  ch.  12,  sec.  2,  9,  88;  2  Val.  80,  81;  1  Yal. 
659. 

The  same  general  principle  was  enforced  or  relied  on  for  the 
discharge  of  the  insurers  in  the  cases  of  Lee  v.  Beach;  Oliver  v. 
Cowley,  and  Mills  v.  Roebuck,  Marshal,  868,  869,  870,  the  most 
noted  cases  which  have  been  decided  in  England  upon  the  doc- 
trine of  seaworthiness.  By  these  decisions  it  is  very  clearly 
established  that  insurers  are  not  liable,  when  the  vessel  insured 
perishes  or  is  condemned  as  incapable  of  proceeding,  if  the  loss 
was  occasioned  by  her  own  weakness  or  natural  decay,  without 
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any  extraordinary  violence  of  the  sea  or  winds,  or  other  external 
misfortune;  or  where  goods  insured,  haying  been  laden  on 
a  vessel  in  a  defective  state,  suffer  damage,  or  are  lost,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  total  innavigability  of  the  vessel,  if  occasioned 
by  a  defect  existing  at  the  commencement*  of  the  risk.  In  each 
of  these  cases,  the  loss  demanded  by  the  insured  proceeded  im- 
mediately from  the  defective  state  of  the  vessel  upon  which  the 
insurance  had  been  made;  and  the  decisions  are  entirely  conso- 
nant to  the  general  principles  of  the  marine  law.  But  in  these 
and  other  cases,  where  the  same  subject  has  been  incidentally 
mentioned,  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  is  stated  to  be: 
"  That  in  every  insurance,  whether  on  ships  or  goods,  there  is 
an  implied  warranty  that  the  ship  shall  be  seaworthy  when  the 
risk  commences;  that  is,  that  she  shall  be'  tight,  6taunch  and 
strong,  properly  manned,  provided  with  all  necessary  stores, 
and  in  all  respects  fit  for  the  intended  voyage:"  Marshall,  363, 
364. 

It  is  upon  this  more  enlarged  doctrine  or  remedy  of  the  com- 
mon law,  that  questions  of  return-premium  have  been  made  in 
cases  where  a  contract  of  insurance  has  been  construed  to  have 
been  dissolved  by  the  innavigability  or  defective  state  of  the 
vessel  insured,  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  risk.  Ac- 
cordingly, Marshall  states  a  want  of  seaworthiness  as  present- 
ing a  case  of  return-premium:  "If  the  contract  be  void,  on 
account  of  the  non-compliance  with  any  warranty,  express  or 
implied,  as  if  the  ship  do  not  sail  on  the  day  prescribed,  or  do 
not  depart  with  convoy,  or  be  not  seaworthy,  and  there  be  no 
fraud  imputable  to  the  insured,  he  shall  be  entitled  to  a  return 
of  premium,  because  the  contract  never  attached,  and  the  risk, 
therefore,  never  commenced:  Marshall,  557,  564. 

In  cases  where  the  insurance  has  been  defeated  by  the  non- 
performance of  express  warranties,  limiting  the  time  of  sailing 
or  engaging  to  sail  with  convoy,  the  underwriter  has  been 
holden  entitled  to  his  premium,  and  permitted  to  retain  it,  or  a 
proportion  of  it  when  the  contract  has  been  found  divisible,  if 
the  insurance  had  commenced  previous  to  the  breach  of  war- 
ranty, as  when  made  upon  the  vessel  or  goods  at  the  port,  as 
well  as  for  the  voyage  from  it:  Meyer  v.  Gregxon,  Marshall,  568; 
Rolhwellv.  Cook,  1  Bos.  &  Pol.  172. 

In  the  case  of  Penson  v.  Lee,  2  Bos.  &  Pol.  330,  upon  a  pol- 
icy of  insurance,  the  defense  was  a  want  of  seaworthiness,  and 
the  underwriters  succeeded  in  it.  The  insured,  after  some  de- 
liberation upon  a  point  of  practice  which  alone  gave  occasion 
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to  the  report  of  the  case,  obtained  a  verdict  for  a  return  of  pre- 
mium; but  the  facts  upon  which  the  principal  question  was  de- 
cided are  not  reported;  and  it  does  not  appear  when  the  insur- 
ance was  understood  to  have  commenced,  whether  at  the  port, 
or  upon  the  departure  of  the  vessel. 

In  the  case  of  Forbes  v.  Wilson,  Park,  229,  cited  in  the  argu- 
ment for  the  plaintiff,  the  insurance  was  at,  as  well  as  from  the 
port  of  lading,  upon  a  ship  then  (and  therefore  at  the  intended 
commencement  of  the  voyage)  undergoing  very  material  repairs, 
and  not  seaworthy.  The  vessel  sailed  in  a  navigable  state;  and 
to  a  demand  for  a  subsequent  loss,  the  underwriter  objected 
the  defective  state  of  the  vessel  before  sailing,  and  at  the  in- 
tended commencement  of  the  risk.  Lord  Kenyon  was  of  opin- 
ion that,  under  the  words  at  and  from  the  port  of  lading,  it  is 
sufficient  if  the  ship  be  seaworthy  at  the  time  of  sailing;  for, 
from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  the  ship,  while  in  port,  must  be 
undergoing  some  repairs;  and  he  decided  for  the  insured;  and 
this  decision  appears  to  have  been  acquiesced  in.  It  may  not 
be  understood,  from  this  case,  to  have  been  directly  decided 
that  an  insurance  commences  upon  a  ship  while  not  seaworthy, 
although  in  port.  But  in  another  case,  that  of  Motteux  v.  Lon- 
don Insurance  Company,  the  law  was  taken  to  be  so,  unless  the 
point  was  entirely  overlooked.  There  the  insurance  commenced 
upon  a  ship  from  her  arrival  at  Fort  St.  George,  which  came 
thither  from  Bengal  in  a  decayed  condition,  and,  after  unlading 
her  cargo,  went  back  to  Bengal  for  necessary  repairs.  Being 
put  into  a  state  of  repair,  the  ship  sailed  again  upon  her  home- 
ward voyage,  and  was  lost  in  the  river  of  Bengal,  upon  the  En- 
gilee  sands.  In  the  final  decision  of  this  cause  for  the  plaintiff, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  loss  had  happened  in  the  course  of 
the  voyage  insured,  it  must  have  been  understood  that  the  in- 
surance commenced  at  Fort.  St.  George,  notwithstanding  the 
state  of  decay  in  which  the  vessel  arrived  there,  and  continued, 
when  she  sailed  from  Bengal,  repaired  and  fitted  for  the  home- 
ward voyage. 

The  resemblance  of  that  case  to  the  present,  in  all  the  facts 
material  in  determining  the  validity  of  the  insurance,  is  suffi- 
cient to  make  the  decision  an  authority  in  point.  But  the  law 
of  that  case,  applicable  to  the  present  inquiry,  was  rather 
adopted  without  question  than  expressly  decided.  On  this 
account  it  is  not,  perhaps,  to  be  relied  on  as  a  complete  au- 
thority. That  decision,  however,  as  well  as  the  decision  by 
Lord  Kenyon,  in  the  case  of  Forbes  v.  Wilson,  Park,  229,  art 
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wholly  irreconcilable  with  the  supposition*  which  has  been 
urged  in  the  argument  for  the  defendant,  that  the  implied  war- 
ranty of  seaworthiness  is  in  the  nature  of  a  condition  precedent. 
This  opinion  has  not  been  supported  by  any  decision  which  has 
been  cited,  and  is  in  some  degree  opposed  by  the  construction 
given  to  express  warranties  in  the  cases  referred  to  on  that  sub- 
ject. This  implied  warranty  is  not  governed  by  the  rules  ap- 
plicable to  the  question  of  property  in  the  assured.  An  interest 
in  the  risk  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  substantial  existence  and 
validity  of  a  contract  of  insurance:  1  Emer.  ch.  11;  and  this, 
by  the  general  policy  of  the  law;  for  it  is  never  treated  of  as  an 
implied  warranty  or  engagement  of  the  insured.  In  practice, 
therefore,  when  a  loss  is  demanded  upon  a  policy  of  insurance, 
the  insured  is  held  to  prove  his  interest.  In  the  other  case,  the 
insurer  must  prove  a  want  of  seaworthiness  in  the  vessel  in- 
sured, if  he  would  thereby  avoid  the  contract. 

If  we  have  recourse  to  general  reasoning,  in  this  inquiry,  for 
the  want  of  any  direct  and  complete  authority  from  decided  cases, 
it  may  be  observed  that  stipulations  on  the  part  of  the  insured, 
which,  not  being  expressed,  are  enforced  as  the  implied  inten- 
tions of  the  parties;  for  example,  that  there  shall  be  no  unneces- 
sary deviation  from  the  voyage  described;  that  the  vessel  shall 
be  suitably  manned,  shall  be  conducted  with  the  advantage  of 
customary  pilotage,  and  shall  be  seaworthy,  are  reciprocal  en- 
gagements inferred  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  and  arising 
with  it.  And  although  the  remedy  adopted  or  provided  by  the 
common  law,  against  a  failure  in  either  of  these  stipulations,  is 
a  forfeiture  of  the  entire  contract  incurred  on  the  part  of  the 
insured,  yet  this  respects  losses  or  damages  subsequent,  and 
not  previous  to  the  failure  of  the  assured  in  his  implied  recipro- 
cal engagement.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  deviation,  even  when  it 
has  been  designed  at  the  commencement  of  the  voyage,  the 
forfeiture  of  the  insurance  is  not  incurred  until  the  departure 
actually  takes  place,  and  until  that  time  the  insurer  is  liable. 
A  forfeiture  by  a  want  of  seaworthiness  may  coincide  with  the 
commencement  of  the  risk  insured,  as  when  the  insurance  com- 
mences from  the  sailing  of  the  vessel,  and  she  sails  and  pursues 
her  voyage  in  an  innavigable  state;  there  the  contract  may  be 
construed  to  be  avoided  ab  initio,  the  underwriter  incurs  no  risk, 
and  is  therefore  not  entitled  to  retain  his  premium. 

The  seaworthiness  of  the  vessel,  her  complete  capacity  to  per- 
form the  voyage  insured  from  the  port  of  sailing,  is  not  material 
to  the  portion  of  the  risk  incurred  at  the  port  before  sailing.     A 
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loss  or  damage  occasioned  by  the  defect  of  the  vessel,  whether 
occurring  in  port  or  at  sea,  is  not  chargeable  to  the  insurer.  A 
possible  deficiency  of  the  vessel  while  in  port,  a  necessity  of  re- 
pairs, some  delay  for  the  purpose,  are  events  unavoidably  con- 
templated by  the  parties  in  every  contract  of  insurance.  Lord 
Eenyon  says,  from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  every  ship  is,  while 
in  port,  unavoidably  undergoing  repairs.  The  case  of  latent 
defects  is  not  essentially  different;  for  these  may  or  may  not  be 
discovered  before  sailing.  If  any  case  may  be  supposed  of 
a  vessel  insurable  while  in  port,  although  in  a  defective  state, 
it  becomes  necessary  to  ascertain  the  circumstance  or  event, 
which  shall  be  construed  a  breach  of  the  implied  warranty  of 
seaworthiness.  From  the  authorities  cited,  from  the  nature  of 
the  warranty  itself,  this  can  be  no  other  than  the  sailing  of  the 
vessel  in  an  innavigable  state.  Then  the  state  of  the  vessel  be* 
comes  material  to  the  risk  insured;  and  then  the  extraordinary 
exposure,  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  is  a  forfeiture 
of  the  insurance;  and  until  this  event,  even  in  the  case  of  a 
latent  defect,  the  sailing  in  a  defective  state,  and,  therefore,  the 
forfeiture  is  future  and  contingent,  and  could  not  be  objected 
to  a  loss  previously  occurring. 

Respecting  the  insurance  upon  the  ship  Three  Sisters,  the 
conclusion  is,  that,  notwithstanding  her  latent  defects,  the  in- 
surers, though  not  liable  for  any  loss  occasioned  by  those  de- 
fects, were  answerable  for  any  other  loss  within  the  terms  of 
the  policy,  which  might  have  occurred  to  the  vessel  while  in  port 
and  before  sailing. 

Respecting  the  goods  and  freight,  there  is  a  circumstance 
which  deserves  some  further  consideration.  Was  the  lading  of 
the  goods  upon  a  vessel  in  a  defective  state,  which  occasioned 
arelaoding  of  them,  a  sufficient  lading  to  commence  this  part 
of  the  risk  insured?  And  if  so,  as  was  suggested  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  at  whose  risk  were  the  goods,  when  relanded 
and  while  on  shore?  For  injuries  to  a  cargo  taken  on  freight, 
not  occasioned  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  but  by  the  defective 
state  of  the  vessel,  or  the  neglect  or  misconduct  of  the  owners 
or  mariners,  the  master  and  ship-owners  are  responsible  to  the 
freighters;  and  against  these  injuries  they  cannot  insure,  unless 
in  some  instances,  by  a  special  clause  in  the.  contract.  The 
responsibility  of  the  master  or  ship-owner  commences  at  the 
receipt  of  the  goods;  and  at  the  same  time  the  right  to  freight 
commences,  which  becomes  then  an  insurable  interest.  Where 
the  ship-owner  is  also  owner  of  the  goods,  and  the  freight  is 
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the  expected  increase  of  price  to  arise  by  the  carriage  of  them 
to  a  foreign  market,  the  rules  respecting  the  insurance  of  the 
cargo  and  freight  are  the  same.  They  are  not  insurable  against 
perils  occasioned  by  the  innavigability  of  the  vessel,  or  the 
neglect  or  misconduct  of  the  owner  or  his  agents;  but  the  goods 
become  cargo  as  soon  as  they  are  received  for  the  vessel,  and 
with  their  freight,  or  the  benefit  of  their  carriage,  become  an 
interest  insurable  under  those  names,  against  the  perils  of  the 
sea,  or  those  external  misfortunes  which  are  not  to  be  prevented 
by  human  foresight.  While  in  port,  the  cargo  and  freight,  as 
well  as  the  vessel,  are  exposed  to  perils  of  this  kind;  for  in- 
stance, to  capture,  detention  or  fire,  which  are  not  aggravated 
by  a  latent  defect  of  the  vessel,  and  respecting  which  the  ship- 
owner is  entirely  innocent.  In  the  case  of  a  freighter  sustain- 
ing a  loss  of  this  kind,  and  a  subsequent  discovery  of  a  latent 
defect  in  the  vessel,  it  would  hardly  be  pretended,  even  if  the 
insurer  were  discharged,  that  the  ship-owner  could  be  made 
responsible;  the  loss  not  being  occasioned  by  the  defect  for 
which  he  is  chargeable,  and  the  sailing  in  an  innavigable  state, 
being  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  loss,  altogether  future  and 
contingent.  Abbot  on  Shipping,  146, 148;  1  Emer.  873,  374, 
375;  Molloy,  lib.  2,  ch.  2,  sec.  10. 

Upon  this  reasoning,  I  infer  that  the  construction  of  the  im- 
plied warranty  is  the  same  on  the  question  respecting  the  goods 
and  freight,  as  it  is  respecting  the  vessel;  that  the  circumstance 
by  which  the  breach  is  ascertained,  to  the  effect  of  avoiding  the 
policy,  is  the  sailing  of  the  vessel  in  an  innavigable  state. 
Until  then,  there  is  an  opportunity  for  the  cure  of  latent  de- 
fects, if  they  should  be  discovered,  and  their  mere  existence, 
while  not  prejudicial  or  material  to  the  risk  insured,  is  not  a 
forfeiture  of  the  contract. 

Whether  in  this  case  there  was  a  division  of  the  risk  insured, 
is  a  question  which  will  require  very  little  discussion.  In  the 
case  of  Stevenson  v.  Snow,  and  several  subsequent  cases,  in 
which  that  decision  has  been  adhered  to  with  some  hesitation, 
the  division  of  the  risk  has  been  placed  altogether  upon  the 
ground  that  the  two  voyages,  or  distinct  risks,  appeared  satis- 
factorily in  the  contract  of  the  parties,  or  constructively  from  a 
usage  connected  with  it.  In  this  case,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
words  of  the  contract  to  suggest  a  division  of  the  risk,  nor  has 
any  usage  been  stated  to  aid  the  construction;  and,  indeed, 
both  intention  and  usage  are  excluded  by  the  circumstances  of 
this  case. 
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It  may  be  of  some  utility  to  notice  tEe  other  view  of  the  case 
suggested  by  the  state  of  facts;  although  the  opinions  and 
reasons  already  offered  may  be  satisfactory  in  deciding  the 
question  upon  which  the  defense  in  this  action  depends.  The 
period  and  event  subsequent  to  the  return  of  the  ship  Three 
Sisters  to  the  port  of  Calcutta,  are  within  the  descriptive  terms 
of  this  policy,  either  as  a  revival  or  continuance  of  the  risk 
previously  commenced,  or,  if  in  construction  of  law,  there  had 
been  no  previous  commencement  of  the  risk  insured,  then  as 
constituting  a  risk  to  which  the  policy  in  question  was  com- 
pletely applicable.  The  last  would  have  been  precisely  the 
state  of  the  case  if  the  insurance  had  been  from  the  port  of  Cal- 
cuita,  and  for  a  risk  commencing  with  the  voyage.  Against  a 
construction  to  this  effect,  it  has  been  contended  for  the  defend- 
ant that  the  insured,  by  his  own  representations  of  the  state  of 
the  risk,  was  prevented  from  any  application  of  the  policy  to 
the  period  of  events  subsequent  to  the  return  of  the  vessel  to 
the  port  of  Calcutta.  Considering  the  assured  to  be  concluded 
by  the  assertions  of  his  captain,  the  only  facts  positively  repre- 
sented by  his  letter  are  the  continuance  of  the  ship  at  Calcutta 
in  July,  1797,  and  that  she  had  then  commenced  her  lading. 
The  time  of  her  sailing  is  stated  conjecturally,  and  there  was 
no  undertaking  by  the  assured  that  the  event  should  be  as  the 
captain  had  conjectured  it  might  be.  And  it  deserves  consid- 
eration that  an  objection  of  this  kind,  if  made  by  the  insurers, 
would  have  been  liable  to  this  reply:  that  the  risk  in  fact  had 
been  more  favorable  to  them  than  it  had  appeared  in  the  repre- 
sentation, which,  by  its  tendency  to  enhance  the  premium,  had 
been  injurious  only  to  the  insured.  And  upon  the  whole,  there 
seems  to  have  been  nothing  in  the  representation  which  varied 
the  condition  of  the  contract,  or  which  would  have  operated  to 
prevent  the  legal  effect  of  it,  according  to  the  obvious  construc- 
tion of  the  policy. 

A  necessity  of  repairs  must  be  within  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties,  and  every  unavoidable  delay  and  deviation  occa- 
sioned thereby  is,  therefore,  constructively  permitted  in  a  con- 
tract of  marine  insurance.  This  was  the  point  decided  in  the 
case  of  Motteux  v.  The  London  Assurance  Co.,  which  was  a  case 
of  a  known  defect,  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  nsk 
insured,  and  where  a  resort  to  another  port  for  necessary  re- 
pairs was  found  to  have  been  unavoidable.  The  case  is  cited 
by  Mr.  Park,  300,  in  proof  of  this  general  position  that  if  a  ship 
is  decayed,  and  goes  to  the  nearest  place  to  refit,  it  is  no  devia- 
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tion.  He  cites  also  the  case  of  Guibert  v.  Beadthaw,  Park,  301, 
where  a  want  of  sufficient  ballast,  in  the  opinion  of  the  captain, 
induced  him  to  depart  from  the  course  of  the  voyage  insured, 
upon  the  solicitation  of  the  crew.  This  was  decided  to  be  no 
deviation;  and  yet  a  want  of  sufficient  ballast  is  a  want  of  sea- 
worthiness. In  the  case  of  Scott  et  al.  v.  Thompson,  1  B.  &  P. 
181,  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  limited  policy  a  loss  occur- 
ring out  of  the  course  of  the  voyage  insured,  where  the  devia- 
tion had  been  caused  by  a  force  and  accident  not  insured  against, 
and 'the  insurer  was  determined  to  be  liable.  In  the  present 
case,  the  delay,  or  as  it  may  be  called  the  departure,  in  the 
voyage  and  risk  insured,  supposing  it  to  have  commence^  in 
July,  1797,  was  occasioned  by  an  accident  not  insured  against, 
and  the  defective  state  of  the  vessel  at  the  commencement  of 
the  risk,  but  being  unavoidable,  and  for  the  necessity  of  repairs, 
to  enable  the  vessel  to  perform  the  voyage  insured,  it  was  not 
a  deviation  prejudicial  to  the  insurance. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  may  be  understood  to  be  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  in  considering  the  validity  of  the  insurance  for  which 
the  premium  is  demanded  in  this  action,  that  the  policy  in 
question  attached  upon  the  vessel,  cargo  and  freight,  while  in 
port,  and  before  the  sailing  of  the  ship  Three  Sisters,  in  Au- 
gust, 1797;  and  that  the  insurers  continued  liable  after  her 
return  to  port,  and  for  the  subsequent  homeward  voyage,  and 
of  course  that  the  defense,  upon  the  merits  of  it,  is  not  in  any 
part  supported. 

It  is  necessary  to  notice  one  other  objection  made,  though 
not  much  insisted  on,  for  the  defendant,  to  the  form  of  this 
action;  that  the  party  plaintiff,  claiming  as  broker  only,  is  not 
entitled.  And  to  this  it  may  be  sufficient  to  observe  that  the 
direction  by  the  assured,  the  defendant's  intestate,  to  the 
plaintiff  to  charge  the  premiums  in  his  account,  was  in  itself  a 
contract  and  promise  on  the  part  of  the  assured,  and  estab- 
lished a  right  of  action  in  the  plaintiff.  Marshal]  observes  that, 
according  to  the  usage  of  trade  in  London,  it  is  generally  un- 
derstood that  the  insurance  broker  alone,  and  not  the  under- 
writers, can  recover  the  premiums  from  the  insured;  though 
the  point  had  not  been  settled  by  a  judicial  determination. 
But  there  can  be  no  reason  against  the  action  in  the  name  of 
the  broker,  where  a  note  has  been  given  to  him,  or  he  has 
become  the  creditor  of  the  insured  at  his  request. 


In  Merchants*  Ins.  Co.  v.  Clapp,  11  Pick.  63,  the  authority  of  this 
came  under  the  consideration  of  the  court,  'which  say:  "The  defendant's 
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counsel,  however,  by  a  very  able  argument  has  attempted  to  impugn  the 

authority  of  that  ease,  and  to  show  that  it  cannot  be  maintained  upon  the 

well  established  principles  of  commercial  law.    But  it  must  be  remembered 

that  the  circumstances  under  which  that  case  was  decided  were  such  as  to 

give  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  the  greatest  weight  of  judicial  authority. 

It  was  a  case  of  great  importance.    It  was  carefully  and  fully  investigated. 

The  defendant  himself,  against  whom  judgment  was  rendered,  and  his 

counsel,  were  lawyers  of  the  highest  eminence.    The  case  was  twice  argued; 

and  it  was  decided  by  judges  pre-eminent  for  their  wisdom  and  learning, 

and  distinguished  by  their  familiar  knowledge  of  commercial  law.    Mr. 

Justice  Sewall,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  carefully  examines 

the  authorities,  and  fully  considers  the  principles  of  the  law  of  insurance 

u  applicable  to  the  point  in  question.    And  the  unanimous  decision  of  the 

court,  after  such  an  investigation*,  must  be  admitted  to  be  of  the  highest 

wthority."    The  authority  of  the  case  is  not  shaken  in  Massachusetts. 

See  Paddock  v.  Franklin  Iru,  Co.,  11  Pick.  232;  CommonweaWi  In*.  Co.  v. 

Jftfeiey,  1  Met  23;  Worthington  v.  Beane.  12  Allen,  386;  Leonard  v.  Wash- 

****,  100  Mass.  264. 


Adams  v.  Frothingham. 

IS  Mam.  852.] 

Kipaeian  Grant,  Extent  of.— A  proprietary  grant,  in  1680,  of  "a  piece 
of  land  below  high- water  mark,  to  set  a  shop  upon,  not  exceeding  forty 
feet  in  width,"  was  construed  to  include  the  land  as  "far  as  low- water 
mark. 

Estate  in  Common. — A  conveyance  of  a  moiety  of  a  piece  of  land  in 
"quantity  and  quality,"  creates  an  estate  in  common  between  the 
grantor  and  grantee. 

Ownership  of  Alluvial  Land.— Whatever  addition  is  made  to  the 
shores  of  rivers  or  streams  by  alluvion,  from  natural  causes,  or  from 
a  union  of  natural  and  artificial  causes,  belongs  to  the  riparian  owners 
of  the  shores. 

Action  to  recover  an  undivided  moiety  of  a  certain  tract  of 
land.  Upon  a  writ  of  review  tried  before  Parker,  J.,  a  verdict 
was  a  second  time  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  defendant  then 
moved  for  a  new  trial  for  misdirection  of  the  judge;  upon  this 
motion  the  cause  now  came  before  the  court. 

The  facts,  as  appearing  from  the  judge's  report,  were:  In 
support  of  her  title,  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  a  copy  of  the  vote 
of  the  town  of  Newbury,  of  March  8, 1680,  granting  to  William 
Noyes  a  piece  of  land  below  high-water  mark  of  the  Merrimack 
river,  to  set  a  shop  upon,  not  exceeding  forty  feet  in  width; 
also,  a  copy  of  another  vote,  of  February  9,  1721,  granting 
Noyes  a  parcel  of  land  above  high- water  mark  and  bounded 
thereby;  and  produced  a  deed  executed  by  the  then  owners  of 
the  land,  bearing  date  November  10, 1740,  conveying  the  two 
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parcels  to  T.  Perkins,  demandant's  father.  On  the  twenty* 
eighth  April,  1741,  Perkins  conveyed  the  parcels  of  land  to 
Bennett,  who,  on  the  second  March,  1742,  conveyed  one-half 
the  house  which  had  been  built  on  the  upland,  and  of  the  land 
on  which  it  stood  by  metes  and  bounds,  together  with  one-half 
the  land  and  flats  below  the  house,  in  quantity  and  quality,  to 
Perkins.  It  appeared  that,  by  the  shifting  of  the  channel  of 
the  river,  the  flats  were  much  increased  since  1740 

The  defendant  produced  in  evidence  a  deed  from  a  committee 
of  the  proprietors  of  Newbury,  dated  June  15, 1750,  conveying, 
together  with  some  upland,  "a  piece  of  flats  forty  feet  in 
breadth,  running  from  the  rear  of  W.  Noyes's  grant  down  to 
the  channel,"  to  Bennett,  under  whom  defendant  claimed. 

The  judge  directed  the  jury  that  if  Perkins  had  been  seised 
of  the  flats  within  sixty  years,  the  increase  by  alluvion  belonged 
to  his  heirs;  that  the  grant  of  1680,  to  W.  Noyes,  extended  to 
low-water  mark;  that  by  virtue  of  the  deed  from  Bennett  to 
Perkins,  they  became  tenants  in  common  of  the  flats,  there  be- 
ing nothing  from  which  a  partition  could  be  inferred;  that  if 
Bennett  acquired  any  title  by  virtue  of  the  grant  of  1750,  it  in- 
ured to  the  use,  of  Perkins,  who,  by  the  deed  of  1742,  had  been 
made  his  tenant  in  common;  and  that,  if  the  jury  were  satisfied 
with  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  title,  she  had  better  right  to 
recover  as  to  all  .the  demanded  premises  above  low-water  mark, 
than  the  defendant  had  to  hold.  Verdict  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  accordingly,  and  to  each  of  these  directions  defend* 
ant's  counsel  excepted. 

Putnam,  in  support  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Jackson,  against  it. 

By  Court,  Sedgwick,  Sewall,  and  Pabkeb,  JJ.  This  cause 
has  been  twice  fully  tried,  once  before  a  court  competent  to 
decide  ultimately  all  questions  of  law  which  arose  in  the  trial, 
and  the  verdict  has,  in  both  instances,  been  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant, with  the  approbation  of  the  court;  yet,  as  the  new 
organization  of  the  court  intervened  between  the  first  and  second 
trial,  the  tenant  has  the  right  to  take  the  course  he  now  pur- 
sues, and  if  any  misdirection  of  the  judge  can  be  shown,  he  will 
have  the  privilege  of  a  third  trial  before  another  jury. 

The  points  in  which  the  judge  is  supposed  to  have  mistaken 
the  law,  are  particularly  specified  in  his  report  of  the  case  be- 
fore us.  The  first  relates  to  his  construction  of  the  proprietary 
grant  of  1680,  which  gives  to  William  Noyes,  under  whom  the 
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demandant's  ancestor  held  "apiece  of  land  below  high-water 
mark  to  set  a  shop  upon,  not  exceeding  forty  feet  in  width." 
It  is  said  by  the  tenant's  counsel  that  no  more  land  passed  by 
the  grant  than  was  actually  covered  by  such  shop  as  the  imme- 
diate grantee  may  have  placed  upon  it;  whereas  the  judgo 
directed  that  all  the  land  and  flats  between  high  and  low-water 
mark,  of  the  width  of  forty  feet,  were  the  subject  of  the  grant, 
provided  they  did  not  extend  more  than  one  hundred  rods  from 
tho  upland;  and  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  in  this  decision  the 
jadge  was  correct.  Whatever  might  be  the  construction  of 
analogous  words  in  a  recent  conveyance,  made  in  times  of 
precision  and  accuracy,  and  when  considerable  value  is  attached 
to  flats  in  the  beds  of  rivers,  creeks  and  coves,  it  is  obvious  that 
to  apply  rigid  rules  of  construction  to  transactions  which  took 
place  early  after  the  settlement  of  the  country,  when  conveyancing 
was  little  understood,  and  when  the  mud  of  a  river  or  harbor 
was  supposed  to  be  worth  nothing,  would  often  be  attended 
with  injustice,  and  in  many  instances  subvert  the  titles  to  prop- 
erty of  almost  incalculable  value.  Whether  a  mere  vote  of  a 
proprietary  at  the  present  day,  without  any  deed  or  location  in 
pursuance  of  such  vote,  would  pass  lands  from  such  proprietary 
to  an  individual  not  a  member  of  the  corporation,  is  question- 
able; but  it  is  well  known  that  almost  all  the  titles  which  have 
been  derived  from  proprietors  oi  townships,  have  nothing  bet- 
ter to  depend  upon  than  a  vote  recorded  in  the  proprietors' 
books;  and  where  a  possession  was  taken  in  conformity  to  the 
vote,  and  transmitted  by  the  grantee  to  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
titles  so  acquired  have  been  respected  and  maintained  in  our 
courts  of  law. 

Nor  indeed  can  there  be  any  doubt  that  the  construction 
given  by  the  judge  as  to  the  extent  of  this  grant,  was  conform- 
able to  the  true  intent  of  the  proprietors  in  making  the  grant. 
By  the  statute  of  1641,  it  was  declared  that  the  owners  of  up- 
land should  own  the  flats  to  low-water  mark,  unless  these  should 
exceed  the  distance  of  one  hundred  rods  from  the  upland,  in 
which  case  they  were  to  be  restricted  to  that  distance.  Under 
that  statute  the  proprietors  of  Newbury  became  the  proprietors 
of  all  the  flats  in  the  river  Merrimack  down  to  the  channel,  that 
king  within  the  distance  before  mentioned.  Now  it  is  very 
fairly  to  be  presumed,  that  in  1680  these  proprietors  were 
desirous  to  settle  their  townships,  and  they  were  inviting 
mechanics  and  other  valuable  settlers  by  offering  them  advan- 
tageous situations  upon  the  river,  situations  then  of  little  con* 
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sideration  as  to  their  value,  though  since  become  bo  important. 
William  Noyes  applied  for  a  place  below  high-water  mark  to 
set  a  shop  upon,  which  was  granted  him.  The  object  of  Noyes 
in  seeking  such  a  place  most  have  been  an  access  from  the 
river  to  his  shop.  The  proprietors  take  care  to  limit  his  extent 
upon  the  shore,  confining  him  to  forty  feet.  But  they  do  not 
limit  him  towards  the  river.  Isnt  to  be  supposed  that  they  in- 
tended to  reserve  the  flats  between  the  grantee's  shop  and  the 
channel  to  themselves,  and  so  have  it  in  their  power  entirely  to 
frustrate  the  manifest  object  of  their  grant  to  Noyes?  This 
would  have  been  an  extremely  hard  bargain  on  the  part  of  Noyes, 
had  such  intention  been  expressed;  but  certainly,  so  unjust  a 
provision  ought  not  to  depend  upon  slight  implication. 

The  common  maxim  of  law,  applicable  to  the  construction  of 
instruments,  will  come  in  aid  of  the  probable  intent  of  the 
parties,  in  ascertaining  the  legal  effect  of  this  grant.  Doubt- 
ful words  and  provisions  are  to  be  taken  most  strongly  against 
the  grantor,  he  being  supposed  to  select  the  words  which  are, 
used  in  the  instrument.  In  this  grant  of  the  proprietors,  they 
give  three  sides  of  the  lot  which  they  convey,  and  leave  indefinite 
the  fourth;  it  must  be  taken  that  they  intended  that  the  extent 
of  the  lot  in  the  rear  should  be  limited  only  by  their  claim. 
And  the  legal  construction  of  their  own  words  will  not  be 
thought  to  operate  vigorously,  if  we  carry  our  minds  back  to 
the  year  1680,  when,  from  testimony  in  the  case,  we  may  rea- 
sonably infer  that  the  channel  ran  so  much  nearer  the  upland 
as  to  leave  no  flats  between  Noyes's  shop  and  the  channel, 
worth  the  attention  of  the  proprietors.  But  in  addition  to  all 
this,  it  appears  in  the  case,  that  all  those  who  occupied  under 
the  grant  to  Noyes,  claimed  and  used  the  flats,  as  they  needed 
them,. in  the  rear  of  the  breastwork,  upon  which  the  shop  waa 
placed;  and  this,  too,  in  the  view  of  the  proprietors  and  their 
agents,  for  nearly  the  space  of  a  century  after  the  grant  was 
made;  during  all  of  which  time  no  complaint  was  made  by  the 
proprietors,  and  no  act  of  ownership  exercised  by  them.  Here, 
then,  was  a  practical  construction  by  both  parties,  sufficient  to 
remove  all  doubts  as  to  the  true  extent  of  the  grant.  It  is  true 
that,  in  1750,  the  proprietors  undertook  by  their  deed  to  convey 
these  flats  to  Spencer  Bennett;  but  at  this  time  Perkins,  the 
demandant's  ancestor,  was  in  possession  as  tenant  in  common 
with  Bennett,  claiming  derivatively  under  Noyes,  the  first 
grantee,  and  immediately  from  Bennett  himself,  who,  in  1742, 
sold  to  him  one  moiety  of  these  very  flats.     Now  if  anything 
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passed  from  the  proprietors,  it  inured  to  the  use  of  Perkins,  afl 
well  as  Bennett,  and  on  this  ground,  the  claim  set  up  by  the 
tenant,  who  claims  under  Bennett,  is  without  foundation. 

The  second  exception  to  the  judge's  charge  relates  to  his  de- 
cision that  the  deed  from  Bennett  to  Perkins  in  1742,  created  a 
tenancy  in  common  between  the  grantor  and  the  grantee  of  the 
flats  in  question.  Previous  to  the  date  of  this  deed,  Perkins 
had  conveyed  to  Bennett  all  the  flats,  as  also  an  upland  lot 
which  the  proprietors  had  granted  to  the  same  William  Noyes  in 
1721,  and  by  this  deed  Bennett  conveyed  back  to  Perkins  one- 
half  of  the  upland  or  house  lot,  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  one 
moiety  of  the  flats  behind  the  house  iu  quantity  and  quality. 
Can  it  be  doubted  that  this  created  an  estate  in  common  and 
undivided  in  those  flats?  We  are  at  a  loss  to  imagine  any 
form  of  words  more  technically  proper  for  this  purpose.  But 
it  is  said,  and  this  constitutes  the  third  exception,  that  the 
parties  occupied  in  severalty,  and  that  this  several  occupancy 
was  a  partition  in  fact  which  ought  to  have  concluded  against 
the  demandant's  action,  which  is  brought  for  an  undivided 
moiety.  Whether  there  was  a  several  occupancy  or  not,  was 
matter  of  fact  for  the  jury;  and  although  the  judge  intimated  an 
opinion  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  it,  yet 
we  do  not  find  that  he  withheld  any  evidence  on  this  point,  nor 
do  we  find  any  evidence  in  the  depositions  submitted  to  us, 
(torn  which  the  jury  could  have  inferred  that  fact. 

The  fourth  exception,  relied  upon  by  the  counsel  for  the  ten- 
ant, respects  the  opinion  delivered  by  the  judge  relative  to  so 
much  of  the  flats  as  may  have  gathered  by  alluvion  since  the 
death  of  the  demandant's  ancestor.     To  give  this  objection  its 
full  force,  we  must  recur  to  some  of  the  testimony  used  in  the 
case,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  channel  of  the  river  Merri- 
mack, towards  its  mouth,  had  considerably  receded  from  the 
shore  on  the  Newbury  side;  and  some  of  the  witnesses  imputed 
this  to  the  numerous  improvements  which  have  been  made  on 
the  bank  of  the  river  and  on  the  flats,  by  the  erection  of  wharves, 
*te.    It  is  contended  that  the  ancestor  could  have  been  seised 
only  of  so  much  of  the  flats  as  existed  in  his  lifetime;  and  as 
the  demandant  has  declared  on  the  seisin  of  her  ancestor,  she 
cannot  recover  more  than  he  was  actually  seised  of.    But  we 
do  not  think  much  of  this  objection.     It  has  already  been 
shown  that  the  ancient  statute,  relative  to  the  subject  of  flats, 
annexed  them  to  the  adjoining  upland,  to  the  distance  of  one 
hundred  rods  from  the  shore.     Whatever  increase,  therefore, 
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happened  from  natural  causes,  or  from  a  union  of  natural  and 
artificial  causes,  within  that  distance,  must  be  to  the  benefit  oi 
the  owner  of  the  upland,  or  of  him  who  owned  the  flats  to 
which  the  increase  was  attached.  This  increase  is,  of  necessity, 
gradual  and  imperceptible.  No  man  can  fix  a  period  when  it 
began,  no  testimony  can  mark  the  exact  margin  of  the  channel 
on  any  given  day  or  year.  The  ancestor  being  seised  of  the 
estate  of  which  all  the  flats  now  demanded  are  part,  and  hay- 
ing the  right  by  law  to  all  such  additions  as  should  be  made  by 
the  gradual  retiring  of  the  waters,  he  must  be  supposed  to  have 
been  seised  of  all  which  now  exists,  for  no  one  can  show  any 
parcel  of  which  he  was  not  seised.  We  think  the  opinion  de- 
livered at  the  trial  right  on  this  point;  and,  further,  we  think 
this  an  instance  in  which  we  may  safely  apply  the  maxim,  De 
minimis  non  curat  lex. 

The  form  of  the  verdict  constitutes  the  last  exception.  It  is 
said  this  is  uncertain,  and  no  judgment  can  be  rendered  upon 
it.  The  verdict  is  conformable  to  the  nature  of  the  demand,  and 
a  judgment  thereon  will  be  sufficiently  certain  to  enable  the 
sheriff  to  execute  it  by  an  habere  facias.  We  are,  therefore,  all 
of  opinion  that  judgment  must  be  entered  according  to  the 
verdict 

Parsons,  G.  J.,  had  been  of  counsel  in  the  cause. 

As  recent  as  Bates  v.  Sontom,  116  Mass.  120,  this  case  was  cited  and  its 
authority  recognized.  It  is  cited  on  tho  point  of  the  ownership  of  land 
formed  by  alluvion,  in  People  v.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  42  N.  Y .  315.  In  Com- 
monwealth v.  City  of  Roxbury,  9  Gray,  493,  the  court,  citing  the  case,  say: 
"  In  the  construction  of  a  grant,  the  court  will  take  into  consideration  the 
circumstances  attending  the  transaction,  the  situation  of  the  parties,  the 
state  of  the  country  and  of  the  thing  granted  at  the  time,  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain the  intent  of  the  parties."  And  to  this  point  it  is  cited  in  Ward  v. 
New  Eng.  Screw  Co.%  1  Clin;  572. 


Gray  v.  The  Portland  Bank. 

[3  Mam.  864.] 

Stockholder's  Right  to  New  Stock.— A  banking  company  was  incor- 
porated with  power  to  create  a  capital  stock  not  less  than  a  given  sum, 
nor  greater  than  another  sum;  it  commenced  business  with  the  smallei 
capital,  and  afterwards  it  was  voted  to  increase  the  capital  to  the  larger 
sum.  Those  who  held  stock  in  the  capital  first  raised  were  held  to  be 
entitled  to  subscribe  for  and  hold  the  new  stock  according  to  their  re* 
spective  shares. 
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Damages  for  Refusing  to  Receive  Subscription.— Where  a  corpora- 
tion refused  to  permit  a  stockholder  to  subscribe  for  the  stock  to  which 
he  was  so  entitled,  it  is  liable  to  an  action  for  damages  for  such  refusal, 
and  the  measure  of  damages  in  such  action  is  the  excess  of  the  market 
value  above  the  par  value  of  the  number  of  shares  he  was  entitled  to, 
with  interest  on  such  excess. 

Action  on  the  case.  The  facts  and  the  questions  presented 
appear  from  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Prescolt  and  Jackson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Dexter,  for  the  defendant. 

Sewall,  J.  The  plaintiff  demands  one  thousand  four  hun- 
dred and  ninety-one  dollars  and  sixteen  cents,  and  five  thou- 
Band  dollars,  which  several  sums  he  alleges  tp  have  been  re- 
ceived to  his  use  by  the  corporation  denominated  the  president, 
directors,  and  company  of  the  Portland  Bank.  And  in  two 
other  counts  he  sets  forth,  more  specially,  an  interest  of  seventy 
shares  in  the  stock  of  the  same  bank,  consisting  at  first  of  one 
thousand  shares,  and  in  the  privilege  granted  them  by  their  in- 
corporation to  increase  their  capital  stock  to  the  extent  of  three 
thousand  shares;  and  he  avers  that  the  said  corporation,  avail- 
tog  themselves  of  this  privilege,  did  vote  and  agree  upon  an  in- 
crease of  their  stock  to  the  extent  of  two  thousand  shares  addi- 
tional to  their  first  subscription,  and  that  he  tendered,  season- 
a%>  a  subscription  of  his  due  proportion  in  the  said  additional 
stock,  and  the  sums  of  money  payable  thereon,  and  demanded 
^s  right  to  subscribe  and  pay  accordingly,  and  the  regular  evi- 
dence of  his  additional  shares;  being  one  hundred  and  forty, 
accruing  to  him  thereon,  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  bank; 
and  that  the  said  corporation  have,  since  that  time,  by  the  use 
^employment  of  said  new  capital  bank  stock,  made  and  re- 
ceived great  gain,  etc.  And  further  he  avers,  by  one  of  these 
counts,  that  his  proportion  of  the  said  gain  is  one  thousand  four 
hundred  and  sixty-four  dollars  and  forty  cents,  which  they  re- 
fuse to  pay  him;  and  by  the  other,  that  the  gain  has  been  at  the 
^te  of  ten  dollars  and  forty-six  cents  upon  each  of  the  shares 
to  yhich  he  was  entitled;  but  that  he  was  not  permitted  to  sub- 
scribe his  one  hundred  and  forty  shares  in  the  said  new  capital 
^°ck,  or  any  of  them,  ard  that  the  due  certificates  thereof  have 
k^a  refused  to  him,  and  the  said  gains  andprofits  thereon  have 
*°t  been  paid  to  him.  A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  has  been  taken 
m  this  action,  subject,  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  to  the 
°pinion  of  the  court,  upon  the  evidence  in  the  case,  whether 
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the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover;  and  if  he  is,  whether  his 
damages  shall  be  estimated  at  the  value  of  the  dividends  made 
upon  one  hundred  and  forty  shares  of  the  new  stock,  or  at  the 
advance  upon  those  shares  above  the  par  value  thereof. 

By  the  "  act  to  incorporate  sundry  persons  by  the  name  of 
the  president,  directors  and  company  of  the  Portland  Bank," 
Joseph  McLellan  and  others,  their  associates,  successors  and 
assigns,  are  made  a  corporation,  with  the  usual  powers;  and  it 
is  further  enacted,  that  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation 
shall  consist  of  a  sum  not  less  than  one  hundred  thousand  dol- 
lars, nor  more  than  three  hundred  thousand  dollars,  to  be  di- 
vided into  shares  of  one  hundred  dollars  each. 

It  is  proved,  that  previous  to  the  act  of  incorporation,  the 
plaintiff  had  been  received  as  an  associate,  in  which  he  was  al- 
lowed seventy  shares;  and  it  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  that  he  subsequently  became  a  member  of  this 
corporation,  and  entitled  to  that  proportion  of  their  capital 
stock.  And  it  appears  that,  pursuant  to  the  first  requisition  of 
one  hundred  thousand  dollars,  he  paid  in  seven  thousand  dol- 
lars, his  proportion  thereof,  and  received  certificates  accordingly; 
and  that  while  the  business  of  the  company  proceeded  upon 
that  capital,  his  proportion  of  the  dividends  accruing  thereon 
was  duly  paid  to  his  agent.  In  January,  1802,  at  a  legal  meet- 
ing of  the  stockholders,  it  was  voted  and  agreed  that  the  capital 
stock  should  be  increased.  And  by  a  subsequent  vote  at  the 
same  meeting,  the  increase  is  declared  to  be  of  the  two  thousand 
shares  remaining  unsubscribed  for.  A  subscription  is  directed 
to  be  proposed  for  these  shares  to  the  original  subscribers,  their 
associates  previous  to  the  act  of  incorporation,  and  to  the  as- 
signees of  such  original  associates,  to  whom  shares  had  been 
transferred,  agreeably  to  the  by-laws  of  the  corporation;  and 
the  management  of  this  subscription  was  intrusted  with  the 
directors,  as  a  committee  of  the  stockholders.  To  this  commit- 
tee the  plaintiff  tendered  his  subscription,  claiming  a  right  to 
subscribe  for  one  hundred  and  forty  shares  of  the  additional  stock. 
They  determined  that  he  was  not  entitled,  and  refused  to  admit 
his  subscription  in  any  part.  The  facts  that  the  installments  for 
one  hundred  and  forty  shares  in  the  additional  stock  were  duly 
tendered  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  at  the  periods  appointed  for 
the  payment  into  the  bank,  and  that  his  certificates  for  those 
shares  were  demanded  at  the  bank  and  refused,  are  also  admit- 
ted on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

Whether  the  plaintiff  has,  by  these  proceedings,  sustained 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Nov.  1807.]         Gray  v.  Portland  Bank.  159 

any  injury  for  which  he  has  a  right  of  action  against  the  bank, 
depends  principally  upon  the  inquiry  whether  the  stockholders, 
or  their  president  and  directors,  intrusted  with  the  affairs  of  the 
corporation,  acting  in  that  capacity,  or  as  a  committee  of  the 
stockholders  specially  authorized  in  the  affair  of  the  new  or  ad- 
ditional stock,  had  authority  to  exclude  the  plaintiff  from  any 
Bhare  therein. 

In  pursuing  this  inquiry,  I  shall  endeavor  to  ascertain  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  interest  and  property  in  the 
Portland  Bank,  at  the  time  when  the  vote  to  increase  the  cap- 
ital stock  was  taken.  The  limits  prescribed  by  the  act  of  incor- 
poration to  the  capital  stock  of  this  bank  were,  that  it  should 
not  be  less  than  one  hundred  thousand  dollars,  nor  more  than 
three  hundred  thousand  dollars.  The  right  to  create  and  em- 
ploy this  stock  for  the  purposes  of  a  bank  was  vested  in  the 
persons  named  in  the  act,  and  in  their  associates,  successors, 
and  assigns.  Their  interest  in  the  one  hundred  thousand  dol- 
lars first  paid  in,  and  upon  which  the  corporation  commenced 
business,  is  not  questioned.  The  doubt  which  has  been  raised 
respects  only  the  power  of  increasing  this  stock.  This,  the 
stockholders  in  their  vote  of  January  4, 1802,  assumed  to  be  a 
property  not  subscribed  for,  and,  therefore,  one  would  suppose, 
not  belonging  to  them;  yet  they  act  upon  it  as  subject  to  their 
disposal,  and  determine  that  some  may  be  permitted  to  sub- 
scribe, while  others  are  to  be  excluded;  and  in  a  word,  that  it 
was  new  stock,  and  not  an  addition  of  the  bank  already  com- 
menced; and  yet  it  seems  to  have  been  understood  that  the 
new  stockholders  would  become  interested  in  the  original  bank 
house,  purchased  from  the  first  subscription,  and  benefited  by 
all  the  other  expenses  of  the  institution,  as  far  as  it  had  pro- 
ceeded. And  thus  they  undertook  to  decide  that  these  advan- 
tages, procured  at  the  expense  of  A.,  were  at  the  disposal  of  B., 
or  might  be  taken  by  him  at  his  will  and  pleasure,  and  sold  for 
his  benefit,  at  the.  market  advance  on  bank  stock.  The 
statement  of  these  inconsistencies  discovers,  I  apprehend,  very 
clearly,  the  mistake  in  this  particular  of  the  stockholders  who 
were  assembled  at  that  meeting. 

Viewing  a  corporation  of  this  kind  as  a  copartnership,  a 
power  of  increasing  their  stock,  reserved  in  their  original 
agreement,  is  a  beneficial  interest  vested  in  each  partner,  to 
which  no  stranger  can  be  made  a  party  but  by  the  consent  of 
each  subsisting  partner;  and  it  is  a  power  which  the  subsisting 
partners  must  exercise  proportionally  and  according  to  their 


Digitized  byCjOOQHL 


160  Gray  v.  Portland  Bake.  [Mass. 

interest  in  the  original  stock.  Or,  considering  an  incorpora- 
tion for  a  bank,  as  I  think  it  may  be  more  correctly  stated,  to 
be  a  trust  created  with  certain  limitations  and  authorities,  in 
which  the  corporation  is  the  trustee  for  the  management  of  the 
property,  and  each  stockholder  a  cestui  que  trust  according  to 
his  interest  and  shares,  then  a  limitation  of  the  capital  to  be 
employed  in  the  trust,  that  it  shall  not  be  less  than  one  sum, 
and  not  exceeding  a  certain  greater  sum,  is  not  a  power  granted 
to  the  trustee  to  create  another  interest  for  the  benefit  of  other 
persons  than  those  concerned  in  the  original  trust,  or  for  their 
benefit  in  any  other  proportions  than  those  determined  by  their 
subsisting  shares.  It  is  clear  that  a  power  of  that  kind  might 
be  given,  but  not  by  the  limitation  supposed,  which  plainly 
relates  to  one  and  the  same  stock.  Whether  the  least  or  the 
greatest,  or  any  intermediate  sum  be  employed  in  it,  the  trust 
is  the  same,  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  same  persons.  A 
share  in  the  stock  or  trust,  when  only  the  least  sum  has  been 
paid  in,  is  a  share  in  the  power  of  increasing  it,  when  the 
trustee  determines,  or  rather  when  the  cestui*  que  trust  agree 
upon  employing  a  greater  sum,  within  the  limits  provided  in 
the  purposes  of  the  trust.  This  view  of  the  subject  avoids  the 
objection  relied  on  for  the  defendants,  resting  on  the  circum- 
stance that  the  shares  of  this  bank  are,  by  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, to  be  numbered  in  sums  of  one  hundred  dollars  each; 
from  which  it  seems  to  have  been  understood  that  the  increase 
of  stock,  being  to  be  made  by  additional  shares,  requires  a  new 
subscription.  But  the  legislature  could  not  intend,  in  pro- 
viding this  mode  of  enumeration,  to  change  entirely  the  nature 
of  the  trust  established  by  the  incorporation;  and  to  abolish 
the  security  of  the  members  first  engaging  in  it  in  the  beneficial 
interest  and  property  they  might  acquire  in  the  institution. 

Another  objection  has  been  stated  in  the  argument  for  the 
defendants,  which  requires  some  consideration.  It  is  that  the 
act  of  incorporation  provides  no  means  of  enforcing  pay- 
ment from  the  stockholders,  whenever  an  increase  of  stock 
should  be  agreed  on.  The  act  provides  that  the  stockholders 
shall,  at  their  first  meeting,  determine  the  amount  of  payments 
to  be  made  on  each  share,  and  the  time  when  each  payment 
shall  be  made.  And  in  a  previous  clause  they  have  authority 
to  ordain,  establish  and  put  in  execution,  by-laws,  ordinances 
and  regulations  for  the  government  of  the  corporation,  the 
prudent  management  of  their  affairs,  etc.  If  the  power  of  in- 
creasing their  stock  continued  after  the  dissolution  of  their 
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first  meeting,  the  power  necessarily  carried  with  it  the  authority 
of  the  stockholders  to  appoint  the  payments  on  each  share,  and 
enforce  them  by  their  by-laws.  A  vote  to  increase  the  capital 
stock,  if  it  was  not  the  creation  of  a  new  and  disjointed  capital, 
was  in  its  nature  an  agreement  among  the  stockholders  to  en- 
large their  shares  in  amount  or  in  number,  to  the  extent  re- 
quired to  effect  that  increase.  The  shares  first  paid  in  became 
the  first  installment  of  the  increased  capita) ;  and  the  subsequent 
payments  might  be  reasonably  enforced  by  providing  for  a  for- 
feiture of  delinquent  shares,  to  be  sold  and  accounted  for  to 
the  stockholder;  the  proceeds  to  be  carried  to  his  account,  de- 
ducting the  installments  or  additional  payments  required. 
This  course  has  been,  I  have  some  reason  to  believe,  adopted 
by  other  similar  institutions  for  a  like  purpose. 

I  do  not  mean  to  say,  however,  that  a  subscription  submitted 
to  the  consideration  of  every  stockholder,  without  any  excep- 
tion, or  any  attempt  at  exclusion,  might  not  be  equally  just, 
and  under  some  circumstances  as  expedient  as  a  by-law  to  for- 
feit delinquent  shares.  The  operation  of  such  a  subscription, 
if  it  made  any  difference,  would  be  a  relinquishment  of  shares 
by  the  proprietor;  but  in  that  case  the  shares  relinquished  ought 
to  accrue  to  the  benefit  of  the  institution.  If  from  the  progress 
of  the  institution,  and  the  expenses  incurred  in  it,  aoy  advance 
upon  the  additional  shares  might  be  obtained  in  the  market, 
this  advance  upon  the  shares  relinquished  belong  to  the  whole, 
and  was  not  to  be  disposed  of  at  the  will  of  a  majority  of  the 
stockholders,  to  the  partial  benefit  of  some,  exclusive  of  others. 
The  contrary  course  taken  in  this  instance  was,  in  my  opinion, 
an  unjust  transfer  of  shares  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  to  an- 
other; or,  at  least,  a  refusal  to  transfer  them  to  the  right  owner. 
It  has  been  made  a  question,  whether  the  corporation  are 
chargeable  with  this  injustice.  Upon  this  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  the  vote  which  has  been  construed  to  exclude  the  plaintiff 
was  established  by  the  stockholders,  and  enforced  by  their  com- 
mittee, specially  authorized  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  that 
vote  into  effect.  So  is  the  evidence.  And  upon  the  more  gen- 
eral question,  whether  upon  this  evidence  the  plaintiff  has  en- 
titled himself  to  any  remedy,  some  authorities  may  be  cited, 
serving  as  proof  of  this  point,  and  also  indicating  the  nature  of 
the  redress  which  the  law  provides  for  the  injury  proved  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  case  of  The  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England 
t.  Mofatt,  reported  in  3  Bro.  Chan.  Ca.  262,  it  appears  that  the 
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executors  of  the  will  of  James  Moffatt,  and  certain  trustees 
named  therein,  to  whom  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  con- 
sisting of  certain  bank  stock,  and  other  various  kinds  of  public 
Btocks,  was  specifically  devised,  had  applied  to  the  bank  for  a 
permission  to  transfer  in  a  particular  manner,  which  was  refused 
by  the  bank,  and  thereupon  the  executors  commenced  an  action 
against  the  bank  in  the  king's  bench.  This  gave  occasion  to 
the  bill  in  chancery  by  the  bank  praying  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain the  defendants  from  proceeding  at  law,  and  insisting  upon 
a  certain  custom  of  the  bank  opposed  to  the  claim  of  the  exec- 
utors. They  answered,  and  admitted  the  custom  and  practice 
of  the  bank,  but  insisted  upon  their  right,  which,  being  deter- 
mined in  their  favor,  the  chancellor  decreed  that  the  bank  ought 
to  permit  the  transfer  as  requested,  and  dissolved  the  injunc- 
tion. .  In  the  case  of  The  King  v.  The  Bank  of  England,  Doug. 
624,  it  was  decided  .that  the  court  will  not  grant  a  mandamus 
to  the  bank  to  transfer  stock,  because  there  is  a  remedy  by  an 
action  on  the  case  if  they  refuse,  which,  Lord  Mansfield  said, 
would  lay  for  a  complete  satisfaction  equivalent  to  a  specific 
relief.  And  in  a  note  subjoined,  it  appears  that  a  special  ac- 
tion of  assumpsit  was  afterwards  brought  on  this  case  against 
the  governor  and  company  of  the  Bank  of  England,  in  which  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  court  upon  the  merits  of  the  case. 

In  the  present  case,  a  specific  relief,  or  a  restoration  of  the 
stock  in  the  Portland  bank,  unjustly  withheld  or  transferred, 
to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiff,  is  not  demanded  by  the  action, 
and  it  is  not,  it  may  be  supposed,  within  the  reach  of  this  court, 
by  any  authority  they  can  exercise.  The  dividends  which  have 
accrued  on  these  shares,  would  make  a  part  of  a  specific  relief, 
if  that  could  be  granted;  but  they  are  not  to  be  estimated  in 
determining  upon  an  equivalent  for  shares  not  transferred,  and 
which  have  become  the  property  of  another  person,  to  whom 
the  dividends  have  been  paid,  or  are  due.  It  is  inconsiderable, 
too,  in  this  view  of  the  subject,  that  the  plaintiff  made  no  pay- 
ment of  stock;  and  that,  after  tendering  it,  he  was  not  obliged, 
in  order  to  enforce  his  demand  in  this  action,  to  deposit  his 
money  or  hold  it  unemployed. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff's  loss 
in  this  case  will  be  compensated;  by  allowing  him  the  market 
value  of  the  shares  he  was  entitled  to  at  the  time  when  he  de- 
manded his  certificates,  and  they  were  refused  to  him;  which, 
according  to  the  evidence,  was  on  the  eleventh  of  February, 
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1804;  that  is,  the  then  current  advance  upon  shares  in  the  Port- 
land bank.  Then  it  was  that  the  injury  by  the  defendants  was 
complete,  and  then  the  plaintiff  might  have  determined  the  ex- 
tent of  his  loss,  by  a  purchase  of  the  number  of  shares  denied 
him,  at  the  expense  of  the  advance  upon  them;  which  being 
reimbursed  in  this  action,  affords  him  a  satisfaction  and  indem- 
nity equivalent  to  a  specific  relief.  To  the  amount,  however, 
of  the  advance  upon  one  hundred  and  forty  shares,  must  be 
added  the  interest  of  that  sum,  to  the  time  when  judgment  shall 
be  entered,  in  the  nature  of  increased  damages. 

Sedowicx,  J.  [after  reviewing  the  facts.]  Upon  these  facts 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  contend: 

1.  That  the  plaintiff,  as  a  stockholder  of  the  old  stock,  at 
the  time  of  the  vote  to  augment  the  capital  of  the  bank,  had 
a  right  in  the  new  stock,  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  his 
interest  in'  the  old  stock,  of  which  he  could  not  rightfully  be 
deprived  by  his  partners,  the  other  stockholders; 

2.  That,  admitting  it  was  competent  to  the  stockholders,  by 
the  manner  in  which  they  prescribed  the  augmentation  of  their 
capital,  to  prevent  him  from  becoming  a  subscriber  to  and  in- 
terested in,  the  new  stock,  they  have  not  done  it;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  have  expressly,  by  their  vote,  authorized  him  to  sub- 
scribe to  the  new,  in  proportion  as  he  was  interested  in  the  old 
stock; 

3.  That  the  plaintiff,  having  offered  to  subscribe  in  the  new 
stock,  and  to  pay,  as  it  became  due,  the  amount  of  his  sub- 
scription, and  having  been  prevented  from  subscribing,  and  his 
payments  having  been  refused  by  the  agents  and  officers  of  the 
bank,  he  has  sustained  an  injury; 

4.  That  for  the  misconduct  of  its  servants,  the  bank  is  respon- 
sible to  the  plaintiff; 

5.  That  the  plaintiff,  having  done  everything  incumbent  on 
him  to  become  a  proprietor  in  the  new  stock,  is  interested  in  it, 
and  consequently  is  entitled  to  his  proportion  of  the  dividends 
upon  that  stock. 

All  these  propositions  are  denied  by  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendants.   To  determine  on  them  will  decide  the  merits  of  the 


1.  Then  had  the  plaintiff,  as  a  stockholder  of  the  old  stock, 
at  the  time  of  the  vote  to  augment  the  capital  of  the  bank,  a 
right  in  the  new  stock  in  proportion  to  his  interest  in  the  old 
stock,  of  which  he  might  not  rightfully  be  deprived  by  his  part- 
ners, the  other  stockholders?    1  think  that  he  had.    At  the 
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time  of  the  vote  -to  augment  the  capital  of  the  bank,  all  the 
stockholders  were  partners.  The  augmentation  was  supposed 
to  be,  and  intended  for,  the  profit  of  the  joint  concern;  the  ca- 
pacity to  augment  was  in  virtue  of  their  joint  interest;  and  it 
could  only  be  done  by  the  will  of  tie  majority,  and  that  in  pur- 
suance of  their  original  association.  The  law,  by  which  the 
partnership  existed,  and  by  which  the  united  interest  was  reg- 
ulated, was  that  alone  by  which  the  augmentation  could  be 
made.  Whenever  a  partnership  adopts  a  project,  within  the 
principles  of  their  agreement,  for  the  purpose  of  profit,  it  must 
be  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  partners,  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  interests  in  the  concern.  Natural  justice  requires 
that  the  majority  should  not  have  authority  to  exclude  the  mi- 
nority. What  is  there  in  this  case  which  should  make  it  an 
exception  from  the  general  rule  ?  There  is  nothing  that  I  can 
perceive,  in  the  reason  and  nature  of  the  thing.  Suppose  it  to 
have  been  morally  certain  that  the  augmentation  would  have 
been  double  in  value  to  the  amount  of  money  necessary  to  make 
it;  could  a  combination  of  a  majority  have  deprived  the  minority 
of  their  proportion?  The  whole  number  of  shares  was  one 
thousand;  could  the  proprietors  of  five  hundred  and  one  have 
engrossed  the  whole,  and  deprived  their  partners  of  their  share  ? 
It  is  impossible.  At  the  time  of  the  vote  to  augment  the  cap- 
ital, a  banking-house  had  been  purchased  and  become  the  prop- 
erty of  the  institution.  In  this  Mr.  Gray  was  personally  inter- 
ested in  proportion  as  his  interest  in  the  bank  was  to  the 
amount  of  the  whole  stock.  After  the  capital  is  increased,  the 
banking-house  is,  as  it  was  before,  the  joint  property  of  the 
stockholders;  and  the  consequence  of  excluding  him  from  the 
new  stock  without  any  compensation,  is  depriving  him,  without 
any  consideration,  of  two-thirds  part  of  his  property  in  this 
house.  This  shows,  in  a  very  glaring  light,  how  unfounded  is 
the  principle  for  which  the  defendants  contend. 

2.  By  the  terms  of  the  vote  designating  those  who  should  be 
authorized  to  subscribe  to  the  new  stock,  the  case  of  Mr.  Gray 
is  expressly  included.  He  was  an  associate  with  the  original 
subscribers,  or  an  assignee  of  them,  previous  to  the  act  of  in- 
corporation. This  is  evident  from  the  application  by  those 
concerned  to  his  agents;  from  his  being  furnished  with  the 
shares  in  the  manner  detailed  in  the  evidence;  from  the  notice 
which  was  issued  to  him  to  pay  his  proportion  of  the  capital; 
and  from  the  certificates  of  ownership  which  were  afterwards 
issued  to  him  as  a  proprietor.     So  that  if  it  was  competent  to 
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the  stockholders,  as  they  say,  to  decide  who  should  be  interested 
in  the  new  stock,  and  be  authorized  to  subscribe  to  it,  the 
plaintiff  had  undoubtedly  the  right  which  he  claimed,  and 
which  he  says  has  been  violated.  How  this  could  have  been 
misunderstood  by  the  committee  and  officers  of  the  bank  is, 
from  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  to  my  mind,  perfectly  un- 
accountable. I  do  not,  however,  mean  to  accede  to  the  prac- 
tical exposition  which  the  corporation  claimed  by  their  vote,  of 
excluding  any  of  the  stockholders  from  subscribing,  if  they 
pleased,  to  the  new  stock;  but  from  what  has  been  said,  I  think 
it  evident  that  from  any  view  that  can  be  taken  of  the  subject, 
Mr.  Gray  had  a  right  to  subscribe  to  the  new  stock.  From 
hence  it  follows: 

3.  That  the  plaintiff  having  offered  to  subscribe  to  the  new 
stock,  and  to  pay  as  it  became  due,  the  amount  of  his  subscrip- 
tion, and  having  been  prevented  from  subscribing,  and  his  pay- 
ments having  been  refused  by  the  agents  and  officers  of  the 
bank,  he  has  thereby  sustained  an  injury. 

4.  The  plaintiff  says  that  the  bank  is  responsible  to  him  for 
that  misconduct  of  its  agents  and  officers  of  which  he  complains; 
and  I  think  the  position  a  correct  one.  That  principals  and 
masters  should  be  responsible,  civUiier,  for  the  misconduct, 
negligence  and  defaults  of  their  agents  and  servants  while  act- 
ing under  the  authority  delegated  to  them,  is  indispensable  to 
the  security  of  the  rights  and  property  of  all  who  may  be  affected 
by  such  misconduct,  negligence,  or  default.  This  principle, 
the  justness  of  which  all  must  readily  perceive,  has  been  so  fre- 
quently recognized  in  courts  of  justice,  that  a  reference  to  au- 
thorities is  deemed  superfluous.  I  will,  however,  repeat  what 
is  said  by  Mr.  Christian  in  his  notes  on  Blackstone's  Com- 
mentaries, as  the  reason  on  which  this  principle  of  law  rests. 
"The  law/'  he  says,  1  BL  Com.  c.  15,  n.  13,  "which  obliges 
masters  to  answer  for  the  negligence  and  misconduct  of  their 
servants,  though  often  times  severe  upon  an  innocent  person 
is  founded  upon  principles  of  public  policy,  in  order  to  induce 
masters  to  be  careful  in  the  choice  of  their  servants,  upon  which 
both  their  own  security  and  that  of  others  so  greatly  depends." 
In  no  case  is  this  principle  of  so  much  importance  as  in  the  re- 
lation of  corporations  to  their  servants,  because  in  innumer- 
able instances,  they  cannot  act  but  by  their  agents,  and  there 
would  be  no  security  for  those  who  might  be  affected  by  the 
acts  of  the  agents,  if  they  should  abscond  or  be  insolvent. 
This  shows  how  improper  it  would  be,  as  contended  for  by  the 
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counsel  for  the  defendants,  to  oblige  one  injured  in  this  way 
to  resort  for  his  remedy  to  the  agent. 

5.  The  last  proposition  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  he,  having 
done  everything  incumbent  on  him  to  become  a  proprietor  in 
the  new  stock,  is,  in  fact,  interested  in  it,  and  consequently  that 
he  is  entitled  to  his  proportion  of  the  dividends  upon  that  stock. 
It  cannot  but  be  admitted  that  Mr.  Gray,  by  offering  to  the 
committee  appointed  by  the  stockholders,  to  subscribe  for  his 
proportion  of  the  new  stock;  by  his  demanding  of  the  proper 
officers  certificates  of  ownership  of  that  stock,  and  by  tendering, 
at  the  proper  place,  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  the  stock  which 
he  claimed,  has  become  as  much  entitled  to  claim  to  be  a  pro- 
prietor, as  he  would  have  been  if  he  had  actually  subscribed 
and  paid  his  money,  and  the  certificates  which  ought  to  have 
been  given  to  him  bad  been  given  to  other  persons.  In  this 
case,  he  has  a  right  to  a  complete  indemnification;  and  in  that 
he  would  have  no  more.  One  question  involved  in  the  argu- 
ment, and  referred  to  our  decision,  is  whether  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  the  dividends  of  the  new  stock.  If  so,  it 
must  be  because  he  is  owner  of  the  stock,  which  I  think  he  is 
not.  I  have  always  understood  that  the  registry  of  ownership, 
kept  by  the  officers  of  the  bank,  was,  to  them,  the  only  evidence 
of  it,  nor  can  I  understand  how,  in  any  other  way,  their  busi- 
ness could  be  conducted;  and  that  to  the  individual  stock- 
holder his  evidence  was  his  certificate.  Suppose  a  valid  con- 
tract is  made  for  the  future  sale  of  lands,  and  the  agreed  price 
is  tendered,  and  the  conveyance  stipulated  is  demanded  and  re- 
fused, and  an  action  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  brought;  the 
plaintiff,  at  law,  would  recover,  not  the  land,  but  damages  equiv- 
alent to  the  injury  sustained.  It  is  true  there  can  be  no  title  to 
real  estate  but  by  deed,  and  that  this  is  required  by  statute;  but  it 
seems  to  me,  from  the  nature  of  the  subject,  that  a  title  of  own- 
ership of  bank  stock  must  exist  in  writing,  and  not  merely  in 
parol.  How  otherwise  can  the  officers  of  the  bank  know  to 
whom  to  pay  the  dividends?  And  how  are  transfers  of  this 
species  of  property  to  be  made  and  secured?  In  the  case  put 
of  a  breach  of  contract  in  not  conveying  real  property,  this 
court  has  no  means  of  effectuating  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract;  and  there  is  the  same  deficiency  of  power  in  the  pres- 
ent case. 

By  the  act  of  incorporation,  the  amount  of  the  capital  of  the 
bank  cannot  exceed  three  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  it  was 
agreed  in  the   argument  that  there  were  subscribers,  whose 
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names  were  entered  on  the  books  of  the  bank,  who  had  depos- 
ited to  that  amount;  that  the  subscriptions  were  full,  and  that 
the  capital  could  not  be  augmented.  Had  we  power,  therefore, 
to  consider  Mr.  Gray  as  the  proprietor  of  the  one  hundred  and 
forty  shares,  for  which  he  ought  to  have  been  permitted  to  sub- 
scribe, could  we  even  compel  the  bank  to  constitute  him  such, 
we  must  exclude  other  subscribers  to  the  same  amount;  sub- 
scribers who  for  years  have  been,  in  all  respects,  treated  as 
stockholders,  who  may  have  been  directors,  who  have  the  regu- 
lar and  accustomed  evidences  of  ownership,  and  who  have  re- 
ceived, from  time  to  time,  their  dividends;  or  we  may  exclude 
shares  which  have  been  a  hundred  times  transferred.  What 
endless  confusion  and  disorder,  and  what  incalculable  mischiefs 
might  result  from  such  a  procedure  1  But  which  shares  are  to 
be  excluded?  It  is  said  those  last  subscribed.  Does  any  one 
know  which  were  last  subscribed?  It  is  said  that  this  may  be 
known  by  the  numbers.  But  we  have  no  evidence  that  the 
series  of  numbers  conforms  to  the  order  of  time  in  which  the 
subscriptions  were  received;  nor  do  we  know  that  any  such  evi- 
dence can  be  obtained.  But  if  it  could,  what  is  there,  in  jus- 
tice or  in  the  nature  of  the  thing,  that  should  subject  the  last 
subscribers  to  exclusion  ?  There  is  no  evidence  that  they  did 
not,  as  honestly  as  any  other,  contract  with  the  officers  of  the 
bank,  and  become  as  fairly  interested  in  the  concern. 

Let  the  supposition  be  made  that  the* plaintiff  could  recover 
dividends  on  the  new  stock;  it  must  be  because  he  is,  in  fact,  a 
proprietor.  Some  who  obtained  certificates,  and  paid  their 
money  for  them,  or  their  assigns,  must  of  course  be  excluded. 
What  answer  could  be  given  to  an  action  brought  for  dividends 
by  those  so  excluded?  None,  I  believe,  that  would  avail  the 
bank.  But  if  there  could,  what  endless  confusion  and  diffi- 
culty must  have  attended  the  adjustment  of  all  the  contro- 
versies which  might  result  from  transfers  of  such  stock.  And 
what  confidence  could  there  be  in  the  purchase  of  bank  stock, 
if  certificates,  duly  obtained,  are  not  to  be  relied  upon  as  evi- 
dence of  ownership?     - 

But  it  is  said  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  if  I  understand  them, 
that  none  could  be  interested  in  the  new  stock  who  were  not 
interested  in  the  old;  and  in  the  same  proportion,  I  have  no 
doubt  that  every  proprietor  of  the  old  stock  had  an  election, 
and  might,  if  they  pleased,  in  proportion  to  their  property  in 
the  old,  become  interested  in  the  new  stock;  but  I  do  not  think 
they  could  be  compelled  to  subscribe;  and  I  do  think  that  they 
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might  relinquish  that  right,  or  that  it  might  be  forfeited  by  not 
being  claimed;  and  that  in  either  case  other  subscribers  might 
be  admitted  to  supply  the  deficiency. 

1.  They  could  not  be  compelled.  The  sharesN  might  be  the 
property  of  infants,  or  they  might  be  owned  by  persons  in 
Europe  or  India.  What  compulsion  could  be  used  in  either 
case  ?  Could  an  action,  even  if  all  the  stockholders  were  within 
the  reach  of  the  legal  process  of  this  court,  be  supported?  I 
have  never  heard  of  any  such  action,  and  I  presume  none  could 
be  supported.  This,  indeed,  is  not  pretended;  but  it  is  said 
that  the  old  stock  could  be  sold  if  the  proprietor  neglected  to 
subscribe  to  the  new.  Admitting  that  this  was  so,  it  might  not 
afford  a  remedy;  for,  by  a  sale  of  the  old  stock,  the  capital  re- 
quired for  the  new  might  not  be  procured.  For  every  hundred 
dollars  of  the  old,  two  hundred  dollars  of  the  new  was  to  be 
supplied;  to  attain  the  object  in  this  way,  therefore,  the  shares 
of  one  hundred  of  the  old,  with  Iwo  shares  of  the  new  stock, 
must  bring  two  hundred,  which,  it  may  be  conceived,  it  would 
not  do.  But  if  this  is  not  such  an  hypothesis  as  to  afford 
foundation  for  an  argument,  yet  a  purchaser  of  the  stock  would 
be  no  more  bound  to  subscribe  than  the  original  holder  was; 
and  if  unwilling  or  unable  to  make  the  requisite  advances,  the 
bank  would  be  in  precisely  the  same  situation  after  as  before  a 
sale.  A  sale,  therefore,  might  not  be  effectual;  and  if  it  would, 
the  great  purposes  of  augmenting  the  capital  of  the  bank  might 
be  defeated  by  the  delay.  Besides,  how  could  such  a  sale  be 
reconciled  to  justice  in  the  cases  of  infants  feme  covert,  and 
foreigners  ? 

2.  It  will  not,  I  presume,  be  denied,  that  the  right  of  the 
original  stockholders  to  subscribe  to  the  new  stock  might  be 
voluntarily  relinquished.  The  maxim  that  volenti  nonJU  injuria, 
will  with  as  much  reason  apply  in  this  as  in  any  instance  that 
could  be  mentioned. 

3.  The  rights  of  the  original  stockholders  might  be  forfeited 
by  not  being  claimed  within  a  reasonable  time.  Taking  into 
consideration  the  nature  of  the  corporation,  and  the  purposes 
for  which  an  augmentation  of  the  capital  was  designed,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  stockholders,  when  they  determined  to  aug- 
ment their  capital,  ought  to  have  given  a  reasonable  time  to  all 
their  partners  to  have  claimed  and  exercised  this  right  of  sub- 

<  scribing  to  the  new  stock;  that  all  who  were  partners  must  be 
presumed,  by  themselves  or  their  lawful  agents,  to  have  notice 
of  all  the  legal  acts  and  votes  of  the  corporation;  and  that  if 
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any   in  this  case  neglected  to  subscribe,  after  a  reasonable 
time,  strangers  or  other  stockholders  might  lawfully  be  admit- 
ted   to  the  shares  so  relinquished.      Any  other  construction 
would,  it  seems  to  me,  be  followed  by  consequences  so  embar- 
rassing as  might  wholly  defeat  the  purposes  intended  by  the 
vote  to  augment  the  capital  of  the  bank.     The  opinion  that  the 
right   to  subscribe  to  the  new  stock  could  not  be  relinquished 
voluntarily,  or  lost  by  not  being  claimed,  leads  to  these  conse- 
quences; that  the  shares  of  infants,  foreigners  and  those  who 
were  unable  to  advance  money  for  the  new  stock  must  be  sold; 
and  that  none  could  become  proprietors  of  the  new,  but  those 
who  were  proprietors  of  the  old  stock;  and  to  me  it  seems  that 
from  thence  it  would  follow  that  all  other  subscriptions  were  void, 
and  that  no  title  was  thereby  derived  to  them  or  their  assigns. 
tf>  then,  shares  might  be  relinquished  by  the  stockholders,  or 
forfeited  by  not  being  claimed  within  a  reasonable  time,  those 
who  contracted  for  them,  with  those  who  were  duly  authorized 
to  make  such  contracts,  and  who  have  advanced  their  money  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  prescribed,  have  acquired  a  vested  interest,  . 
*hich  cannot  be  defeated,  because  the  plaintiff  had  sustained 
the  injury  of  which  he  complains.     In  any  view  of  the  subject, 
I  cannot  think  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  any  part  of  the 
dividends  which  have  been  made  upon  the  new  stock. 

I  have  been  able  to  find  very  little  in  the  books  which  bears 

^ectiy  on  the  subject.     I  have,   however,  found  two  cases 

*hich  are  in  point.  In  the  case  of  the  S.  S.  Company  v.  Curson, 

™  Vin.  Ab.  6  pi.  15,  the  cashier  of  the  S.  S.  Company  received 

money  for  a  subscription,  but  did  not  enter  the  respondent's' 

B&me   in  the  book.     The    respondent  recovered   the  money 

*4>*in8t  the  company.     Two  things,  very  material  in  the  deter- 

m^Ation  of  the  case  under  consideration,  are  proved  by  this 

ca8®:  1.  That  the  company  is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  their 

officers;    2.  That  the  receipt  of  the  money  did  not  make  the 

respondent  one  of  the  company,  but  only  entitled  him  to  an 

action  for  the  money  paid.    And  in  the  case  of  Slockdale  v.  S.  S. 

Company,  2  Atk.  141,  it  was  determined  that  the  person  whose 

^nae  is  entered  in  the  S.  S.  Company's  books,  is,  with  regard 

to  them,  the  proprietor,  and  they  had  no  right  to  inquire  who 

k"e  true  proprietor  is,  when  the  trust  does  not  appear.     This 

Tes°lution  seems  dictated  by  sound  sense;  and  I  see  no  other 

way>  as  I  have  already  suggested,  how  the  business  of  such 

*ind  of  companies  could  be  conducted  with  regularity  or  intel- 
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As  Mr.  Gray  is  entitled  to  recover  against  the  bank,  it  only 
remains  to  prescribe  to  the  referees  to  be  appointed,  the  measure 
of  his  damages.  From  consideration,  I  am  of  opinion  that  his 
damages  are  to  be  ascertained  by  the  price  of  the  stock  in  the 
market  at  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  last  installment,  de- 
ducting therefrom  the  money  which  was  actually  to  be  paid; 
and  I  see  no  reason  why  interest  from  that  time  should  not  be 
added.  It  is  true  that  this  is  contrary  to  the  case  of  Shepherd 
v.  Johnson,  2  East.  211,  in  which  it  was  determined  that  the 
price  of  the  stock,  on  the  day  of  trial,  should  be  the  measure  of 
the  damages.  The  decision  in  this  case  is  directly  opposed  to 
that  of  Dutch  v.  Warren,  2  Burr.  1010;  1  Str.  406,  and  the  case 
of  Saunders  v.  Kentish  et  al,  8  T.  B.  162.  It  is  also  contrary  to 
the  sule  long  established  and  invariably  adhered  to  here.  It 
would  promote  uncertainty  and  occasion  litigation  to  question 
a  rule  so  long  established  upon  a  subject  of  such  general  inter- 
est; and  for  that  reason,  as  well  as  because  I  think  the  rule  will 
most  frequently  do  justice,  I  am  disposed  not  to  disturb  it  It 
is  true  no  general  rule  could  be  adopted,  which  might  not,  in 
particular  instances,  be  injurious.  But  it  is  important  that  a 
general  rule  should  be  established  and  known;  and  as  such,  I 
think  none  so  reasonable  as  that  which  has  been,  as  far  as  I 
know,  invariably  adhered  to  here,  that  the  price  of  stock  at  the 
time  it  should  be  transferred  or  delivered  (and  the  same  rule 
applies  to  other  personal  property),  shall  be  that  by  which  the 
damages  shall  be  assessed.  If  the  plaintiff  intends  to  retain 
the  stock,  the  then  price  is  what  he  must  pay  for  an  equal 
amount,  and  if  he  intends  it  for  sale,  that  price  is  what  he  would 
obtain  for  it. 

To  apply  this  principle  to  the  case  under  consideration,  when 
Mr.  Gray  had  tendered  the  last  installment,  he  had  completed 
everything  incumbent  on  him  to  do.  If  no  injury  had  been 
done  him,  he  would  have  been  the  proprietor  of  one  hundred 
and  forty  shares  of  the  stock.  .  The  loss  to  him,  therefore,  is 
the  difference  between  the  money  paid  and  what  he  could  have 
sold  that  amount  of  stock  for  in  the  market.  As  soon,  there- 
fore, after  the  payments  on  the  new  stock  were  completed,  ac- 
cording to  the  vote  of  the  stockholders,  as  the  stock  had  obtained 
a  market  price,  that  price  is  to  be  the  basis  of  the  calculation  of 
the  referees;  and  when  upon  it  they  shall  have  found  a  principal 
sum,  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  to  repair  the  injury  which 
he  has  sustained,  they  will  add  the  interest  from  that  time. 
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The  reporter  remarks  as  follows  in  a  note  to  this  case:  "  The  Chief  Jos- 
tice  having  been  of  counsel  in  this  cause  while  at  the  bar,  and  Parker,  J., 
being  a  stockholder  in  the  Portland  Bank,  neither  of  them  sat  in  the  cause. 
After  Sedgwick,  J.,  had  delivered  the  foregoing  opinion,  he  observed  that 
Thatcher,  J.,  after  hearing  the  argument,  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaint* 
iff  was  entitled  to  recover,  but  it  was  not  recollected  that  he  expressed 
any  opinion  as  to  the  measure  of  damages,  on  which  subject  Sedgwick,  J., 
wrote  to  him  the  first  day  of  the  present  term,  but  had  not  received  an 
answer. " 

Sedgwick  on  Damages,  p.  267,  notices  and  criticizes  this  case.  He  had 
laid  it  down  that  where  a  purchaser  had  paid  the  price  in  advance,  and 
had  failed  to  have  delivered  to  him  the  property,  the  measure  of  damages 
was  held,  in  some  places,  to  be  the  difference  in  value  from  the  time  when 
a  delivery  should  be  made,  up  to  the  time  of  triaL  Then  he  says:  "  This 
distinction  between  contracts  executory  and  partially  executed  does  not  ap- 
pear to  be  recognized  in  Massachusetts.  An  action  was  brought  against  a 
corporation  which  had  increased  its  capital,  by  an  original  subscriber,  for 
not  permitting  him  to  subscribe  for  new  stock.  The  point  decided  by  both 
the  judges  who  delivered  opinions  was,  that  the  chattel  not  being  paid  for, 
the  price  at  the  time  of  delivery  was  the  rule  of  damages.  The  language, 
however,  of  Sedgwick,  J.,  is  very  broad;  he  says:  '  The  general  rule,  in- 
variably adhered  to  here  is,  that  the  price  of  stock  at  the  time  it  should  be 
transferred  or  delivered  shall  be  that  by  which  the  damages  shall  be  as- 
sessed; and  the  same  rule  applies  to  other  personal  property.'  But  it  will 
be  noticed  that  the  price  of  the  stock  had  in  this  case  only  been  tendered." 

On  the  point  of  the  measure  of  damages  the  case  is  cited  in  SargttU  v. 
Franklin  Int.  Co.,  8  Pick.  99;  Bush  y.  Canfield,  2  Conn.  49a 


Floyd  v.  Day. 

[8  Mam.  408]. 

Tboykr,  when  mot  Maintainable.— An  agent  compromised  a  demand 
of  his  principal,  by  receiving  a  negotiable  note  indorsed  to  the  agent 
specially;  it  was  held  that  the  principal  was  not  entitled  to  maintain 
trover  for  the  note  against  the  agent;  but  the  latter  became  immediately 
answerable  for  the  amount  liquidated  as  for  so  much  money  received 
by  him  to  the  use  of  his  principal. 

Teoveb  for  a  promissory  note.  A  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
defendant,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  court  upon  the  fol- 
lowing facts:  The  plaintiff,  having  a  demand  against  one  Pils- 
bury,  for  getting  her  with  child,  made  defendant  her  attorney 
for  the  collection  of  the  same.  As  a  compromise,  Pilsbury 
agreed  to  give  three  hundred  dollars  for  a  release  in  full,  and 
specially  indorsed  to  defendant  a  note  for  six  hundred  dollars, 
tie  note  in  question,  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars  having 
taen  previously  paid  thereon.  For  the  interest  still  due  on  the 
note,  Day  gave  his  own  note  to  Pilsbury,  and  on  behalf  of  the 
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plaintiff  executed  a  discharge  in  full.  Plaintiff  afterwards 
demanded  the  note  of  defendant,  who  refused  to  deliver  it  up. 
It  was  agreed  that  Day  collected  one  hundred  dollars  on  the 
note  and  paid  the  same  to  plaintiff,  except  thirty  dollars,  which 
defendant  retained  with  plaintiffs  consent. 

The  jury  were  directed  that  the  special  indorsement  and  the 
other  circumstances  in  evidence  had  made  the  note  the  defend- 
ant's property;  and  although  he  might  be  accountable  for  the 
amount  of  it  in  another  form  of  action,  yet  that  he  was  not 
liable  in  this  action. 

Livermore,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  in  support  of  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  contended  that  the  note  vested  in  the  plaintiff 
on  its  delivery  to  her  agent,  that  a  right  to  possession  was  suf- 
ficient to  maintain  an  action  of  trover;  that  defendant  had  been 
guilty  of  a  tortious  conversion:  Bull.  N.  P.  85;  1  Salk.  289; 
Lofft's  R.  38;  1  T.  R.  66. 

Prescott,  for  the  defendant,  was  stopped  by  the  court. 

By  Coubt.  As  the  plaintiff  has  an  equitable  and  conscien- 
tious demand  against  the  defendant,  the  court  has  endeavored 
to  discover  some  legal  grounds  on  which  she  may  have  a  remedy 
by  this  action.  But  no  such  principles  are  recognized.  The 
plaintiff  having  a  demand  upon  Pilsbury,  constitutes  the  de- 
fendant her  agent  to  recover  for  her  a  sum  of  money  in  satis- 
faction for  her  demand.  The  defendant,  instead  of  money,  re- 
ceives a  note  of  Pilsbury,  made  payable  to  himself,  and  dis- 
charges Pilsbury,  as  he  was  authorized  to  do,  by  the  plaintiff; 
or  if  there  was  no  previous  authority,  she  has  since  ratified  the 
discharge,  so  that  she  has  no  remedy  but  against  the  defendant. 
The  note  was  for  a  sum  larger  than  the  liquidated  damages, 
and  the  difference  was  paid  by  the  defendant  to  Pilsbury. 

For  this  note  the  plaintiff  has  sued  this  action  of  trover;  and 
to  maintain  it  she  must  prove  a  general  or  a  special  property 
as  against  the  defendant,  these  facts  do  not  prove  this  prop- 
erty. If  the  note  is  to  be  considered  as  the  property  of  those 
who  are  entitled  to  the  money  due  on  it,  then  shall  it  be  the 
joint  property  of  the  parties,  for  which  neither  could  maintain 
trover  against  the  other.  If  the  defendant,  on  demand  by  the 
plaintiff,  had  delivered  her  the  note,  she  could  make  no  use  of 
it.  For  what  purpose,  then,  can  she  claim  a  property  in  it? 
In  fact,  when  the  defendant,  instead  of  money  received  this 
note  of  Pilsbury  and  discharged  him,  the  property  of  the  note 
was  in  the  defendant;  and  he  became  immediately  answerable 
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to  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  liquidated  damages,  which 
made  a  part  of  the  consideration  of  the  note,  as  so  much  money 
received  by  him  to  her  use,  and  an  action  of  assumpsit  is  her 
proper  remedy.  For  although  the  defendant  received  no 
money,  yet  by  his  transaction  he  discharged  Pilsbury  from  the 
plaintiffs  demand  on  him  for  money,  and  he  must  be  con- 
sidered as  having  made  himself  answerable  to  her  for  the  money 
he  ought  to  have  received  of  Pilsbury. 
Judgment  according  to  verdict. 

The  authority  of  this  case  was  recognized  by  the  court  in  Randall  v. 
ffiefc,  11  Mass.  498;  Whtowcllv.  Vincent,  4  Pick.  452;  Appktony.  Bancroft, 
10  Met.  237;  Morrill  v.  Brown,  15  Pick.  177;  Perry  v.  Swaaey,  10  Cosh.  40; 
BortUu  v.  BramhaU,  3  Gray,  260;  Bundle  v.  Allison,  34  N.  Y.  182,  to  the 
point  that  when  one  authorized  to  collect  the  debt  of  another,  takes  a  note 
uthis  own  name  in  liquidation,  he  is  liable  to  the  person  employing  him  as 
for  so  much  money  had  and  received. 


Goodwin  v.  Jones. 

[3  Mam.  614.] 

Foreign  Administrator. — An  administrator  who  has  taken  letters  of 
administration  under  the  authority  of  one  state,  is  not  entitled  to  pros- 
ecute or  defend  an  action  in  the  courts  of  another  state  by  virtue  of 
such  letters  of  administration. 

Action  of  assumpsit.    The  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the 
opinion. 

By  Court,  Parsons,  C.  J.  This  question  comes  before  the 
court  on  the  motion  of  Nathaniel  Goodwin,  that  he  may  be 
admitted  to  prosecute  a  suit,  pending  in  this  court,  and  com- 
menced by  Daniel  Goodwin  against  Ebenezer  Jones.  The  facts 
on  which  this  motion  is  founded  are,  that  Daniel  Goodwin,  of 
Hartford,  in  the  state  of  Connecticut,  sued  on  the  original  writ 
in  this  cause  against  the  said  Jones,  in  an  action,  the  cause  of 
which  by  law  survives  to  his  executor  or  administrator;  that  he 
prosecuted  this  action  until  the  same  was  regularly  pending  in 
this  court  by  appeal,  and  then  he  died;  and  that  at  the  next 
term  Nathaniel  Goodwin,  of  the  same  Hartford,  having  ob- 
tained from  the  probate  court,  for  the  district  of  Hartford, 
under  the  authority  of  the  state  of  Connecticut,  administration 
°f  the  goods  and  estate  of  the  said  Daniel  Goodwin,  moved 
the  court  that  he  might,  in  his  said  capacity,  be  admitted 
further  to  prosecute  this  action  against  the  said  Jones. 
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The  motion  is  founded  on  the  statute  of  this  commonwealth, 
1784,  March  4,  c.  32,  which  provides  that  when  an  action  is 
pending,  the  cause  of  which  will  survive,  if  either  party  die, 
his  executor  or  administrator  may  take  upon  himself  the  prose- 
cution or  defense  of  the  action.  And  if  an  administrator,  de- 
riving his  authority  from  the  laws  of  any  other  state,  is  within 
the  true  intent  of  this  statute,  the  motion  ought  to  be  granted. 
As  this  statute  extends  only  to  actions,  the  causes  of  which 
survive  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  it  is  manifest  that  the 
administrator  cannot  be  admitted  to  prosecute  this  action,  un- 
less he  could  have  originally  commenced  an  action  for  this 
cause,  in  a  court  of  this  state  after  his  intestate's  death,  by 
virtue  of  his  letters  of  administration  granted  in  the  state  of 
Connecticut.  The  motion  may  therefore  be  considered  as  re- 
quiring a  decision  of  the  question,  whether  an  administrator, 
by  virtue  of  his  administration  granted  in  any  other  state,  can 
maintain  a  personal  action,  founded  on  contract,  in  any  of  the 
courts  in  this  state. 

The  counsel  in  favor  of  the  motion  have  argued  that  all  the 
personal  estate  of  any  person,  wherever  it  may  be,  follows  the 
person,  and  must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  owner  has  his  domicile;  and  they  have  compared  an  admin- 
istrator to  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt,  who  may  sue  to  recover 
the  bankrupt's  effects  in  any  state  where  they  are  found.  It  is 
admitted  that  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt  duly  appointed,  pur- 
suant to  the  laws  of  the  state  where  the  bankrupt  'dwells,  may 
maintain  an  action  in  that  character  in  any  other  state,  the  laws 
of  which  are  not  repugnant  to  his  recovery.  And  it  is  also 
admitted  that  the  personal  effects  of  a  deceased  intestate,  re- 
maining after  his  debts  are  paid,  shall  be  distributed  according 
to  the  law  of  the  state  to  which,  at  his  death,  he  was  subject. 
But  it  may  be  questioned  whether  the  interest  the  administrator 
has  in  the  personal  estate  of  the  intestate  is  as  general  as  the 
interest  of  the  assignee.  The  assignment  of  a  bankrupt's 
effects  may  be  considered  as  his  own  act,  as  it  is  in  the  execu- 
tion of  laws  by  which  he  is  bound,  he  himself  being  competent 
to  make  such  assignment,  and  voluntarily  committing  the  act 
which  authorized  the  making  of  it.  The  administrator's  powers 
result  from  the  provisions  of  law  made  to  dispose  of  the  in- 
testate's effects  after  his  death  had  extinguished  his  property  in 
them;  and  these  provisions  cannot  extend  to  the  effects  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  from  which  such  provisions 
of  law  derive  their  force. 
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The  common  law  limits  the  power  of  the  ordinary  in  grant- 
ing administrations  to  goods  within  his  dioeese;  and  if  the  in- 
testate left  bona  notabilia,  the  granting  of  administration  be- 
longs to  the  metropolitan,  whose  power  is  limited  to  his  own 
province.  An  administration  granted  by  him  does  not  extend 
to  Ireland,  though  under  the  same  sovereign;  for  if  a  man  dies 
intestate  in  London,  having  goods  in  London  and  in  Dublin, 
administration  of  his  goods  in  Dublin  must  be  granted  in  Ire* 
land:  Gibs.  472.  On  this  principle  of  the  common  law,  an  ad- 
ministrator appointed  in  Connecticut  cannot  claim  the  effects 
of  his  intestate  that  were  not  within  that  state  at  his  decease. 
But  if  it  be  admitted  that  an  administrator  so  appointed  might 
claim,  on  general  principles,  the  intestate's  goods  in  this  state; 
yet  that  claim  cannot  be  enforced  if  the  laws  of  this  common- 
wealth are  repugnant  to  it.  Before  we  consider  some  of  these 
laws  relating  to  this  subject,  two  principles  are  to  be  premised 
as  unquestionable:  That  the  title  to,  and  the  disposition  of, 
real  estate  must  be  exclusively  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  place 
in  which  it  is  situated;  and  that  there  cannot  be,  at  the  same 
time,  two  administrators  holding  distinct  and  independent 
rights  to  administer  the  same  goods  of  the  same  intestate. 

An  administrator  in  this  state  has  all  the  powers  over  the 
goods  of  the  deceased,  which  is  possessed  by  an  administrator 
at  common  law;  and  he  must  administer  all  the  goods,  chattels, 
rights  and  credits  of  the  intestate,  which  are  within  the  state. 
And  further,  by  our  laws,  the  real  estate  is  assets  in  the  hands 
of  an  executor  or  administrator,  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  de- 
ceased, if  his  personal  estate  be  insufficient,  and  may  be  sold 
by  him  on  obtaining  a  license.  If  the  estate  be  insolvent,  he 
must  pay  all  the  creditors  their  demands  pro  rata,  the  real  as 
well  as  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased,  composing  the  fund. 
If  any  judgment  be  recovered  for  a  debt  due  from  the  deceased, 
the  lands  which  were  his  may  be  taken  to  satisfy  the  judgment; 
and  for  this  purpose  the  law  considers  them  as  in  the  hands  of 
the  executor  or  administrator,  and  charges  him  with  waste,  if 
by  his  neglect,  in  satisfying  the  judgment,  the  lands  were  so 
taken.  He  may  satisfy  any  judgment  recovered  by  him,  by  ex- 
tending his  execution  on  the  lands  of  the  debtor.  And  he  may 
maintain  a  real  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  of  lands,  declar- 
ing on  the  seisin  of  the  deceased,  and  the  lands  extended  on, 
or  mortgaged,  he  may,  on  obtaining  license,  sell  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  deceased's  debts.  And  in  all  cases  where  he  shall 
sell  lauds  for  the  payment  of  debts,  he  must  account  for  the 
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proceeds  to  the  judge  who  granted  him  administration,  who 
may,  in  the  two  last  cases,  allow  the  charges  of  administration 
to  be  a  lien  upon  the  land. 

From  a  view  of  these  statutes,  it  is  very  certain  that  the  ad- 
ministrator on  whom  these  duties  are  enjoined,  and  to  whom 
this  power  is  given,  must  derive  his  authority  from  the  laws  of 
the  commonwealth.  He  has  the  disposition  of  lands,  and  for 
their  proceeds  he  must  account  to  the  judge  of  probate,  to 
whom  no  administrator  can  be  compellable  to  account,  unless 
he  who  received  his  administration  from  the  judge.  On  one  of 
the  statutes  a  judicial  decision  has  settled  the  point.  Sher 
burne,  an  administratrix,  sued  Emery  in  the  county  of  York,  in 
a  real  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage.  The  intestate,  living  and 
dying  in  New  Hampshire,  the  administration  was  there  granted ; 
and  it  was  held  by  the  whole  court  that  the  action  for  that  reason 
was  not  to  be  maintained.  The  administratrix  afterwards  took 
out  letters  of  administration  in  York,  and  foreclosed  the  mort- 
gage. 

If  this  motion  should  prevail,  and  the  personal  assets  of  the 
deceased  be  insufficient  to  pay  his  debts,  how  could  his  lands 
in  this  state  be  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  present  administrator? 
Or,  if  in  this  action  he  should  recover  judgment  against  Jones, 
and  satisfy  that  judgment  by  a  levy  on  the  debtor's  lands,  by 
what  legal  process  could  those  lands  be  made  assets  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  intestate's  debts?  When  any  person,  an  inhabi- 
tant of  another  state,  shall  die  intestate,  but  leaving  real  estate 
within  this  commonwealth,  if  administration  should  not  be 
granted  by  some  judge  of  probate  of  a  county  in  which  the 
estate  lies,  there  would  be  no  legal  remedy  for  the  creditors  of 
the  deceased  to  avail  themselves  of  his  real  estate  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  due  to  them.  Therefore,  to  prevent  a  failure 
of  justice,  administration  in  such  case  must  be  granted  by  some 
probate  court  here;  and  the  administrator  so  appointed,  will, 
by  virtue  of  his  letters  of  administration,  and  of  the  laws,  also 
have  the  administration  of  all  the  goods,  chattels,  rights  and 
credits  of  the  intestate  which  were  within  the  state.  And  if  a 
foreign  administrator  of  that  intestate  should  also  have  the  ad- 
ministration of  his  personal  estate  here,  there  would  exist  two 
administrators  of  the  same  goods  of  the  same  intestate,  inde- 
pendent of  each  other,  and  deriving  their  authority  from  differ- 
ent states,  a  consequence  which  cannot  be  admitted.  But  the 
granting  of  administration  here  cannot  divest  the  foreign  ad- 
ministrator of  any  rights  already  vested  in  him;  and  the  neces- 
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Buy  inference  is,  that  whether  administration  be  or  be  not 
granted  in  this  state,  an  administrator  appointed  in  another 
state  cannot  legally  claim  any  interest  in  the  goods  of  his  in- 
testate, which  are  subject  to  an  administration  granted  in  this 
state.     And  it  is  no  objection  to  this  reasoning,  that  debts  due 
to  the  intestate  on  simple  contract  are  to  be  considered  as 
goods  situate  where  he  dies.     For  if  the  position  be  admitted, 
contrary  to  the  authority  of  Wentworth,  in  his  executor,  page 
46,  where  it  is  supposed  that  such  debts  are  bona  noiabilia  where 
the  debtor  lives;  yet  the  administrator,  if  he  recover  judgment 
on  such  contract  in  this  state,  may  satisfy  it  by  an  extent  on 
lands,  which  certainly,  in  their  disposition,  are  exclusively  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  the  laws  of  the  commonwealth.     We  have 
no  particular  statute  relating  to  foreign  administrators;  but  the 
manner  in  which  an  executor  of  a  will  proved  without  the  state 
may  execute  his  trust  within,  is  regulated  by  the  statute  of  1785, 
June  29,  c.  12.     The  executor,  or  any  person  interested  in  any 
will  proved  without  the  state,  may  produce  a  copy  of  it,  and  of 
the  probate  under  the  seal  of  the  foreign  court  which  proved  it, 
before  the  judge  of  probate  of  any  county  where  the  testator 
had  real  or  personal  estate  whereon  the  will  may  operate,  and 
request  to  have  the  same  filed  and  recorded,  which  the  judge, 
after  notice  and  hearing  all  parties,  may  order  to  be  done;  and 
he  may  then  take  bonds  of  the  executor,  or  may  grant  adminis- 
tration cum  testamento  annexo  of  the  testator's  estate  lying  in 
this  government  not  administered,  and  may  settle  the  estate,  as 
in  cases  where  the  will  has  been  proved  before  him.     This  stat- 
ute needs  no  explanation.     The  executor  of  a  will  proved  with- 
out the  state  cannot  intermeddle  with  the  effects  of  the  testator 
in  the  state,  but  with  the  assent  of  a  judge  of  probate,  to  whom 
he  mast  first  give  bond.     Neither  can  an  administrator  with  the 
will  annexed  intermeddle,  unless  he  is  appointed  by  some  judge 
within  the  state,  who  has  authority  to  settle  the  whole  estate 
within  his  jurisdiction.    And  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
manifest  intent  of  the  statute  to  allow  an  administrator  of  an 
intestate  not  an  inhabitant  or  resident  within  the  state  at  his 
death,  an  authority  derived  from  a  foreign   administration, 
which  he  could  not  have  under  the  foreign  probate  of  a  will,  of 
which  he  was  the  executor. 

To  obviate  the  inconvenience  from  the  existence  of  two  ad- 
ministrators, each  having  an  independent  right  to  prosecute  a 
snit  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  if  a  foreign  administrator  be 
allowed  to  prosecute  a  suit  in  the  courts  of  the  commonwealth. 

Am.  Dxo.  Vol.  in— 12 
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it  has  been  said  that  our  courts  of  probate  cannot  now  grant 
administration  of  the  goods  and  estate  of  a  person  who  was  not 
an  inhabitant,  nor  resident  within  the  state  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  This  objection  deserves  some  consideration.  The  statute 
of  1784,  March  12,  c.  46,  erecting  the  present  courts  of  pro- 
bate, enacts  that  a  court  of  probate  shall  be  held  in  each  county 
by  a  judge  for  taking  the  probate  of  wills  and  granting  admin- 
istrations of  the  estate  of  persons  deceased,  being  inhabitants 
or  residents  within  the  same  county  at  the  time  of  their  de- 
cease; and  for  such  other  matters  and  things  as  the  courts  of 
probate  within  the  several  counties  shall,  by  the  laws  of  the 
commonwealth,  have  cognizance  and  jurisdiction  of.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  latter  part  of  the  section,  that  this  court,  thus 
established,  has  general  jurisdiction  of  all  probate  causes  recog- 
nized by  law.  And  all  laws  of  the  late  province,  not  repugnant 
to  the  constitution,  nor  since  altered  or  repealed,  now  remain 
in  force.  The  charter  grants  that  the  governor  of  the  province, 
with  the  counsel,  may  do,  execute  or  perform  all  that  is  nec- 
essary for  the  probate  of  wills,  and  granting  administrations, 
for,  touching  or  concerning  any  interests  or  estates,  which  any 
person  or  persons  shall  have  within  the  province,  without  any 
restrictions  to  persons,  who  were  inhabitants  or  residents  at 
their  death.  Under  this  charter,  no  inferior  courts  of  probate 
were  erected  by  statute;  and  the  judges  of  probate  in  the  sev- 
eral counties  acted  as  the  deputies  of  the  governor,  and  counsel, 
who  were  the  supreme  ordinary;  and  their  powers  were  recog- 
nized, and  their  proceedings  regulated  by  several  acts  of  the 
provincial  legislature.  But  no  statute  was  ever  passed  lim- 
iting the  probate  jurisdiction,  as  granted  in  the  charter.  In 
coses,  therefore,  where  the  deceased,  not  an  inhabitant  or  resi- 
dent, left  at  his  death  any  interest  or  estate  within  the  state, 
the  present  courts  of  probate  have  jurisdiction.  It  may  be 
added,  that  the  former  port  of  the  section  contains  no  negative 
words;  and  that  the  limitation  there  inserted,  was  probably 
introduced  to  regulate  the  jurisdiction  of  the  several  courts  of 
probate,  when  the  deceased  was  an  inhabitant  or  resident. 
When  the  deceased  intestate  was  not  an  inhabitant  or  resident, 
administration  may  be  granted  by  the  judge  of  probate  of  any 
county  where  the  estate  lies;  and  from  analogy  to  the  several 
statutes  relative  to  the  powers  of  administrators,  and  to  the  ju- 
risdiction of  probate  courts,  the  person  first  obtaining  adminis- 
tration will  have  legal  authority  to  administer  all  the  estate  of 
the  intestate,  although  it  may  lie  in  several  counties  of  the  com- 
monwealth. 
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Upon  fully  considering  this  subject,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the 
court  that  the  motion  cannot  be  granted,  and  that  judgment  be 
entered  that  the  writ  is  abated  by  the  death  of  the  original 
plaintiff. 

We  are  sensible  that  the  courts  in  Connecticut  admit  admin- 
istrators receiving  letters  of  administration  in  another  state,  to 
prosecute  personal  actions  in  those  courts.  This  usage  proba- 
bly arose  from  an  agreement  of  the  four  New  England  colonies, 
made  in  the  year  1648,  that  if  any  known  planter  or  settled  in- 
habitant die  intestate,  administration  shall  be  granted  by  the 
colony  to  which  the  deceased  belonged,  though  he  died  in 
another  colony,  and  that  the  -administration,  being  duly  cer- 
tified, shall  be  of  force  for  gathering  in  the  estate  in  the  rest  of 
the  colonies:  Hazard's  Collection,  vol.  2,  p.  124.  An  intercom- 
munity of  the  rights  of  administration  among  neighboring 
states,  in  which  lands  are  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts  in 
pari  passu,  with  full  power  to  settle  the  whole  estate,  in  what- 
ever jurisdiction  it  might  lie,  would,  in  many  cases,  especially 
where  there  was  a  deficiency  of  personal  assets  to  pay  all  the 
debts,  be  very  convenient.  But  a  comity  of  this  nature  must 
result  from  the  provisions  of  the  legislature,  and  not  from  the 
judgments  of  this  court. 

Writ  abated. 


Putnam  v.  Wood. 

[8  Mam.  481.] 

Liability  or  Owiteb  to  Freighter. — The  owner  of  a  ship  carrying 
goods  on  freight  upon  a  circuitous  voyage  is  bound  to  have  her  in  a 
gtate  of  repair,  at  every  port  where  she  may  be;  and  he  is  liable  to  the 
freighter  for  any  damage  to  the  goods  for  want  of  such  repairs,  no 
matter  whether  the  defect  in  the  ship  was  known  or  unknown  to  the 
ship  owner. 

Shipping  Contract— On  whom  Loss  Falls.— Upon  a  contract  of  af- 
freightment, where  the  shipper  assumes  the  perils  of  the  sea,  and  the 
owner  is  to  receive  a  share  of  the  profits  in  lieu  of  freight,  if  damage 
he  caused  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  the  loss  is  to  be  deducted  out  of  the 
profits,  so  as  to  be  sustained  by  the  owner  and  freighter  jointly. 

Action  on  the  case.  The  following  facts  appear  from  the 
report  of  Sewall,  J.,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried:  The 
plaintiff  shipped  on  board  the  defendant's  brig,  bound  from 
Newbury  port  to  the  East  Indies,  three  thousand  dollars,  which 
sum  was  to  be  invested  in  produce  of  that  country,  and  brought 
home  in  the  brig  on  plaintiff's  account,  and  at  his  risk.     In  lieu 
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of  freight  on  the  money  out  and  goods  home,  and  of  commis- 
sions on  the  purchases  to  be  made,  defendant  was  to  have  one- 
half  of  the  net  profits.  The  vessel,  after  touching  at  the  Isle  of 
France,  and  Batavia,  arrived  at  Calcutta  August  1,  1804.  After 
leaving  Batavia,  part  of  the  sheathing  was  found  to  have  been 
beaten  off  during  a  severe  gale,  and  on  reaching  Calcutta  all 
the  repairs  that  appeared  necessary,  without  taking  off  the 
sheathing,  were  made.  The  captain  then  began  taking  in  the 
homeward  cargo,  but  on  the  eleventh  of  August,  when  about 
two-thirds  full,  a  leak  was  discovered.  All  proper  measures  to 
prevent  injury  to  the  cargo  were  taken,  and  the  damaged  por- 
tions sold  at  auction;  and  on  the  fourteenth  of  August,  a  sur- 
vey was  had,  and  such  repairs  as  were  recommended  were  made. 
A  full  cargo  was  then  received  on  board,  with  which  the  vessel 
arrived  in  Newburyport  in  safety.  That  portion  of  the  cargo 
which  had  been  damaged  was  purchased  with  the  money  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  other  shippers,  and  of  the  owner,  on  a  general 
account,  without  distinction,  and  the  proportion  of  the  loss 
and  expenses  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  leak,  estimated 
upon  the  plaintiff's  shipment,  was  three  hundred  dollars  and 
one  cent.  This  sum  defendant  retained  in  settling  his  account 
with  plaintiff,  and  for  its  recovery  this  action  was  brought. 
There  appeared  to  be  no  lack  of  diligence  on  the  part  of  the 
officers  and  crew  in  discovering  the  leak  and  securing  the  cargo. 
The  judge  directed  the  jury  that,  taking  the  most  favorable 
view  of  the  case  for  the  defendant,  the  loss  ought  to  be  divided 
between  the  parties  in  the  same  proportion  as  were  the  profits. 
Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  accordingly,  subject  to  the  agreement 
that,  if  this  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  defendant  is  entitled 
to  no  deduction  on  account  of  the  leakage,  then  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover the  three  hundred  dollars  and  one  cent;  and  that  if 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  recover  anything  in  this  action,  then  ver- 
dict to  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

Livermore,  for  the  defendant,  argued  that  it  was  sufficient 
that  the  vessel  was  seaworthy  at  the  commencement  of  the 
voyage;  that  the  subsequent  damage  arose  from  perils  of  the 
sea,  which  plaintiff  had  expressly  assumed;  that  to  make  de- 
fendant liable  for  the  loss  would  be  to  charge  him  as  insurer, 
contrary  to  express  stipulation. 

Jackson,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  a  shipper  is  liable 
for  all  damage  to  goods  shipped,  which  might  have  been  pre- 
vented by  human  foresight;  that  at  every  port  where  the  ship 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Nov.  1807.]  Putnam  v.  Wood.  181 

may  be,  all  necessary  repairs  must  be  made;  that  in  any  event, 
the  loss  ought  to  be  deducted  from  the  profits,  and  not  from 
the  principal  adventure. 

By  Court,  Pabkeb,  J.  [after  reviewing  the  facts.]  The  de- 
fendant claims  a  right  to  deduct  th'e  whole  sum  from  the 
plaintiff's  adventure,  contending  that  it  is  a  proper  charge  against 
him,  being  caused,  as  the  defendant  alleges,  by  perils  of  the 
seas,  for  which  the  plaintiff  alone  was  accountable.  But  if  he 
has  not  a  right  to  retain  the  whole,  he  contends  that  the  loss 
ought  to  be  divided  between  the  plaintiff  and  himself,  and  there- 
fore that  he  has  a  right  to  retain  one  moiety  thereof.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  plaintiff  contends  that  no  part  of  this  sum  is 
properly  chargeable  to  him,  because,  he  says,  that  the  loss  was 
occasioned  by  a  defect  in  the  vessel  at  the  time  she  received  the 
cargo  on  board  at  Calcutta,  and  that  by  such  a  loss,  the  de- 
fendant alone  being  owner  of  the  ship,  ought  to  be  the  sufferer. 

If  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  the  perils  of  the  seas,  according 
to  the  legal  meaning  of  those  terms,  the  plaintiff  cannot  main- 
tain his  action;  because  in  the  bill  of  lading  which  is  referred 
to  by  the  parties  in  their  contract,  that  risk  is  agreed  to  be 
taken  by  the  plaintiff  himself.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
facts  do  not  show  that  the  loss  happened  from  this  cause.  The 
gales  which  were  met  with  on  the  outward  passage,  did  no  es- 
sential injury  to  the  vessel;  it  was  not  found  necessary  to  repair 
her  at  the  Isle  of  France  or  at  Batavia;  but  when  she  arrived  at 
Calcutta,  she  was  repaired  with  a  view  to  fit  her  for  her  return 
voyage,  although  not  sufficiently. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  a  ship,  when  he  charters  her,  or 
puts  her  up  for  freight,  to  see  that  she  is  in  a  suitable  condition 
to  transport  her  cargo  in  safety,  and  he  is  to  keep  her  in  that 
condition,  unless  prevented  by  perils  of  the  sea,  or  unavoidable 
accident.  If  the  goods  are  lost  by  reason  of  any  defect  in  the 
vessel,  whether  latent  or  visible,  known  or  unknown,  the  owner 
is  answerable  to  the  freighter,  upon  the  principle  that  he  tacitly 
contracts  that  his  vessel  shall  be  fit  for  the  use  for  which  he 
thus  employs  her.  This  principle  governs,  not  only  in  charter 
parties  and  in  policies  of  iusurance,  but  it  is  equally  applicable 
in  contracts  of  affreightment:  Abbott  on  Shipping,  146.  At  the 
time  this  vessel  received  her  cargo  at  Calcutta,  it  is  obvious  that 
she  was  not  fit  to  receive  it;  for  without  any  marine  accident, 
but  lying  in  the  harbor,  she  sprung  a  leak.  In  order  to  avoid 
the  consequences  of  this  misfortune,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  de- 
fendant to  show  that  it  was  occasioned  by  perils  of  the  sea; 
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which  he  cannot  do,  unless  the  gales  which  happened  on  her 
outward  voyage  were  the  cause;  and  even  then  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  owner,  or  of  his  agent,  the  master,  to  have  seen  that  she 
underwent  a  thorough  and  effectual  repair.  If  she  did  not, 
however  innocent  the  owner  may  be,  he  must  abide  the  loss;  for 
it  is  of  the  essence  of  his  contract  that  his  vessel  shall  be  able 
to  receive,  retain  and  transport  her  cargo. 

But  upon  looking  into  the  survey  had  at  Calcutta,  it  is  at 
least  questionable  whether  the  leak  was  occasioned  by  a  defect 
existing  before  the  commencement  of  the  voyage  from  New- 
buryport.  The  persons  appointed  to  make  the  survey  say,  in 
their  report,  that  they  found  a  butt  on  the  starboard  side  quite 
open;  and  that  two  inches  of  the  seam  appeared  never  to  have 
been  calked  at  all;  which  alone,  they  say,  would  have  been  suf- 
ficient to  let  in  what  water  was  in  the  hold.  But  whether  the 
vessel  was,  or  was  not,  seaworthy  at  the  time  of  her  sailing 
from  Newburyport,  it  appears  that  when  at  Calcutta  she  was 
totally  unfit  to  receive  her  cargo,  and  that,  therefore,  the  de- 
fendant is  not  entitled  to  retain  anything  out  of  the  plaintiffs 
adventure  to  indemnify  him  for  the  loss. 

According  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  the  verdict  must 
be  amended  so  that  the  plaintiff  recover  the  sum  of  three  hun- 
dred dollars  and  one  cent,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the 
writ. 


The  federal  courts  have  cited  this  case  as  authority  in  Reed  v.  United 
States,  11  WalL  273,  on  the  point  of  the  responsibility  of  the  owner,  in 
WerTey.  Leather*,  1  Woods,  273;  WeaUmv.  Mmott  3  Wood.  &  M.  447,  on  the 
obligation  to  keep  the  vessel  in  repair. 


Gore  v.  Brazier. 

[8  Mam.  628.] 

Breach  of  Covenant  of  Wabbanty— Damages.— In  an  action  upon 
a  covenant  of  warranty,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the 
land  at  the  time  of  the  eviction. 

Action  for  the  breach  of  the  covenants  in  a  deed.  The 
declaration  contained  two  counts;  one  for  the  breach  of  all  the 
covenants,  to-wit:  of  seisin,  of  right  to  convey  against  incum- 
brances, and  of  warranty;  the  other  for  the  breach  of  the  cov- 
enants of  warranty  and  against  incumbrances. 

Oore  and  Jackson,  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Dexter  and  SuUivan,  for  the  defendant. 

The  court  first  examined  the  facts  to  determine  whether,  under 
the  statutes  regarding  the  levy  of  an  execution  on  the  lands  of 
deceased  persons,  there  was  such  an  ouster  of  the  plaintiff  as 
would  give  him  a  right  to  maintain  the  action;  and  the  conclu- 
sion was  that  there  was  an  eviction  such  as  entitled  him  to 
maintain  the  action.  The  question  was  submitted  an  to  the 
measure  of  damages;  on  this  head  the  opinion  was  as  follows: 

Pabson8,  C.  J.  The  court  have  considered  of  the  rule  by 
which  damages  in  this  case  are  to  be  assessed.  In  a  personal 
action  of  covenant  broken,  damages  are  demanded  for  the 
breach  of  a  warranty  by  an  ouster  of  the  purchaser,  by  a  right 
or  title  paramount.  The  plaintiff  insists  on  the  value  of  the 
lands  at  the  time  of  the  breach;  and  the  defendant  contends 
that  the  value  when  conveyed  is  the  measure  of  the  damages. 
By  the  ancient  common  law  the  remedy  on  a  warranty  was  by 
voucher  or  warrantia  chartw,  and  the  recompense  recovered  in 
those  suits  was  other  lands  to  the  value  at  the  time  the  warranty 
was  made.  This  was  the  general  rule;  but  when  the  warrantor, 
on  being  vouched,  entered  into  the  warranty  generally,  he  was 
bound  to  render  other  lands  to  the  value  of  the  lands  lost  at 
the  time  he  entered  into  the  warranty:  Vin.  Abr.  tit.  Voucher, 
T.  pi.  1,  2,  3;  Id.  tit.  Warranty,  K.  pi.  11.  In  valuing  the 
land  lost,  when  the  vouchee  entered  into  the  warranty  specially, 
no  regard  was  had  to  any  improvements  made  by  the  tenant,  as 
by  erecting  edifices  or  turning  pasture  into  arable  land;  nor 
was  the  discovery  of  a  mine  in  the  land  lost,  after  the  warranty 
was  made,  but  then  not  known,  considered  in  ascertaining  the 
value  of  the  land  to  be  recovered  in  recompense. 

An  effect  originating  in  this  feudal  principle  may  be  discovered 
in  this  state,  in  the  assignment  of  dower  against  a  purchaser. 
When  a  husband  alienes  with  warranty  during  the  coverture, 
and  after  dies,  his  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  improvements  made  by  the  purchaser,  because  he  could  not 
recover  their  value  in  other  lands  against  the  heir  on  the  war- 
ranty of  the  husband.  This  rule  is  now  supported  in  this  state 
on  principles  of  public  policy,  that  purchasers  may  not  be  dis- 
couraged from  improving  their  lands.  If  the  lands  have  greatly 
risen  in  value,  not  from  any  improvements  made  upon  them, 
nor  from  the  discovery  of  any  new  sources  of  profit,  but  from 
extrinsic  causes,  as  the  increase  of  commerce  or  population,  the 
lands  to  be  recovered  in  recompense  would  be  valued  at  the  in* 
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creased  price,  so  that  the  quantity  might  be  proportionally 
reduced.  This  is  here  a  question  of  mere  curiosity,  unless  it 
should  be  considered  as  relating  to  the  lands  to  be  assigned  to 
the  widow  for  her  dower.  If  the  husband,  during  the  coverture, 
had  aliened  a  real  estate  in  a  commercial  town,  and  at  his  death 
the  rents  had  trebled  from  various  causes  unconnected  with  any 
improvements  of  the  estate,  and  the  widow  should  then  sue  for 
her  dower,  perhaps  it  would  be  difficult  for  the  purchaser  to 
maintain  that  one-ninth  part  only,  and  not  one-third  part, 
should  be  assigned  to  her. 

This  remedy  to  recover  a  recompense  in  other  lands  to  the 
value,  existed  very  anciently,  when  the  principal  consideration 
received  on  the  alienation  was  the  services  to  be  performed  by 
the  tenant.  The  remedy  might  then  be  proper,  as  any  improve- 
ments of  the  land  thus  paid  for  in  services  must  redound  wholly 
to  the  advantage  of  the  tenant,  as  his  services  to  the  lord  re- 
mained the  same.  But  when  lands  were  aliened  for  money 
when  improvements  in  agriculture  became  an  important  object 
of  public  policy,  and  when  the  alienor  might  have  no  other 
lands  to  render  a  recompense  in  value,  it  became  expedient  that 
another  remedy  for  the  purchaser  on  eviction  should  be  allowed. 
And  it  is  certain  that  before  the  emigration  of  our  ancestors, 
the  tenant,  on  being  lawfully  ousted  by  a  title  paramount,  might 
maintain  a  personal  action  of  covenant  broken  on  a  real  cov- 
enant of  warranty:  1  Brownl.  21;  2  Id.  164, 165.  This  remedy 
was  adopted  by  our  ancestors  as  early  as  remedies  for  evictions 
of  land  sold  with  warranty  were  necessary.  And  in  a  personal 
action  of  covenant  broken,  it  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that  such 
pecuniary  damages  be  recovered  as  shall  be  an  adequate  com- 
pensation for  the  injury  sustained  by  the  breach  of  the  covenant. 
When  this  action  was  admitted  to  recover  satisfaction  for  the 
breach  of  a  real  covenant  of  warranty,  the  same  measure  of 
damages  was  adopted  as  is  used  in  other  personal  actions  of 
covenant  broken,  which  does  not  vary  in  principle  from  the 
rule  on  voucher,  where  the  vouchee  entered  generally  into  the 
warranty.  And  the  general  practice  has  been  to  give  a  sum  of 
money  in  damages  equal  to  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  ot 
the  eviction,  which  was  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  and  sometimes 
with  interest  on  that  sum,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  In  the  first  settlement  of  the  country,  the  value  of  the 
land  consisted  chiefly  in  the  improvements  made  by  the  tenants; 
and  if  on  ouster  the  warranty  would  not  secure  to  him  the  value 
of  his  improvements,  he  could  derive  little  benefit  from  it.     In 
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the  case  of  Lepriletle  v.  Band,  in  Suffolk,  it  was  ruled  by  the 

court  that  the  plaintiff  should  recover  the  value  at  the  time  of 

the  eviction,  which  greatly  exceeded  the  value  of  the  land  when 

it  was  sold  by  the  defendant.     And  in  a  case  in  Essex,  the 

name  of  which  is  not  recollected,  the  rule  for  assessing  the 

damages  was  reserved  by  the  parties,  on  a  case  stated  for  the 

consideration  of  the  court,  who  determined  that  the  law  was 

settled  that  the  plaintiff  should  recover,  in  money,  the  value  at 

the  time  of  the  eviction.     And  in  a  late  case,  where  Bosson, 

who  held  under  the  commonwealth,  was  evicted  by  Martin,  the 

lands  were  appraised  at  their  value  at  the  time  of  the  eviction, 

which  value  was  paid  to  Bosson  by  order  of  the  legislature. 

The  court  are  of  opinion,  conformably  to  the  principles  of 
law  applied  to  personal  actions  of  covenant  broken,  to  the 
ancient  usages  of  the  state,  and  to  the  decisions  of  our  prede- 
cessors, supported  by  the  practice  of  the  legislature,  that  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action  ought  to  recover  in  damages  the  value  of 
the  estate  at  the  time  of  the  eviction.    And  as  the  parties  have 
agreed  that  the  true  value  at  that  time  was  fifteen  thousand  dol- 
lar*, the  plaintiff  must  have  judgment  for  that  sum.    As  the 
plaintiff  admits  that  immediately  on  the  eviction  he  paid  that 
sum  to  Boy  Is  ton,  and  received  back  the  estate,  and  has  been 
ever  since  in  receipt  of  the  rents,  he  can  have  no  claim  for  in- 
terest as  a  compensation  for  any  immediate  loss  of  profits. 

In  a  note  to  Hartford  v.  Wright,  1  Am.  Dec.  8,  it  was  shown  that  this 
**s  the  measure  of  damages  on  a  breach  of  a  covenant  of  warranty  in 
^""achaaetta,  Maine,  Connecticut,  Vermont  and  Louisiana, 


Labned  v.  Buffinton. 

13  HUM.  646.J 

^i&KHCK  nf  Action  of  Slander.— In  an  action  for  slander,  the  plaint- 
iff may  give  evidence  of  his  own  rank  and  condition  in  life,  to  aggravate 
the  damages;  and  the  defendant  may  also  avail  himself  of  such  evi- 
dence when  it  legally  tends  to  mitigate  the  damages. 

***B. — The  defendant  may  give  in  evidence,  nnder  the  general  issue,  facts 
tending  to  mitigate  the  damages,  but  this  will  be  refused  when  he  has 
pleaded  the  truth  in  justification. 

°AK&.— If,  through  the  fault  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of 
speaking  the  words,  and  when  he  pleaded  the  justification,  had  cause 
for  believing  them  true,  he  may  show  this  in  mitigation  of  damages. 

AonoN  on  the  case  for  malicious  prosecution,  and  for  slander. 
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The  cause,  the  facts  of  which  sufficiently  appear  from  the  opin- 
ion, came  before  this  court  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Ashman,  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Bliss,  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  0.  J.  This  action  is  on  the  case  for  a 
malicious  prosecution,  and  for  defamatory  words  charging  the 
plaintiff  with  stealing  the  defendant's  horses.  The  defendant 
pleaded  the  truth  of  the  words  in  justification,  and  issue  was 
joined  on  a  traverse  of  this  plea;  and  a  verdict  found  for  the 
plaintiff. 

The  defendant  moves  for  a  new  trial,  because  evidence  proper 
to  mitigate  the  damages  was  rejected  by  the  judge,  and  because 
he  misdirected  the  jury  on  the  subject  of  damages;  and  on  these 
two  grounds  exceptions  are  filed.  The  defendant  failing  in  his 
justification,  proposed  to  prove,  in  mitigation  of  the  damages, 
the  manner  and  condition  of  the  plaintiff's  life,  and  that 
previous  to  the  cause  of  action  his  general  character  for  honesty, 
integrity  and  fair  dealing,  was  not  good.  Evidence  of  this  na- 
ture was  not  admitted  by  the  judge. 

On  the  argument,  it  was  observed  by  the  court  that  a  general 
statement  of  evidence  proposed  to  be  given,  without  producing 
witnesses  to  testify  agreeably  to  the  statement,  was  not  regular; 
and  the  defendant  was  called  upon  to  state  the  facts  he  was 
ready  to  prove.  He  accordingly  stated  by  affidavit,  that  he  at 
the  trial  had  witnesses  to  prove  "  that  the  plaintiff  left  his 
father  a  few  years  since,  before  he  was  of  age,  and  without  any 
property;  that  since  that  time  he  had  been  a  roving  single  man, 
without  any  fixed  place  of  residence  for  any  great  length  of 
time,  and  without  having  any  regular  business;  having  lived  in 
Boston,  Wilbraham,  Springfield,  Middleton,  Worthington  and 
Northampton;  that  he  has  in  some  of  those  places  been  con- 
sidered as  a  drover,  in  others  a  butcher,  and  in  a  very  circum- 
scribed manner  had  followed  those  branches  of  business;  but 
that  the  principal  part  of  his  time  had  been  employed  in  buying, 
selling  and  exchanging  horses  in  different  parts  of  this  and  of 
the  adjacent  states;  that  he  was  without  real  estate;  and  that  in 
the  manner  of  gaining  subsistence,  and  in  his  grade  and  stand- 
ing with  society,  he  was  below  mediocrity."  After  this  state- 
ment, the  court,  in  forming  their  opinion,  have  considered 
evidence  of  these  facts  regularly  offered  by  the  defendant,  and 
as  rejected  by  the  judge. 
As  the  defendant  has  not  stated  that  any  evidence  was  offered 
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touching  the  plaintiff's  moral  character,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
give  an  opinion  whether  such  an  opinion  would  have  been 
legal.    But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  may  give  in 
evidence,  to  aggravate  the  damages,  his  own  rank  and  condition 
of  life,  and  also  that  the  defendant  may  avail  himself  of  such 
evidence,  when  it  will  have  a  legal  tendency  to  mitigate  the 
damages,  and  that  this  may  be  done  either  on  the  general  issue, 
or  on  a  traverse  of  the  justification,  because  the  degree  of  in- 
jury the  plaintiff  may  sustain  by  the  defamation  may  very  much 
depend  on  his  rank  and  condition  in  society.     It  is  a  rule  of 
law,  that  in  the  prosecution  of  any  cause,  neither  party  shall 
give  evidence  of  any  matters  which  are  not  in  issue,  because  the 
other  party  will  have  no  opportunity  of  encountering  this 
evidence  by  opposing  testimony.     Consistently  with  this  rule, 
the  plaintiff's  rank  and  condition  in  life  may  be  given  in 
evidence,  because  it  is  in  issue,  as  the  knowledge  of  it  may  be 
necessary  to  a  just  assessment  of  the  damages,  and  because  it 
is  a  fact,  in  its  nature,  of  general  notoriety.     But  the  rule  will 
not  admit  evidence  of  the  particular  facts  in  the  defendant's 
statement,  or  the  defendant  must  be  considered  as  at  all  times 
prepared  to  give  a  history  of  his  places  of  abode,  and  of  his  oc- 
cupation during  a  greater  part  of  his  life,  even  in  his  minority, 
and  to  have  with  him  his  title  to  real  estate,  if  he  has  any. 
Neither  does  the  knowledge  of  the  facts  appear  useful  in  the 
assessment  of  damages,  unless,  perhaps,  to  aggravate  them  by 
proving  to  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  very  generally  known 
among  his  fellow-citizens,  and  that  from  this  circumstance  the 
injury  from  the  slander  would  be  more  extensive. 

We  are  now  to  consider  whether  the  plaintiff's  rank  and  con- 
dition in  life,  which  the  defendant  offered  in  evidence,  would 
have  had,  in  this  case,  any  legal  tendency  to  mitigate  the  dam- 
ages. The  allegation  that  the  plaintiff's  manner  of  gaining 
suhsistence,  and  that  his  station  and  condition  in  society  was 
below  mediocrity  when  connected  with  the  other  allegations  in 
the  defendant's  statement,  would,  if  proved,  have  satisfied  the 
)ur7  that  the  plaintiff  gained  his  subsistence  by  buying,  selling, 
and  exchanging  horses  in  this  and  the  neighboring  states;  or, 
m  other  words,  that  he  was  a  horse-jockey.  Now,  from  the 
nature  of  this  action,  and  from  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  it  is 
not  easy  to  presume  that  the  jury  had  not  evidence  of  these 
facts.  It  was  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  that  they  should  have 
"*is  evidence,  as  its  tendency  in  this  case  would  have  been 
rather  to  aggravate  the  damages. '  A  man  with  the  reputation 
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of  a  horse-sfcealer  is  ruined  as  a  dealer  in  horses.  With  thi* 
character  hanging  on  him,  no  man  would  trust  him  to  try  a 
horse,  and  no  man  would  buy  a  horse  of  him,  through  fear  he 
should  buy  a  stolen  one.  We  are,  therefore,  of  this  opinion, 
that  this  evidence,  if  given  by  the  defendant,  would  have  no 
legal  tendency  to  mitigate  the  damages,  and  consequently  he  is 
not  injured  by  its  rejection. 

The  defendant  has  also  excepted  against  the  direction  of  the 
judge,  because  he  charged  the  jury  that,  considering  the  cir- 
cumstances which  had  been  proved,  the  manner  of  speaking  the 
words,  and  especially  the  justification  by  the  defendant  on 
record,  no  evidence  whatever  could  be  considered  in  mitigation 
of  damages.  We  are  satisfied  that  evidence  of  certain  facts 
and  circumstances  may  be  received  under  the  general  issue, 
which  ought  to  be  rejected  under  this  justification.  In  the  for- 
mer case,  the  defendant  may  prove  that  the  words  were  spoken 
through  heat  or  passion,  and  not  from  malice;  or  that  they 
were  spoken  with  an  honest  intention,  through  mistake,  and  not 
with  a  design  to  injure  the  plaintiff.  But  if  the  defendant, 
when  called  upon  to  answer  in  a  court  of  law,  will  deliberately 
declare  in  his  plea  that  the  words  are  true,  he  precludes  him- 
self from  any  attempt  to  mitigate  the  damages  by  any  of  those 
facts  or  circumstances,  because  his  plea  of  justification  is  incon- 
sistent with  them.  But  we  are  not  prepared  to  declare  that 
there  are  no  facts  or  circumstances  from  which  the  jury  may 
mitigate  the  damages  under  a  special  justification  of  the  truth 
of  the  words,  in  which  he  shall  fail.  When,  through  the  fault 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  as  well  at  the  time  of  speaking 
the  words  as  when  he  pleaded  his  justification,  had  good  cause 
to  believe  they  were  true,  it  appears  reasonable  that  the  jury 
should  take  into  consideration  this  misconduct  of  the  plaintiff 
to  mitigate  the  damages.  The  direction  of  the  judge  excepted 
against  is  predicated  not  only  on  the  plea  of  justification,  but 
also  on  the  circumstances  which  had  been  proved  in  the  case. 
He  has,  therefore,  at  the  request  of  the  court,  furnished  us 
with  a  report  of  the  evidence  in  the  cause. 

From  this  report  it  substantially  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
had  several  horses  at  the  defendant's  stable  in  Worthington,  at 
livery;  that  all  the  horses  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
except  a  black  horse,  which  was  the  joint  property  of  the 
parties;  that  the  plaintiff  wanted  the  black  horse  to  match  an- 
other horse  of  his  own,  and  that  the  defendant  wanted  him  for 
the  same  purpose;  that  the  plaintiff  practiced  finesse  in  re- 
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moving  the  horses  from  the  defendant's  stable;  and  in  fact 
ro moved  them,  without  the  defendant's  knowledge,  to  Mills's 
stable,  distant  about  half  a  mile;  that  the  next  day  tbe  defend- 
ant knew  they  were  at  Mills's,  and  was  there  with  the  plaintiff 
attempting  to  adjust  the  controversy,  and  offered  the  plaintiff 
to  arbitrate  it,  wbich  he  refused;  that  about  two  days  after,  the 
plaintiff  took  all  his  horses  and  went  on  with  them  to  the  east- 
ward; that  the  defendant  followed  him,  and  might  have  ar- 
rested him  at  Northampton,  but  declined  it,  because  he  might 
attach  more  property  when  the  plaintiff  had  gone  further  on; 
that  the  defendant  arrested  him  at  Belchertown,  on  a  writ 
which  he  did  not  prosecute;  that  about  the  time  of  the  arrest, 
ind  also  after  the  plaintiff  was  in  custody,  he  repeatedly  uttered 
the  defamatory  words;  that  about  the  same  time  he  told  a  wit- 
asfcs  that  the  horses  were  not  his,  except  half  the  black  horse, 
b^t  that  it  was  best  to  use  policy. 

^>m  considering  the  report  of  the  evidence,  we  are  satisfied 
^  the  judge's  direction,  predicated  on  this  evidence,  was 
right.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  ever  supposed 
that  the  defamatory  words  were  true.  He  knew  that  all  the 
horses  were  the  plaintiff's,  except  the  black  horse,  and  of  him 
that  the  plaintiff  was  part  owner;  this  he  declared,  but  said  it 
was  necessary  to  use  policy.  Indeed,  the  inference  is,  that  he 
knew  that  the  words  were  not  true;  for  at  Mills's  he  did  not 
charge  the  plaintiff  with  the  theft,  but  attempted  to  settle  the 
dispute,  and  offered  to  arbitrate  it.  Afterwards,  when  he  has 
had  time  for  reconsideration,  and  to  obtain  the  information  of 
counsel  as  to  the  law  as  applied  to  the  facts,  he  comes  into 
court,  and  publicly  puts  the  slander  on  record. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  a  new  trial  be  not  granted,  and  that 
judgment  be  rendered  according  to  the  verdict,  with  the  addi- 
tional damages  and  costs,  as  consented  to  by  the  defendant  in 
his  agreement  on  file. 


Coffin  v.  Coffin. 

[4  Mam.  1.] 

Frudom  of  Debate  in  Legislative  Bodies.— The  freedom  of  delib- 
eration, speech  and  debate  assured  by  the  constitution  to  each  branch 
of  the  legislature,  is  particularly  the  privilege  of  the  individual  mem* 
ben  rather  than  of  the  house  as  an  organized  body;  and  being  derived 
from  the  will  of  the  people,  the  members  are  entitled  to  this  privilege, 
even  against  the  will  of  the  house. 
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Same. — The  constitutional  provision  securing  such  freedom  should  be  con- 
strued liberally,  so  its  full  design  may  be  answered;  thus  extending  it 
to  every  act  resulting  from  the  nature  of  the  member's  office,  and  done 
in  the  execution  of  it,  and  exempting  him  from  a  liability  for  every- 
thing said  or  done  by  him  as  a  representative,  whether  according  to 
the  rules  of  the  house  or  not 

Privileged  Expressions.— A  representative  is  not  liable  for  defamation 
when  the  words  charged  were  uttered  in  the  execution  of  his  official 
duty,  and  although  spoken  maliciously;  nor  if  not  uttered  in  the  execu- 
tion of  his  official  duty,  and  not  maliciously,  nor  with  intent  to  defame, 

New  Trial  when  Damages  Excessive.— When  the  damages  found  by 
the  jury,  in  an  action  of  tort,  are  so  great  that  it  may  reasonably  be 
presumed  that  in  estimating  them  the  jury  did  not  exercise  a  sound 
discretion,  but  were  influenced  by  passion,  partiality,  prejudice  or  cor- 
ruption, the  court  may  set  aside  the  verdict  and  award  a  new  trial 

Action  of  slander.  The  principal  question  in  the  cause  was 
upon  the  construction  of  the  constitutional  provision  declaring 
that  the  freedom  of  deliberation,  speech  and  debate,  in  either 
house  of  the  legislature,  cannot  be  the  foundation  of  any  prose- 
cution or  action  in  any  other  court  or  place,  whatsoever.  The 
case  came  before  this  court  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection  of  the  judge,  and  of  excessive  damages, 
verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  two  thousand  dol- 
lars. 

The  facts  and  the  points  raised  by  counsel  are  stated  by  the 
chief  justice. 

Dexter  and  Attorney-general  BidtoeU*  for  the  defendant. 

B.  Whitman,  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  has  commenced  an 
action  on  the  case,  demanding  damages  of  the  defendant  for  an 
injury  to  his  character  committed  by  the  defendant,  in  mali- 
ciously uttering  and  publishing  defamatory  words,  which  import- 
ed that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  felony  by  robbing  the  Nan- 
tucket bank.  To  this  demand,  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty, 
and  also,  by  leave  of  the  court,  a  special  plea  in  bar,  justify- 
ing the  speaking  of  the  words,  because,  as  he  alleged  at  the 
time  when  they  were  spoken,  he  and  Benjamin  Russell  were  mem- 
bers of  the  house  of  representatives,  then  in  session;  and  that 
he  spoke  the  words  to  Russell  in  deliberation  in  the  house  con- 
cerning the  appointment  of  a  notary  public,  and  that  the  words 
had  relation  to  the  subject  of  their  deliberation.  The  plaintiff, 
in  his  replication,  denies  these  allegations,  and  avers  that  the 
words  were  spoken  by  the  defendant  of  his  own  wrong,  and 
without  such  cause  as  he  had  alleged,  and  tenders  an  issue  to 
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the  country.  The  defendant  dose  not  demur  to  the  replication, 
bat  joins  the  issue  thus  tendered. 

Both  the  issues  came  on  to  trial,  and  it  appeared  from  the 
evidence  that  when  the  words  were  spoken,  the  defendant  and 
EuBsell  were  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  then  in 
session.  The  occasion,  manner  and  circumstances  of  speaking 
them  are  thus  related  by  Russell,  the  witness:  He  having  some 
acquaintance  with  the  plaintiff,  and  thinking  highly  of  his  in- 
tegrity, was  applied  to  by  him  to  move  a  resolution  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  an  additional  notary  for  Nantucket,  the  town 
represented  by  the  defendant.  Russell  made  the  motion,  and 
had  leave  to  lay  the  resolution  on  the  table.  The  defendant  in 
his  place  inquired  where  Russell  had  the  information  of  the 
facts  on  which  the  resolution  was  moved.  The  witness  an- 
swered, from  a  respectable  gentleman  from  Nantucket.  The 
resolution  then  passed,  and  the  speaker  took  up  some  other 
business.    Russe'l  then  left  his  place,  and  was  standing  in  the 

Oeway  within  the  room  conversing  with  several  gentlemen, 
sfendant  leaving  his  place,  came  over  to  Russell,  and 
asked  him  who  was  the  respectable  gentleman  from  whom  he 
had  received  the  information  he  had  communicated  to  the 
house.  Russell  answered  carelessly,  he  was 'perhaps  one  of  his 
relations,  and  named  Coffin,  as  most  of  the  Nantucket  people 
were  of  that  name.  The  witness  then  perceiving  the  plaintiff 
sitting  behind  the  bar,  pointed  to  him,  and  informed  the  de- 
fendant he  was  the  man.  The  defendant  looked  towards  him, 
and  said:  "What,  that  convict?"  Russell,  surprised  at  the 
question,  asked  the  defendant  what  he  meant,  he  replied: 
"  Don't  thee  know  the  business  of  Nantucket  bank  ?"  Witness 
said  "yes,  but  he  was  honorably  acquitted."  The  defendant 
then  said:  "  That  did  not  make  him  less  guilty,  thee  knows." 
It  further  appears  that  this  conversation  passed  a  little  before 
one  o'clock,  that  the  election  of  notaries  was  not  then  before 
the  house,  but  was  made  that  afternoon,  or  the  next  day,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  candidate  for  that  office.  And  there 
is  no  evidence  that  the  resolution  laid  on  the  table  by  Russell, 
and  passed,,  or  the  subject-matter  of  it  was  ever  called  up  in 
the  house.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  report  that  it  was  con- 
tended by  the  defendant;  that  the  words  testified  to  did  not 
import  the  slander  charged  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  nor  is 
the  verdict  objected  to  on  that  ground;  the  judge,  therefore, 
directed  the  jury  that  if  they  believed  the  testimony,  the  plaint- 
iff had  maintained  the  first  issue.    But  the  defendant  insisted 
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that  the  evidence  supported  the  justification  contained  in  the 
bar,  and  that,  by  law,  the  second  issue  ought  to  be  found  for 
him. 

The  question  of  law,  therefore,  arises  od  the  second  issue. 
Both  parties  had  submitted  the  trial  of  this  issue  to  a  jury. 
The  issue  involved  both  law  and  fact,  and  the  jury  must  decide 
the  law  and  the  fact.  To  enable  them  to  settle  the  fact,  they 
were  to  weigh  the  testimony;  that  they  might  truly  decide  the 
law,  they  were  entitled  to  the  assistance  of  the  judge.  If  the 
judge  had  declined  his  aid  in  a  matter  of  law,  yet  the  jury  must 
have  formed  their  conclusion  of  law  as  correctly  as  they  were 
able.  But  the  judge  was  officially  obliged  to  declare  to  the  jury 
his  opinion  of  the  law.  If  this  be  denied,  as  a  matter  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  it  must  also  be  denied  that  the 
jury  were  legally  authorized  to  decide  on  the  law;  the  conse-, 
quence  of  which  would  be  that  when  any  defendant  representa- 
tive should  plead  his  privilege  in  bar,  whether  the  plea  be  true 
or  false,  cannot  be  inquired  into,  because  every  such  plea  must 
involve  both  law  and  fact;  and  the  judge  must  send  the  parties 
out  of  court. 

If  the  judge  was  officially  obliged  to  declare  the  law  to  the 
jury,  he  must  necessarily  take  notice  of  the  law  on  which  the 
defendant  relied,  and  give  it,  according  to  his  judgment,  a 
sound  construction,  applicable  to  the  issue  on  trial.  The  law 
relied  on  is  the  twenty-first  article  of  the  declaration  of  rights. 
This  article  he  was  obliged  to  notice  and  explain,  according  to 
what  he  judged  to  be  its  true  intent  and  effect.  If  there  had 
been  any  explanation  of  this  article  by  the  act  of  any  legislature, 
or  by  the  judgment  of  any  court,  constitutionally  obligatory  on 
courts  of  law,  such  explanation  is  law,  and  ought  to  have  gov- 
erned the  judge  in  his  construction  of  the  article.  It  is  not 
pretended  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  any  such  act  or  judgment 
existed.  The  only  aid  which  the  judge  could  receive  must  have 
been  derived  from  other  parts  of  the  constitution,  and  from  the 
principles  of  the  common  law,  by  which  sound  rules  of  con- 
struction are  established.  The  judge  accordingly  gave  to  the 
jury  hia  construction  of  the  article,  and  declared  to  them  his 
opinion  that  the  facts  did  not  in  law  maintain  the  issue  for  the 
defendant;  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

To  this  opinion  of  the  judge  the  defendant  excepted,  and 
moves  for  a  new  trial;  and  on  the  correctness  of  it  are  we  now 
to  decide.  As  the  jury  found  a  verdict  agreeably  to  the  judge's 
direction,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  they  were  influenced  by  it, 
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and  if  the  direction  was  wrong,  the  cause  ought  to  be  again 
tried  by  another  jury,  uninfluenced  by  an  erroneous  opinion  of 
the  judge  in  a  matter  of  law. 

The  twenty-first  article  of  the  declaration  of  rights  declares 
that:  "  The  freedom  of  deliberation,  speech  and  debate,  in 
either  house  of  the  legislature,  is  so  essential  to  the  rights  of 
the  people  that  it  cannot  be  the  foundation  of  any  accusation 
or  prosecution,  action  or  complaint,  in  any  other  court  or  place 
whatsoever."  On  this  article  the  defendant  relies  for  his  justi- 
fication. And  if  it  were  competent  for  the  judge  on  the  trial  to 
declare  his  opinion  of  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  it,  it  must 
be  competent  for  this  court  to  decide  whether  his  opinion  was 
or  was  not  legal;  or  the  defendant  can  have  no  relief  by  his 
motion,  unless  the  court  are  to  decide,  without  inquiry  or 
authority,  that  the  opinion  was  against  law.  But  I  know  of  no 
action  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court,  and  regularly  before 
it,  in  which  it  will  not  be  the  duty  of  the  judges  to  decide  all 
matters  of  law  arising  in  it,  so  far  as  the  court  is  competent  to 
decide  on  them,  according  to  their  own  apprehension  of  the  law. 
Otherwise  they  will  have  no  jurisdiction  of  legal  questions;  or 
they  must  act  as  ministerial  agents,  deciding  according  to  the 
▼ill  of  others. 

In  considering  this  article,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  privilege 
secured  by  it  is  not  so  much  the  privilege  of  the  house  as  an  or- 
ganized body,  as  of  each  individual  member  composing  it,  who 
is  entitled  to  this  privilege  even  against  the  declared  will  of  the 
house.  For  he  does  not  hold  this  privilege  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  house,  but  derives  it  from  the  will  of  the  people,  expressed 
in  the  constitution,  which  is  paramount  to  the  will  of  either  or 
both  branches  of  the  legislature.  In  this  respect,  the  privilege 
here  secured  resembles  other  privileges  attached  to  each  mem- 
ber by  another  part  of  the  constitution,  by  which  he  is  exempted 
from  arrests  on  mesne  (or  original)  process,  during  his  going  to, 
returning  from  or  attending  the  general  court.  Of  these  priv- 
ileges thus  secured  to  each  member,  he  cannot  be  deprived  by 
a  resolve  of  the  house  or  by  an  act  of  the  legislature.  These 
privileges  are  thus  secured,  not  with  the  intention  of  protecting 
the  members  against  prosecutions  for  their  own  benefit,  but  to 
support  the  rights  of  the  people,  by  enabling  their  representa- 
tives to  execute  the  functions  of  their  office  without  fear  of 
prosecutions,  civil  or  criminal.  I  therefore  think  that  the  arti- 
cle ought  not  to  be  construed  strictly,  but  liberally,  that  the 
full  design  of  it  may  be  answered.    I  will  not  confine  it  to  de- 
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livering  an  opinion,  uttering  a  speech,  or  haranguing  in  debate; 
but  will  extend  it  to  the  giving  of  a  vote,  to  the  irmlring  of  a 
wrilten  report,  and  to  every  other  act  resulting  from  the  nature 
and  in  the  execution  of  the  office;  and  I  would  define  the  arti- 
cle as  securing  to  every  member  exemption  from  prosecution 
for  everything  said  or  done  by  him  as  a  representative,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  functions  of  that  office,  without  inquiring 
whether  the  exercise  was  regular  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
house,  or  irregular  and  against  their  rules.  I  do  not  confine 
the  member  to  his  place  in  the  house;  and  I  am  satisfied  that 
there  are  cases  in  which  he  is  entitled  to  this  privilege  when  not 
within  the  walls  of  the  representatives'  chamber. 

He  cannot  be  exercising  the  functions  of  his  office  as  mem* 
ber  of  a  body  unless  the  body  be  in  existence.  The  house  must 
be  in  session  to  enable  him  to  claim  that  privilege;  and  it  is  in 
session,  notwithstanding  occasional  adjournments  for  short  in- 
tervals, for  the  convenience  of  its  members.  If  a  member, 
therefore,  be  out  of  the  chamber,  sitting  in  committee,  execut- 
ing the  commission  of  the  house,  it  appears  to  me  that  such 
member  is  within  the  reason  of  the  article,  and  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered within  the  privilege.  The  body  of  which  he  is  a  mem- 
ber is  in  session,  and  he,  as  a  member  of  that  body,  is  in  fact 
discharging  the  duties  of  his  office.  He  ought,  therefore,  to  be 
protected  from  civil  or  criminal  prosecutions  for  everything  said 
or  done  by  him  in  the  exercise  of  his  functions  as  a  representa- 
tive, in  committee,  either  in  debating,  in  assenting  to,  or  in 
draughting  a  report.  Neither  can  I  deny  the  member  his  priv- 
ilege when  executing  the  duties  of  his  office  in  a  convention  of 
both  houses,  although  the  convention  should  be  held  in  the 
senate  chamber.  To  this  construction  of  the  article,  it  is  ob- 
jected that  a  private  citizen  may  have  his  character  basely  de- 
famed without  any  pecuniary  recompense  or  satisfaction.  The 
truth  of  the  objection  is  admitted.  But  he  may  have  other 
compensation  awarded  to  him  by  the  house,  who  have  power, 
as  a  necessary  incident,  to  demand  of  any  of  its  members  a  re- 
traction or  apology,  of  or  for  anything  he  has  said  while  dis- 
charging the  duties  of  his  office,  either  in  the  house,  in  com- 
mittee, or  in  a  convention  of  the  two  houses,  on  pain  of  expul- 
sion. But  if  it  is  allowed  that  the  remedy  is  inadequate,  then  a 
private  benefit  must  submit  to  the  public  good.  The  injury  to 
the  reputation  of  a  private  citizen  is  of  less  importance  to  the 
commonwealth  than  the  free  and  unreserved  exercise  of  the  du- 
ties of  a  representative,  unawed  by  the  fear  of  legal  prosecu- 
tions. 
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A  more  extensive  construction  of  the  privileges  of  the  mem- 
bers secured  by  this  article  I  cannot  give;  because  it  cannot  be 
supported  by  the  language  or  the  manifest  intent  of  the  article. 
When  a  representative  is  not  acting  as  a  member  of  the  house, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  any  privileges  above  his  fellow-citizens; 
nor  are  the  rights  of  the  people  affected  if  he  is  placed  on  the 
same  ground  on  which  his  constituents  stand.  He  is  secured 
the  liberty  of  traveling  to  the  house,  of  attending  his  duties 
there,  of  exercising  the  functions  of  his  office  as  a  member,  and 
of  returning  home.  But  so  careful  were  the  people  in  providing 
that  the  privileges  which  they  for  their  own  benefit  had  se- 
cured to  their  representatives,  should  not  unreasonably  preju- 
dice the  rights  of  private  citizens,  that  a  member  may  be 
arrested  upon  execution  in  a  civil  suit,  in  cases  where  he  could 
not  be  lawfully  arrested  on  original  or  mesne  process.  And 
that  offenses  against  law  may  be  duly  and  seasonably  punished, 
this  privilege  is  not  extended  to  arrests  on  criminal  prosecu- 
tions, in  any  case  where  by  law  the  member  may  be  prosecuted 
as  a  criminal. 

If  this  very  liberal  construction  of  the  twenty-first  article  be 
just;  if  it  be  warranted  by  its  language;  if  it  be  consonant  to  its 
manifest  intent  and  design,  the  question  before  the  court  lies  in 
a  narrow  compass.  Was  Coffin,  the  defendant,  in  speaking  the 
defamatory  words,  executing  the  duties  of  his  office?  Or,  in 
other  language,  was  he  acting  as  a  representative  ?  If  he  was, 
he  is  entitled  to  the  privilege  he  claims;  if  he  was  not,  but  was 
acting  as  a  private  citizen,  as  a  private  citizen  he  must  answer. 

Upon  information  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  Russell,  a  mem- 
ber, he  had  moved  a  resolution  providing  for  the  choice  of 
another  notary  for  Nantucket;  and  on  Russell's  stating  that  his 
information  was  from  a  respectable  person  from  that  place,  the 
resolution  had  passed;  the  house  had  proceeded  to  other  busi- 
ness; and  the  subject-matter  of  the  resolution,  or  of  the  infor- 
mation, was  not  in  fact  before  the  house,  although  it  is  certain 
that  any  member  might  have  moved  to  rescind  the  resolution. 
Russell,  his  brother  member,  was  in  the  passage-way,  convers- 
ing with  several  gentlemen,  the  defendant  came  to  him,  and 
inquired  the  name  of  Russell's  informant,  who,  he  had  de- 
clared was  a  respectable  gentleman  from  Nantucket.  Was  this 
inquiry,  thus  made,  the  act  of  a  representative  discharging  his 
duty,  or  of  a  private  citizen  to  gratify  his  curiosity  ?  It  was 
the  former,  says  the  defendant's  counsel.  Whether  it  was  or  was 
not,  certainly  it  was  innocent.    But  to  pursue  the  evidence; 
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the  defendant  was  answered,  whatever  was  his  motive,  he  had 
received  the  information.  If  upon  it  he  intended  again  to 
call  up  the  resolution,  he  might  have  done  it.  But  no  motion 
for  that  purpose  was  ever  made.  He  then  utters  to  Russell  the 
defamatory  words.  What  part  of  his  legislative  duty  was  he 
now  performing?  It  is  said  that  he  might  apprehend  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  candidate  for  the  office  of  notary,  and  that  his 
motive  might  be  to  dissuade  Russell  from  giving  him  his  vote. 
But  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  supposed  the 
plaintiff  to  be  a  candidate,  and  it  is  in  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  a  candidate.  It  is  also  apparent  that  the  de- 
fendant believed  that  Russell  was  not  ignorant  of  the  indictment 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  of  his  acquittal.  I  cannot,  therefore, 
assign  to  the  defendant  any  other  motive  for  his  indiscreet 
language,  but  to  correct  Russell  for  giving  to  the  plaintiff  the 
appellation  of  a  respectable  gentleman,  and  to  justify  the  cor- 
rection by  asserting  that  an  honorable  acquittal,  by  the  verdict 
of  a  jury,  is  not  evidence  of  innocence.  It  is  not,  therefore, 
possible  for  me  to  presume  that  the  defendant,  in  using  thus 
publicly  the  defamatory  words,  even  contemplated  that  he  was 
in  the  discharge  of  any  official  duty.  This  inquiry  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  his  replies,  might  have  been  made,  for  all  the 
purposes  intended  by  him,  in  State  street,  or  in  any  other  place, 
as  well  as  in  the  representatives'  chamber;  and  it  is  not  easy  for 
me  to  conceive  that  any  language  or  conduct  of  a  representa- 
tive must  be  considered  as  official,  merely  because  he  chooses 
the  representatives'  chamber  for  the  scene. 

But  it  has  been  urged  that  the  privilege  must  extend  to  a 
representative  giving  information  to  a  brother  member,  on  any 
subject  before  the  house,  or  which  may  be  expected  to  come 
before  the  house;  for  the  information  may  be  necessary  to  en- 
able the  member  informed  to  discharge  his  official  duty  with 
ability  and  propriety.  Without  remarking  the  essential  dis- 
tinction between  a  man's  seeking  information  on  subjects 
relating  to  his  office,  and  his  actual  execution  of  its  functions, 
and  without  observing  the  extreme  difficulty  of  supposing  that 
defamatory  words,  maliciously  uttered,  can  ever  be  considered 
as  useful  information,  I  do  clearly  admit  that  a  representative 
will  certainly  be  entitled  to  his  privilege  in  all  cases,  where  he 
shall  give  information  in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duty, 
although  the  manner  may  be  irregular  and  against  the  rules 
of  the  house.  But  when  a  representative  pleads  his  privilege, 
to  entitle  himself  to  it,  it  must  appear  that  some  language  or 
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conduct  of  his,  in  the  character  of  a  representative,  is  the 
foundation  of  the  prosecution,  for  in  no  other  character  can  he 
claim  the  privilege.  But  in  actions  for  defamatory  words 
against  a  member,  he  may,  in  cases  to  which  his  privilege  does 
not  extend,  defend  himself  like  any  other  citizen,  by  proving  that 
the  words  were  spoken  for  a  justifiable  purpose,  not  maliciously, 
nor  with  a  design  to  defame  the  character  of  any  man.  And 
this  defense  will  avail  every  man  charged  with  slander,  although 
it  may  be  that  the  words  uttered  are  not  true.  I  do  not,  there- 
fore, consider  any  citizen  who  is  a  representative,  answerable 
in  a  prosecution  for  defamation,  where  the  words  charged  were 
uttered  in  the  execution  of  his  official  duty,  although  they  were 
spoken  maliciously  with  an  intent  to  defame  the  character  of  any 
person.  And  I  do  consider  a  representative  holden  to  answer 
for  defamatory  words  spoken  maliciously,  and  not  in  discharg- 
ing the  functions  of  his  office.  But  to  consider  every  malicious 
slander  uttered  by  a  citizen  who  is  a  representative,  as  within 
his  privilege,  because  it  was  uttered  in  the  walls  of  the  repre- 
sentatives' chamber  to  another  member,  but  not  uttered  in  exe- 
cuting his  official  duty,  would  be  to  extend  the  privilege  farther 
than  was  intended  by  the  people,  or  than  is  consistent  with 
sound  policy,  and  Would  render  the  representatives'  chamber  a 
sanctuary  for  calumny,  an  effect  which  never  has  been,  and,  1 
confidently  trust,  never  will  be,  endured  by  any  house  of  rep- 
resentatives of  Massachusetts. 

It  has  been  said  that,  although  the  judge  at  the  trial  had  no 
other  information  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  defendant's 
privileges  but  what  he  derived  from  the  constitution;  yet,  that 
since  the  trial  on  the  first  of  March  instant,  the  house  passed  a 
resolution  declaratory  of  the  privileges  of  its  members,  to 
which  declaration  we  are  obliged  to  conform  in  our  judgments; 
because  the  house  is  to  judge  exclusively  of  its  own  privileges. 
That  the  house  is  to  judge  exclusively  of  its  privileges  for  cer- 
tain intents  and  purposes,  is  very  certain;  but  if  it  is  to  exclude 
courts  of  law  from  judging  of  the  privileges  of  its  members  in 
every  case,  the  consequences  would  be  unfortunate  to  the  mem- 
bers. If  a  member  in  any  action  pleads  his  privilege,  he  sub- 
mits it  to  the  judgment  of  the  court;  and  if  it  be  allowed,  it  is 
by  virtue  of  the  judgment  of  the  court.  All,  therefore,  which 
the  court  could  do  upon  such  an  hypothesis,  would  be  to  reject 
the  plea,  lest,  in  judging  of  it,  it  should  invade  the  privileges 
of  the  house.  • 

The  resolution  declares  that  words  spoken  by  any  member 
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within  the  walls  of  the  house,  relative  to  any  subject  under 
their  consideration,  either  in  their  separate  capacity  or  in  a 
convention  of  both  branches  of  the  legislature;  whether  the 
member  speaking  such  words  addresses  himself  in  debate  to 
the  chair,  or  deliberates,  or  advises  with  another  member  re- 
specting such  subject — are  alone  and  exclusively  cognizable  by 
the  house;  and  that  for  any  other  tribunal  to  take  cognizance  of 
words  thus  spoken,  would  be  a  violation  of  the  twenty-first 
article  of  the  constitution.  And  the  words  relied  on  for  the 
defendant  are,  "  whether  the  member  speaking  such  words 
addresses  himself  to  the  chair,  or  deliberate  or  advises  with 
another  member  respecting  such  subject."  As  it  is  admitted 
by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  this  court  is  competent  to  con- 
strue the  twenty-first  article,  in  order  to  decide  whether  the 
facts  in  the  case  bring  the  defendant  within  it,  so  also  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  court  is  competent  to  construe  this  resolution 
for  the  same  purpose.  The  resolution,  judging  from  the  face 
of  it,  does  not  appear  to  be  an  act  of  the  house  in  any  case  of 
contempt  on  trial  before  it,  but  to  be  a  general  declaration  of 
the  privileges  secured  to  the  members  by  the  twenty-first  article 
of  the  constitution;  because  it  is  declared  that  an  invasion  of 
these  privileges  would  be  a  violation  of  that  article.  I  consider 
the  house,  therefore,  as  defining  the  constitutional  privileges  of 
its  members,  relating  to  words  spoken  to  by  them.  In  this 
declaration  the  words  must  be  spoken  on  a  subject  before  the 
house,  and  either  addressed  to  the  chair,  or  by  one  member  to 
another  by  way  of  deliberation  and  advice  on  the  same  subject. 
In  either  case  the  words  must  be  spoken  officially,  although  in 
the  latter  case  they  may  be  spoken  in  a  disorderly  and  irregular 
manner.  The  house  has  not,  therefore,  claimed  any  privileges 
for  its  members,  when  prosecuted  for  slander,  unless  the  words 
charged  were  spoken  officially  in  the  character  of  a  representa- 
tive. This  inference  is  inevitable,  unless  it  should  be  unreason* 
ably  concluded  that  one  member  could  deliberate  or  advise 
with  another  member,  on  a  subject  before  the  house,  having 
abandoned  his  official  duty,  and  acting  as  a  private  citizen. 
Whether  I  do  or  do  not  allow  to  the  resolution  thus  passed  the 
force  of  law,  I  am  satisfied  that  it  claims  no  privileges,  but 
what  are  secured  to  the  members  by  the  constitution,  of  which, 
as  far  as  it  extends,  it  is  in  affirmance.  The  resolution  does 
not  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  aid  the  defendant;  for  it  appears, 
from  the  facts  in  the  case,  that  the  defamatory  words  charged 
on  the  defendant  were  not  spoken  by  him  on  a  subject  before 
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the  house,  either  in  an  address  to  the  chair,  or  by  way  of  delib- 
eration or  advice  with  another  member. 

It  has  been  urged  that  a  declaration  of  privileges  made  by 
the  house,  whether  those  privileges  do  or  do  not  belong  to  it, 
bas  the  force  of  law,  and  is  obligatory  in  all  cases  on  the  courts 
of  justice.  A  declaration  of  that  nature  is  not  now  before  us; 
for  I  am  satisfied  that  the  house  has  all  the  privileges  claimed 
by  its  resolution.  Whenever  a  declaration  shall  be  made  by 
the  house  claiming  privileges  not  belonging  to  it,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  judges  of  a  court  of  law,  let  the  judges  then  decide  the 
question.  The  merits  of  it  must  depend  on  a  careful  consid- 
eration of  the  constitution,  with  a  due  regard  to  the  privileges 
and  prerogatives  of  the  house  resulting  from  it.  On  this  sub- 
ject I  give  no  opinion;  but  from  the  observations  I  have  already 
made,  it  may  not  be  improper  to  declare  that  if  it  had  appeared 
to  me  that  the  words  charged  on  the  defendant  had  been  offi- 
cially spoken  by  him  without  the  walls  of  the  representatives' 
chamber,  either  in  a  convention  of  the  two  houses  holden  in 
the  senate  chamber,  or  in  a  committee,  while  executing  the 
commission  of  the  house  then  in  session,  as  1  am  now  advised, 
I  would  have  allowed  him  his  privilege,  although  by  the  resolu- 
tion produced,  the  house  seem  to  confine  its  privileges  to  words 
spoken  within  the  walls  of  the  representatives'  chamber. 

But  the  danger  of  conflicting  jurisdictions  has  been  insisted 
on  with  much  ability  and  eloquence,  if  we  should  support  the 
present  action.  I  am  sensible  that  where  a  conflict  of  final 
jurisdictions  exists  in  any  state,  there  must  be  a  defect  in  the 
laws  of  that  state.  In  my  opinion,  this  state  is  not  liable  to 
the  opprobrium;  for  I  do  not  conceive  that  final  conflicting 
jurisdictions  here  are  consistent  either  with  our  constitution  or 
statutes. 

To  introduce  examples  from  the  British  house  of  commons 
cannot  much  illustrate  the  subject.'  The  privileges  of  that 
house  are  not  derived  from  any  written  constitution,  but  have 
been  acquired  by  the  successful  struggles  of  centuries,  directed 
either  against  the  monarchy  or  an  hereditary  aristocracy.  The 
exertions  of  the  commons  have  generally  been  popular,  because 
the  people  were  supposed  to  reap  the  fruits  of  them.  In  this 
state,  we  have  a  written  constitution,  formed  by  the  people,  in 
which  they  have  denned,  not  only  the  powers,  but  the  privi- 
leges of  the  house,  either  by  express  words,  or  by  necessary 
implication.  A  struggle  for  privileges  in  this  state  would  be  a 
contest  against  the  people,  to  wrest  from  them  what  they  have 
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oot  chosen  to  grant.  And  it  may  be  added  that  the  grant  of 
privileges  is  a  restraint  on  the  rights  of  private  citizens,  which 
cannot  be  further  restrained  but  by  some  constitutional  law. 
These  principles  are  perfectly  consistent  with  the  resolution  of 
the  house,  which  is  not  a  claim  of  any  further  privileges  not 
granted  by  the  constitution,  but  a  description  of  some,  and  only 
of  some,  privileges  there  granted. 

I  consider  the  house  of  representatives  not  only  as  an  integral 
branch  of  the  legislature,  and  as  an  essential  part  of  the  two 
houses  in  convention,  but  also  as  a  court  having  final  and  ex- 
clusive cognizance  of  all  matters  within  its  jurisdiction,  for  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  vested  with  jurisdiction.  It  has 
jurisdiction  of  the  election  of  its  members;  of  the  choice  of  its 
officers;  of  its  rules  of  proceeding;  and  of  all  contempts  against 
the  house;  either  in  its  presence,  or  by  violating  the  constitu- 
tional privileges  of  its  members.  When  the  house  is  proceed- 
ing as  a  court,  it  has  exclusively  authority  to  decide  whether 
the  matter  before  it  be  or  be  not  within  its  jurisdiction,  without 
the  legal  control  of  any  other  court.  As  to  contempts,  the 
house  proceeds  against  the  offender  to  punish  the  contempt. 
Courts  of  law  proceed  to  punish  offenses  against  the  state,  and 
to  redress  private  wrongs.  The  same  act  may  be  a  contempt 
against  the  house,  an  offense  against  the  state,  and  an  injury  to 
an  individual;  and  in  all  these  respects  proceedings  may  be  had 
against  the  offender. 

When  the  house  decides  in  a  question  of  election,  it  can  con- 
clusively decide  on  the  right  of  voting  claimed  by  any  elector, 
so  far  afe  is  necessary  to  settle  the  election.  But  an  elector  il- 
legally deprived  of  his  rights  of  voting,  may  demand  redress  for 
this  wrong  against  the  selectmen  by  a  suit  at  law.  This  was 
decided  in  the  cases  of  Gardiner  and  Kilham  v.  Selectmen  of 
Salem,  2  Mass.  236,  244;  where  the  only  defense  set  up  was, 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  right  to  vote.  Upon  this  question, 
the  judgments  of  both  courts,  however  rendered,  could  be 
executed  without  any  interference.  Let  me  illustrate  the  sub- 
ject by  supposing  a  case  or  two :  A  member  is  assaulted  in  the 
town  in  which  the  house  is  in  session,  and  is  cruelly  beaten,  for 
words  spoken  in  the  house  in  the  execution  of  his  duty.  The 
house  may  proceed  against  the  assailant  for  a  contempt;  and 
cannot  the  member  prosecute  him  at  law  for  damages?  And  may 
not  the  grand  jury  indict  him  for  a  breach  of  the  peace?  And 
neither  can  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of  law  control  the 
proceedings  of  the  house;   nor   can   the  proceedings    of  the 
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house  control  the  courts  of  law.  The  judgments  of  each 
court,  whatever  may  be  the  result,  can  be  executed  without  any 
interference.  Suppose  a  public  officer  indicted  for  extortion, 
and  upon  trial  acquitted  at  law;  cannot  he  afterwards  be  con- 
victed by  the  senate  on  an  impeachment?  Both  judgments 
may  be  executed  without  interference.  The  courts  of  law  pro- 
ceed to  punish  the  offender,  and  he  is  acquitted.  The  power 
of  the  senate  is  censorial,  and  exercised  to  preserve  purity  in 
office.  If  it  should  be  supposed  that  the  senate  cannot  proceed 
after  an  acquittal  at  law,  it  should  be  remembered  that,  by  the 
express  provision  of  the  constitution,  courts  of  law  may  proceed 
after  a  conviction  in  senate;  and  in  the  proceedings  at  law  the 
the  jury  may  acquit;  and  it  could  not  have  been  intended  to 
place  the  senate  as  subordinate  to  a  court  of  law.  The  true 
design  of  that  provision  was  a  mere  cautionary  declaration  that 
the  proceedings  in  the  senate  were  not  to  punish  offenders 
against  the  state,  but  for  a  different  end.  And  I  would  add 
that,  in  the  present  case,  if  the  house,  of  which  the  defendant 
was  a  member,  had  proceeded  against  the  plaintiff  for  a  con- 
tempt in  suing  this  action — whatever  had  been  the  result  of  its 
proceedings,  this  court  could  not  have  interfered,  or  granted 
any  relief  until  the  sentence  had  been  performed.  And  as  this 
judgment  could  not  have  affected  those  proceedings,  so  neither 
could  those  proceedings  have  controlled  the  authority  of  this 
court.  The  two  courts  are  independent,  and  have  each  ex- 
clusive cognizance  of  the  matters  within  its  jurisdiction;  and 
although  the  transaction  animadverted  on  may  be  the  same, 
yet  the  proceedings  are  for  different  purposes,  and  the  judg- 
ments of  both  courts  may  be  executed  without  any  interference. 
There  cannot,  therefore,  be  any  conflict  of  jurisdictions.  Ex- 
treme cases  of  the  abuse  of  power,  either  in  the  house  of 
representatives,  or  in  this  court,  may  be  imagined;  but  they 
are  not  to  be  argued  from,  to  influence  legal  decisions. 

Since  the  argument  of  this  cause,  1  have  examined  the  sub- 
ject with  as  much  attention  as  I  have  been  able  to  give  to  it, 
amidst  all  the  business  of  the  court  pressing  on  us,  with  a 
strong  disposition  to  guard  the  privileges  of  the  house  and  of 
its  members,  because  their  privileges  are  essential  to  the  rights 
of  the  people,  and  ought  to  be  supported  by  every  good  citi- 
zen ,  according  to  their  true  limits.  From  this  examination  I  am 
satisfied  that,  whatever  may  be  our  decision  of  the  question,  it 
is  within  our  jurisdiction  thus  brought  before  us;  and  that  no 
breach  of  the  privileges  of  the  house,  or  a  conflict  with  its 
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jurisdiction,  can  result  from  our  determination.  I  am  con- 
vinced, after  much  consideration,  that  the  facts  presented  by 
the  case  do  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  the  privilege  which  he 
claims;  and  that,  for  this  cause,  the  verdict  ought  not  to  be  set 
aside.  Under  this  impression,  to  give  a  different  opinion  would 
be  a  desertion  of  a  solemn  duty,  and  a  gross  prevarication  with 
my  own  conscience. 

Sedgwick,  Sewall,  Thatcher  and  Parker,  JJ.,  concurred. 

On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  had 
given  excessive  damages,  the  following  opinion  was  given  by 
Parsons,  C.  J. :  The  court  having  given  their  opinion  that  the 
verdict  ought  not  to  be  set  aside  for  the  misdirection  of  the 
judge,  the  defendant  now  moves  for  a  new  trial,  because  the 
damages  found  by  the  jury  are  excessive.    That  a  verdict  may 
be  set  aside  for  excessive  damages,  there  can  be  no  doubt;  and 
it  may  be  done  in  two  cases;  one  case  is  where  the   law  recog- 
nizes some  fixed  rules  and  principles  in  measuring  the  dam- 
ages, whence  it  may  be  known  that  there  is  an  error  in  the 
verdict.     In  this  case  are  included  actions  on  contracts,  or  for 
torts  done  to  property,  the  value  of  which  may  be  ascertained 
by  evidence.     The  other  case  includes  actions  for  personal  in- 
juries,  where  no  rules  are  prescribed  by  law  for  ascertaining  the 
damages,  but  from  the  exorbitancy  of  them  the  court  must  con- 
clude that  the  jury  acted  from  passion,  partiality,  or  corruption 
— causes  which  naturally  produce  error  or  injustice.     But  to 
enable  the  court  to  draw  this  conclusion,  it  is  not  enough  that 
in  their  opinion  the  damages  are  too  high,  or  that  much  less 
damages  would  have  been  a  sufficient  satisfaction  to  the  plaintiff; 
for  the  law  has  not  intrusted  the  court  with  a  discretion  to 
estimate  the  damages,  but  has  devolved  the  power  on  a  jury, 
as  a  matter  of  sentiment  and  feeling,  to  be  exercised  by  them 
according  to  their  sound  discretion,  duly  weighiug  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  and  considering  the  state,  degree,  qual- 
ity, trade  or  profession,  as  well  of  the  party  injured  as  of  him 
who  did  the  injury.    Judges,  therefore,  should  be  very  cautious 
how  they  overthrow  verdicts,  given  by  twelve  men  on  their 
oaths,  on  the  ground  of  excessive  damages. 

But  as  excessive  damages  may  be  a  good  cause  for  setting 
aside  a  verdict  in  an  action  for  a  personal  injury,  it  may  be 
proper  to  consider  when  damages  are,  for  this  purpose,  to  be 
adjudged  by  the  court  to  be  excessive.  In  Wilford  v.  Berkley, 
1  Burr.  609,  the  principle  stated  is,  that  the  magnitude  of  the 
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damages  must  be  such  thai  the  court  can  manifestly  see  that 
the  jury  have  been  outrageous  in  giving  such  damages  as  greatly 
exceeded  the  injury.  A  verdict  must  be  set  aside  for  excessive 
damages,  if  they  are  such  as  are  unreasonable  and  outrageous, 
and  which  all  mankind  might  at  first  blush  see  to  be  unreason- 
able: Leeman  v.  AUen,  2  Wils.  160.  And  it  must  be  a  glaring 
ease,  indeed,  of  outrageous  damages  in  a  tort,  and  which  all 
mankind  at  first  blush  must  think  so,  to  induce  the  court  to 
grant  a  new  trial  for  excessive  damages :  Huckle  v.  Money,  2  Wils. 
205.  In  the  case  of  Boardman  v.  Carrington  etaL,  2  Wils.  244, 
it  is  observed  by  the  court,  that  there  is  great  difference  be- 
tween cases  where  damages  may  be  seen,  as  in  promises  or 
trespass  for  goods,  and  where  the  damages  are  matters  of 
opinion  and  speculation,  and  are  ideal,  that  the  judges  are  to 
advise,  and  not  to  control  juries;  and  when  a  verdict  is  set  aside 
for  excessive  damages,  it  must  be  in  a  case  where  the  damages 
are  monstrous  and  enormous  indeed,  and  such  as  all  mankind 
will  be  ready  to  exclaim  against  at  first  blush.  It  is  admitted  in 
the  case  of  Gilbert  v.  Burtenshaw,  Cowper,  280,  which  was  cited  at 
the  bar,  that  verdicts  may  be  set  aside  for  excessive  damages,  when 
their  magnitude  manifestly  shows  the  jury  to  have  been  actuated 
by  passion,  partiality  or  prejudice.  But  it  is  observed  that  it 
is  by  no  means  to  be  done  because  the  court  may  feel,  that  if 
they  had  been  on  the  jury,  they  would  have  given  less  damages, 
or  because  they  may  think  that  the  jury  would  have  discharged 
their  duty  by  giving  a  less  sum;  and  that  of  all  the  cases 
delivered  to  a  jury,  none  is  more  emphatically  left  to  their 
sound  discretion  than  an  action  of  slander;  and  unless  it  ap- 
pears that  the  damages  are  flagrantly  outrageous  and  extrav- 
agant, it  is  difficult  for  the  court  to  draw  a  line. 

The  result  of  these  cases  seems  clearly  to  settle  the  principles 
which  are  to  govern  the  court  in  setting  aside  a  verdict  for  ex- 
cessive damages  in  an  action  for  a  personal  injury.  When  the 
damages  are  so  great  that  it  may  reasonably  be  presumed  that 
the  jury,  in  assessing  them,  did  not  exercise  a  sound  discretion, 
but  were  influenced  by  passion,  partiality,  prejudice  or  corrup- 
tion, the  court  may  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  send  the  cause  to 
another  jury  for  revision. 

Let  us  now  consider  the  evidence,  so  far  as  it  can  be  collected 
from  the  record  and  the  judge's  report: 

The  words  uttered  imported  a  charge  of  a  heinous  crime,  a 
felonious  robbery  of  the  Nantucket  Bank.  They  were  not 
spoken  privately,  but  in  the  chamber  of  the  house  of  representa- 
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tives,  and  in  the  hearing  of  some  people  there,  for  Kussell  was 
interrupted  by  the  defendant  when  conversing  with  several  gen* 
tlemen.  The  defendant  was  in  a  respectable  and  honorable 
station,  representing  in  the  legislature  the  town  of  Nantucket. 
And  there  is  no  evidenoe  of  the  condition,  circumstances  or  pro- 
fession of  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant's  counsel  have  argued  that  the  damages  are  ex- 
cessive on  three  grounds:  That  it  appears  from  the  record  that 
the  jury,  at  the  common  pleas  in  Nantucket,  assessed  the  dam- 
ages at  fifteen  dollars  only;  that  the  defendant  did  not  wantonly 
seek  occasion  for  uttering  the  slander,  but  that  it  was  offered  by 
the  language  the  witness  had  used  on  a  subject  recently  under 
consideration  of  the  house;  and  that  it  appears  that  the  plaint- 
iff, having  been  acquitted  of  the  crime  imputed  to  him,  was  not 
in  danger  of  being  prosecuted  criminally  in  consequence  of  the 
defamation. 

The  first  argument  cannot  have  any  weight,  because  we  have 
no  knowledge  of  the  evidence  offered  to  the  former  jury,  and 
can,  therefore,  form  no  opinion  of  the  impression  which  the 
injury  the  plaintiff  complained  of  ought  to  have  made  on  their 
minds.  And  if  we  could  presume  that  they  had  the  same  evi- 
dence that  was  given  to  the  last  jury,  yet  it  is  an  established 
rule  of  law  that  the  jury  on  the  appeal  are  obliged  to  try  the 
cause  uninfluenced  by  any  former  verdict. 

The  circumstance  relied  on  in  the  second  argument  does  not 
appear  to  us  to  have  much,  if  any,  tendency  to  mitigate  the 
damages.  Russell  had  declared  that  his  information  was  from 
a  respectable  gentleman,  an  epithet,  when  applied  to  the  plaint- 
iff, the  defendant  did  not  brook,  but  retorted  the  charge  of 
felony. 

The  last  circumstance  relied  on  by  the  defendant's  counsel 
certainly  had  a  tendency,  in  one  view  of  the  subject,  to  miti- 
gate the  damages,  for  the  reason  assigned  in  the  argument. 
But  upon  a  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances,  it  is  our 
opinion  that  its  tendency  was,  upon  the  whole,  to  aggravate  the 
damages.  The  plaintiff,  having  been  accused  of  felony,  had 
submitted  his  cause  to  his  country,  and  a  jury  had  acquitted 
him.  This  was  all  he  could  do  in  his  own  justification.  If  he  is 
not  now  to  be  considered  as  an  innocent  man,  he  has  no  other 
remedy,  no  other  hope.  This  public  declaration  of  his  inno- 
cence before  a  competent  and  impartial  tribunal,  he  has  a  right 
to  consider  not  only  as  a  defense  against  punishment,  but  as  a 
Bhield  against  calumny.     But  the  defendant,  as  far  as  in  him 
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lay,  would  disarm  him  of  his  defense,  and  expose  him,  helpless 
and  unprotected,  to  obloquy  and  disgrace.  He  cannot  have 
another  trial  for  the  offense;  and  when  he  seeks,  in  a  civil  ac- 
tion, a  compensation  for  the  injury,  he  ought  to  receive  a  lib- 
eral and  exemplary  satisfaction. 

There  is  no  objection  to  the  direction  of  the  judge  to  the 
jmy  on  the  subject  of  damages;  and  there  is  no  evidence  that 
they  had  been  tampered  with,  or  were  connected  with  either 
party,  or  were  influenced  by  any  bias  or  prejudice  to  either 
side.  The  cause  was  left  to  them,  under  all  the  circumstances 
either  party  thought  fit  to  lay  before  them;  and  they  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  assessing  his  damages  at  twenty-five 
hundred  dollars. 

Before  we  can  set  aside  this  verdict,  on  account  of  these 
damages,  we  must  infer  from  their  magnitude,  under  all  the  cup- 
cumstances  of  this  case,  that  the  jury  acted  intemperately,  or 
were  influenced  by  passion,  prejudice,  or  partiality.  To  make 
this  inference,  we  must  have  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  danv- 
ages  are  excessive:  2  Wils.  248,  and  in  our  opinion,  this  evi- 
dence is  not  before  us.  The  verdict,  therefore,  cannot  be  set 
aside. 

Were  we  impressed  with  a  belief  that  the  damages  were  too 
great,  and  that  a  less  sum  would  have  been  an  adequate  com- 
pensation to  the  plaintiff,  yet  whether  our  impression  or  the 
impression  of  the  jury  is  the  most  correct,  as  judges,  we  are 
not  authorized  to  determine.  The  plaintiffs  counsel  has  inti- 
mated that  he  did  not  wish  for  larger  damages  than  the  court 
should  think  reasonable,  as  the  object  of  his  client  in  the  prose- 
cution was  to  obtain  justice  for  his  character,  and  not  to  dis- 
pose of  it  for  money.  It  is  not  the  province  of  the  court  to 
advise  either  party;  but  as  the  jury  have  done  ample  justice 
to  plaintiff's  character,  we  are  satisfied  that  a  liberal  remission 
of  a  part  of  the  damages  could  not  in  any  manner  operate  to  the 
plaintiff's  dishonor. 

Unless  there  be  a  remission  of  part  of  the  damages,  judg- 
ment must  be  entered  according  to  the  verdict. 
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Putnam  v.  Sullivan. 

[4  Mam.  46  J 

Demand  of  Payment  when  Excused.— In  an  action  by  an  indorsee 
against  an  indoraer  of  a  promissory  note,  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to 
prove  a  demand  on  the  promisor,  where  it  appears  that  the  latter  had 
absconded  before  the  maturity  of  the  note. 

Fraudulent  Issue  of  Negotiable  Papeb.— Where  a  merchant  had 

.  intrusted  blank  indorsements  to  his  clerk,  and  one  by  false  pretenses 

obtained  and  used  them,  such  fraudulent  use  is  not  a  forgery,  nor  such 

a  fraud  as  will  discharge  the  indorser,  as  against  an  innocent  indorsee. 

Action  on  the  case  by  the  indorsees  against  the  indorsers  of 
a  promissory  note,  dated  December  1,  1804,  payable  to  the  de- 
fendants or  their  order  ninety  days  from  date,  with  grace.  A 
verdict  had  been  given  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  this  court  upon  the  judge's  report,  containing  the  following 
facts:  The  plaintiffs  were  innocent  indorsees  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  received  the  note  indorsed  in  blank;  the 
handwriting  of  the  promisor  and  indorsers  was  admitted;  the 
note  being  deposited  with  the  Boston  Bank  for  collection,  no- 
tice was  left  at  the  lodgings  of  the  promisor  by  the  messenger 
of  the  bank  on  the  twenty-eighth  February,  1805,  and  on  the 
third  March,  following,  W.  B.  Sullivan,  a  member  of  the  firm 
of  Jno.  L.  Sullivan  &  Co.,  the  defendants,  was  notified  that  the 
note  had  not  been  paid;  before  the  note  fell  due,  the  promisor 
absconded,  a  fact  known  to  all  the  parties  at  the  time. 
It  appeared  further,  that  during  the  absence  of  one  of 
the  defendants  in  Europe,  the  other,  about  December  1, 
1804,  having  occasion  to  go  to  Philadelphia,  intrusted  to  a. 
clerk  a  number  of  papers,  on  which  one  of  the  house  had  written 
the  name  of  the  firm  in  blank,  some  to  be  used  as  notes  in- 
dorsed by  the  house,  others  as  notes  in  which  the  house  were 
to  be  promisors.  These  papers  were  to  be  resorted  to  when 
money  was  needed  as  advances  on  sales  by  the  house  on  com- 
mission, or  for  the  renewal  of  the  notes  of  the  firm  due  at  the 
banks;  and  one  of  these  blanks  the  clerk  was  directed  to  de- 
liver to  the  promisor  upon  the  note  sued  in  this  action,  in  order 
to  renew  a  note  signed  by  him,  then  in  the  bank,  which  note 
the  firm  had  indorsed.  By  deception  and  contrivance  the 
promisor  obtained  from  the  clerk  four  blank  indorsements  of 
the  firm,  one  of  which  was  used  to  renew  the  note  at  the  bank; 
and  another  had  been  used  to  make  the  note  sued  on  in  this 
action 
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Deader  and  SuUivan,  for  the  defendants,  contended  that  there 

was   no    demand  of  payment  when  the  note  was  due;  that  the 

note  originated  in  fraud,  and  was  nerer  made  for  the  benefit  of 

the  promisor,  and  would  not  support  an  action:  Mead  v.  Young, 

i  T.  R.  28;  Master  et  al.  v.  Miller,  Id.  320;  that  the  note  was  an 

actual  forger^',  which  is  the  fraudulent  making  or  alteration  of 

a  writing,  with  intent  to  prejudice  another  man's  right,  and  is 

the  counterfeiting  a  man's  hand  so  as  to  give  the  appearance  of 

truth   to  a  deceit  and  falsity:  2  Bac.  Ab.  Forgery,  A;  8  Inst. 

171. 

Solicitor* general  Davis  and  C.  Davis,  for  the  plaintiff,  urged 
that  the  presentment  to  the  promisor  for  payment  was  unneces- 
sary, he  having  absconded  before  the  note  fell  due;  that  the 
defendants  could  not  impeach  the  note  in  the  hands  of  an  inno- 
cent indorsee;  that  the  note  would  have  been  good  in  the  hands 
o!  an  innocent  indorsee  for  value,  even  had  the  promisor  stolen 
it:  Miller  v.  Race,  1  Burr.  452;  that  it  was  through  the  defend- 
ant's negligence  that  the  promisor  had  been  enabled  to  commit 
the  fraud,  and  they  must  suffer:  Lickbarrow  v.  Mason,  2  T.  B. 
TO.   Moreover,  the  note  is  indorsed  in  blank,  is  transferable  by 
delivery  only,  the  possession  carrying  with  it  the  property:  1 
Salk.  126;  2  Show.  235;  3  Burr.  1516;  and  where  the  holder 
received  the  note  for  a  valuable  consideration,  bona  fide,  he  may 
recover  against  the  drawer,  acceptor  or  indorser  in  blank:  Kyd. 
102;  Peacock  v.  Rhodes  et  al.,  Doug.  632;  Miller  v.  Race;  Bus- 
*fiy.  Langstaffe,  Doug.  514. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  0.  J.  The  first  objection  made  by  the 
defendants  is  founded  on  a  want  of  a  demand  of  payment  on 
the  promisor  when  the  note  was  payable.  As  to  this  objection, 
the  facts  are,  that  on  the  first  day  of  grace,  which  was  the  last 
day  of  February,  notice  was  left  at  the  lodgings  of  the  promisor, 
that  the  note  would  be  due  on  the  last  day  of  grace,  with  a  re- 
quest to  pay  it  then;  but  it  also  appears  that  before  that  time 
it  was  known  to  the  parties  that  he  had  absconded,  and,  when 
the  note  was  payable,  he  was  not  to  be  found.  The  condition 
on  which  an  indorser  of  a  note  is  holden  is,  that  the  indorsee 
shall  present  the  note  to  the  promisor  when  due,  and  demand 
payment  of  it,  if  it  can  be  done  by  using  due  diligence.  Now, 
it  appears  that  when  the  note  in  this  case  was  due,  it  could  not 
be  presented  to  the  promisor  for  payment,  and  that  there  was 
no  neglect  in  the  indorsers.  We  are  all,  therefore,  satisfied 
that  the  indorsers  are  holden  on  their  indorsement  in  this  case, 
notwithstanding  there  was  no  demand  on  the  promisor. 
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The  second  objection  is,  that  the  defendants  did  not,  in  con- 
struction of  law,  indorse  this  note.  On  the  facts  in  this  case 
we  are  to  decide  who  shall  suffer  the  loss  of  the  money;  the 
plaintiffs,  who,  it  is  agreed,  are  innocent  indorsers,  or  the  de- 
fendants. It  is  objected  that  this  note  ought  to  be  considered 
as  a  forgery  of  the  names  of  the  indorsers;  because  a  note  was 
afterwards  written  on  the  face  of  the  paper  by  the  promisor, 
not  only  without  the  direction  or  consent  of  the  defendants, 
but  against  their  express  instruction;  and  therefore  that  it  was 
a  false  and  fraudulent  alteration  of  a  writing,  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  indorsers. 

This  objection  would  have  great  weight  if,  when  the  indorsers 
put  the  name  of  the  firm  on  the  paper,  they  had  not  intended 
that  something  should  afterwards  be  written,  to  which  the 
name  should  apply  as  an  indorsement;  for  then  the  paper  would 
have  been  delivered  over  unaccompanied  by  any  trust  or  con- 
fidence. If  the  clerk  had  fraudulently,  and  for  his  own  bene- 
fit, made  use  of  all  the  indorsements  for  making  promissory 
notes  to  charge  the  indorsers,  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  use, 
though  a  gross  fraud,  would  not  be  in  law  a  forgery,  but  a 
breach  of  trust.  And  for  the  same  reason,  when  one  of  these 
indorsements  was  delivered  by  the  clerk,  who  had  the  custody 
of  them,  to  the  promisor,  who  by  false  pretenses  had  obtained 
it,  the  fraudulent  use  of  it  would  not  be  a  forgery,  because  it 
was  delivered  with  the  intention  that  a  note  should  be  written 
on  the  face  of  the  paper  by  the  promisor,  for  the  purpose  of 
negotiating  it  as  indorsed  in  blank  by  the  house.  And  we  must 
consider  a  delivery  by  the  clerk,  who  was  intrusted  with  a 
power  of  using  these  indorsements  (although  his  discretion  was 
confined),  as  a  delivery  by  one  of  the  house,  whether  he  was 
deceived,  as  in  the  present  case,  or  had  voluntarily  exceeded 
his  direction.  For  the  limitation  imposed  on  his  discretion 
was  not  known  to  any  but  to  himself,  and  to  his  principals. 

It  is  further  objected  that  if  the  writing  of  this  note  under 
these  circumstances  is  not  a  forgery,  yet  it  is  such  a  fraud  as 
will  discharge  the  indorsers  against  an  innocent  indorsee.  The 
counsel  for  the  defendants  agree  that  generally  an  indorsement 
obtained  by  fraud  shall  hold  the  indorsers  according  to  the 
terms  of  it;  but  they  make  a  distinction  between  the  cases 
where  the  indorser,  through  fraudulent  pretenses,  has  been  in- 
duced to  indorse  the  note  he  is  called  on  to  pay,  and  where  he 
never  intended  to  indorse  a  note  of  that  description,  but  a 
different  note,  and  for  a  different  purpose. 
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Perhaps  there  may  be  cases  in  which  this  distinction  ought  to 
prevail,  as  if  a  blind  man  had  a  note  falsely  and  fraudulently 
read  to  him,  and  he  indorsed  it,  supposing  it  to  be  the  note 
read  to  him.  But  we  are  satisfied  that  an  indorser  cannot  avail 
himself  of  this  distinction,  but  in  cases  where  he  is  not  charge- 
able with  any  laches  or  neglect,  or  misplaced  confidence  in 
others.  Here,  one  of  two  innocent  parties  must  suffer.  The 
indorsees  confided  in  the  signature  of  the  defendants,  and  they 
could  have  no  reason  to  suppose  that  it  had  been  improperly 
obtained.  The  note  was  openly  offered  to  the  plaintiffs  by  a 
broker,  and  when  they  objected  on  account  of  the  absence  of 
both  the  indorsers,  they  were  answered,  on  the  information  of 
the  promisor,  whose  character  then  stood  fair,  that  blank  in* 
doraements  had  been  left  with  the  clerk,  and  that  the  indorsers 
had  before  indorsed  a  number  of  notes  for  the  same  person, 
which  had  been  negotiated  by  a  broker.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  loss  has  been  occasioned  by  the  misplaced  confidence  of  the 
indorsers  in  a  clerk  too  young  or  too  inexperienced  to  guard 
against  the  arts  of  the  promisor.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the 
blank  indorsements  had  not  been  deposited  with  the  brother  of 
the  partners,  who  was  directed  to  be  consulted  as  to  the  use  of 
them;  for  then  no  innocent  person  would  have  been  a  suffer*'* 

From  a  view  of  all  the  facts,  as  they  are  presented  to  us,  it  is 
our  opinion  that  the  indorsers  must  be  holden,  and  that  judg- 
ment must  be  entered  according  to  the  verdict,  with  the  addi- 
tional interest  agreed. 

In  forming  this  opinion,  we  have  been  necessarily  led  to  con- 
sider the  effect  of  a  different  opinion  on  the  commercial  part  of 
the  community.  How  far  it  is  common  for  merchants  to  in- 
trust their  clerks  with  blank  signatures  or  indorsements,  is  not 
known.  But  when  merchants  are  in  the  habit  of  indorsing  for 
each  other  at  the  banks,  it  is  very  common  to  put  their  names 
on  blank  paper,  and  deliver  them  to  the  party  to  be  accom- 
modated, for  the  express  purpose  of  obtaining  a  renewal  of  cer- 
tain notes,  when  they  become  due.  And  if  the  party  having 
these  signatures  should  employ  them  as  names  to  other  nego- 
tiable securities  not  contemplated,  and  the  signatures  should 
for  that  reason  be  void,  much  injury  might  result  to  innocent 
indorsers,  or  the  bank  discounts  would  be  greatly  embarrassed. 

This  case  is  particularly  noticed  by  writers  on  negotiable  instruments  on 

the  point  as  regards  the  liability  of  one  who  intrusts  an  agent  with  blank 

indorsements.    Thus  Parsons,  on  Notes  and  Bills,  notices  it  extensively, 

and  points  it  out  as  an  important  and  leading  case  on  this  head;  and 

Av.Dso.  Vol.  111—14 
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Daniel,  on  Negotiable  Instruments,  cites  it  frequently  on  the  same  point. 
It  is  cited  on  this  point  and  its  authority  recognized  in  Mussey  v.  Beecher, 
3  Cush.  519;  Riley  v.  Oerrish,  9  Id.  107;  Androscoggin  Bank  v.  Kimball,  10 
Id.  374;  Belknap  v.  National  Bank  of  North  America,  100  Mass.  381;  Roe  v. 
Jerome,  18  Conn.  157;  Cliemnng  Canal  Bank  v.  Bradner,  44  N.  Y.  686; 
CJiapman  v.  Rose,  56  Id.  143. 

On  the  point  as  to  a  necessity  for  a  demand,  it  is  noticed  in  Tasker  v. 
BartleU,  5  Cush.  363;  Pierce  v.  CaU,  12  Id.  192;  Rhett  v.  Pot,  2  How.  482; 
Fotter  v.  Julien,  24  N.  Y.  37. 


Wallis  v.  Wallis. 

[4  Mam.  135.] 

Consideration  for  Deed— Action  to  Recover  back.— A  grantor  by 
bargain  and  sale,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  sold  land  with  warranty, 
the  grantee  to  hold  from  the  grantor's  death.  It  was  held  that  during 
the  grantor's  life  no  action  would  lie  to  recover  back  the  consideration; 
although  an  action  on  the  covenant  would,  after  death  of  the  grantor, 
if  a  title  to  the  land  were  not  made  to  the  grantee  or  his  heirs. 

Covenant  to  stand  seised.— If  such  bargain  and  sale  be  made  by  a 
father  to  his  son,  a  consideration  of  natural  affection  from  the  relation 
of  the  parties  will  be  presumed  in  addition  to  the  valuable  considera- 
tion expressed- in  the  deed;  and  it  will  be  construed  as  a  convenant  cf 
the  grantor  to  stand  seised  to  his  own  use  during  life,  and  after  his 
death  to  the  use  of  the  grantee.  • 

Assumpsit.  The  action  was  originally  brought  by  plaintiffs 
testator,  and  on  his  decease  prosecuted  by  plaintiff.  The  case 
was  submitted  to  this  court  upon  the  following  statement  of 
facts:  On  the  eleventh  of  June,  1805,  defendant  by  his  deed 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff's  testator,  defendant's  son,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  a  certain  tract  of  land,  to  have  and  to  hold  after 
the  death  of  the  grantor,  the  consideration  of  four  hundred 
dollars  being  expressed  in  the  deed.  The  grantor  entered  into 
covenants  of  seisin  and  against  incumbrances,  except  his,  the 
grantor's,  right  to  the  use  and  improvement  of  the  land  during 
his  life,  and  also  of  warranty.  The  defendant  refused  to  permit 
the  testator  to  enter  under  the  said  deed;  and  this  action  was 
brought  to  recover  the  four  hundred  dollars  consideration  money, 
on  the  ground  that  nothing  'passed  by  the  deed. 

Hastings  and  Bigelow,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Dana,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  C.  J.  We  do  not  know  any  legal  prin- 
ciples on  which  this  action  can  be  supported.  The  money  was 
not  paid  through  mistake,  being  supposed  to  be  due  when  it 
was  not;  it  was  not  obtained  by  deceit,  fraud,  imposition  or 
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oppression;  nor  was  it  paid  upon  an  executory  contract,  which 
has  happened  to  fail,  or  which  has  been  or  might  be  lawfully 
disaffirmed  by  either  party.  The  most  that  can  be  urged  for 
the  plaintiff  is,  that  nothing  passed  by  the  deed,  as  it  was 
intended  to  convey  a  freehold  in  fuluro;  but  he  voluntar-ly 
paid  the  money  for  such  a  conveyance,  and  took  a  covenant 
from  the  grantor  that,  after  his  death,  the  grantee  and  his  heirs 
should  have  the  land;  which  covenant,  at  the  grantor's  death, 
may  be  broken,  and  the  foundation  of  an  action  for  damages,  if 
a  title  to  the  land  be  not  made  to  the  grantee  or  his  heirs. 

But  fortunately  for  the  grantee,  he  is  mistaken  in  the  con- 
struction of  his  deed.  For,  although  it  is  true  that  by  a  com- 
mon law  conveyance  a  freehold  cannot  be  conveyed  in  futuro, 
yet  by  a  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  uses,  such  conveyance  can 
be  effected.  And  every  deed  ought  to  be  construed,  if  it  be 
legally  possible,  so  as  to  effect  the  intent  of  the  parties.  In  ' 
this  case,  beside  the  valuable  consideration  expressed,  a  con- 
sideration of  natural  affection  may  be  averred  as  consistent 
with  it,  for  the  consanguinity  of  the  parties,  though  not  men- 
tioned in  the  deed,  is  agreed  in  the  case.  The  intent  of  the 
parties  is  clear,  and  there  is  a  covenant  of  the  grantor,  that 
after  bis  death  the  grantee  shall  have  the  land.  This  convey- 
ance is  therefore  to  be  considered,  in  law,  as  a  covenant  by  the 
grantor  to  stand  seised  of  the  land,  to  his  own  use  during  his 
life,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  use  of  the  grantee  and  his 
heirs.  And  upon  the  execution  of  the  deed  the  grantor  was 
tenant  for  life,  and  a  remainder  in  fee  was  vested  in  the 
grantee. 

The  plaintiff' must  be  called. 

The  principle  laid  down  in  this  case,  thai,  in  addition  to  the  pecuniary 
consideration  expressed  in  the  deed,  a  consideration  of  consanguinity  nay 
be  shown,  to  support  the  conveyance  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised,  has  been 
recognized,  and  this  case  cited  with  approval  in  Parker  v.  Nichols,  7  Pick. 
115;  Oale  v.  Coburn,  18  Id.  401;  Brewer  v.  Hardy,  22  Id.  380;  Clark  v. 
Deshon,  12  Cush.  591;  Barrett  v.  French,  1  Conn.  364;  Wardwellr.  Bassett, 
8  K.  I.  305;  Jackson  v.  Stoats,  11  Johns.  351.  In  Brewery.  Hardy,  decided 
in  1839,  the  court  say:  "The  case  of  WalUs  v.  Wallis  has  stood  not  only 
unimpeached  for  thirty  years,  but  is  recognized  as  sound  law.  It  is  part  of 
the  established  legal  conveyancing  of  the  commonwealth,  and  not  now  to 
to  be  shaken  by  this  court.*'  The  principal  case  is  also  cited  and  explained 
in  Wyman  y.  Brown,  50  Me.  154.  On  the  point  as  to  the  recovery  of  the 
consideration  paid,  Parker,  C.  J!,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
Watkins  v.  Otis.  2  Pick.  97,  citing  this  case,  says:  "The  consideration  paid 
for  the  purchase  of  land  which  is  conveyed  by  deed  cannot  be  recovered 
back  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  although  the  title  fail  in  the 
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hands  of  the  purchaser,  and  this  because  there  are  either  covenants  upon 
which  the  party  may  have  a  remedy;  or  if  there  be  not,  the  absence  of 
them  is  evidence  that  the  purchaser  took  the  title  at  his  own  risk." 


Commonwealth  v.  Clap. 

[4  Mam.  163.] 

JUSTIFICATION  of  Libel. — In  a  criminal  prosecution  for  a  libel  the  truth 
is  no  justification;  but  the  defendant  may  show  the  purpose  of  the 
publication  to  have  been  justifiable,  and  then  give  the  truth  in  evi- 
dence to  negative  the  malice  and  intent  to  defame. 

Publication  respecting  Public  Officers.—  Publications  of  the  truth 
regarding  the  character  of  a  public  elective  officer,  and  referring  to  his 
qualifications  for  such  office,  made  with  intent  to  inform  the  people, 
are  not  libelous. 

Same,  when  Libelous. — Because  of  the  important  public  interests  in- 
volved in  the  election  of  public  officers,  the  publication  of  falsehood 
and  calumny  against  public  officers  and  candidates  for  public  office,  is 
a  very  high  offense. 

Indictment  for  libel.  Clap  had  posted  in  several  public 
places  the  following:  "  Caleb  Haywood  is  a  liar,  a  scoundrel,  a 
cheat,  and  a  swindler.     Don't  pull  this  down." 

On  the  trial,  defendant's  counsel  offered  evidence  of  the 
truth  of  the  matters  charged  as  libelous,  which  evidence  was 
rejected.  Upon  the  return  of  a  verdict  of  guilty,  defendant 
moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  the  rejection  of  the 
evidence  offered. 

Otis  and  Self  ridge,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  at  com- 
mon law  the  charge  must  be  both  false  in  itself,  and  maliciously 
published:  3  Inst.  174;  2  Id.  226,  227;  5  Rep.  125;  9  Id.  59; 
Ihe  Seven  Bishops'  case,  4  State  Trials,  394;  Laker.  Ration,  Hob. 
252,  The  King  v.  Haswell,  4  Moore,  627;  that  Hayward,  being 
an  auctioneer,  an  officer  publicly  appointed,  his  character  is  of 
interest  to  the  citizens  at  large,  who  have  a  right  to  speak  and 
publish  the  truth  respecting  him. 

Attorney-general  Bidwell  and  solicitor-general  Davis,  contra, 
urged  that  it  was  not  the  falsity,  but  the  provocation,  that  was 
to  be  punished  criminally:  4  Bl.  Com.  150;  1  Hawk.  P.  C,  c. 
73,  sec.  6;  5  Hep.  125;  Hobart,  253;  Moore,  627;  Strange, 
498;  11  Mod.  99;  Franklin's  trial,  9  State  Trials,  275.  An  in- 
formation  for  libel  need  not  allege  the  libel  to  be  false:  Bex  v. 
Burks,  7  T.  R.  4.  The  libelous  words  were  not  applied  to 
Hayward  in  his  official  character,  but  relate  to  the  private  deal- 
ings and  character  of  him  as  an  individual. 
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By  Court,  Pabsons,  C.  J.  The  defendant  has  been  convicted 
by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  of  publishing  a  libel.  On  the  trial,  he 
moved  to  give  in  evidence,  in  his  defense,  that  the  contents  of 
the  publication  were  true.  This  evidence  the  judge  rejected, 
and  for  that  reason  the  defendant  moves  for  a  new  trial. 

It  is  necessary  to  consider  what  publication  is  libelous,  and 
the  reason  why  a  libelous  publication  is  on  offense  against  the 
commonwealth. 

A  libel  is  a  malicious  publication,  expressed  either  in  print- 
ing or  writing,  or  by  signs  and  pictures,  tending  either  to 
blacken  the  memory  of  one  dead,  or  the  reputation  of  one  who 
is  alive,  and  expose  him  to  public  hatred,  contempt,  or  ridicule. 
The  cause  why  libelous  publications  are  offenses  against  the  state, 
is  their  direct  tendency  to  a  breach  of  the  public  peace,  by  pro- 
voking the  parties  injured,  and  their  friends  and  families,  to  acts 
of  revenge,  which  it  would  not  be  easy  to  restrain,  were  offenses 
of  this  kind*  not  severely  punished.  And  every  day's  experience 
will  justify  the  law  in  attributing  to  libels  that  tendency  which  ren- 
ders the  publication  of  them  an  offense  against  the  state.  The 
essence  of  the  offense  consists  in  the  malice  of  the  publication, 
or  the  intent  to  defame  the  reputation  of  another.  In  the  defi- 
nition of  a  libel,  as  an  offense  against  law,  it  is  not  considered 
whether  the  publication  be  true  or  false;  because  a  man  may 
maliciously  publish  the  truth  against  another,  with  the  intent 
to  defame  his  character,  and  if  the  publication  be  true,  the  tend- 
ency of  it  to  inflame  the  passions,  and  to  excite  revenge,  is  not 
diminished,  but  may  sometimes  be  strengthened.  The  infer- 
ence is,  therefore,  very  clear,  that  the  defendant  cannot  justify 
himself  for  publishing  a  libel,  merely  by  proving  the  truth  of 
the  publication,  and  that  the  direction  of  the  judge  was  right. 

If  the  law  admitted  the  truth  of  the  words  in  this  case  to  be 
a  justification,  the  effect  would  be  a  greater  injury  to  the  parly 
libeled.  He  is  not  a  party  to  the  prosecution,  nor  is  he  put  on 
his  defense;  and  the  evidence  at  the  trial  might  more  cruelly 
defame  his  character  than  the  original  libel  Although  the 
truth  of  the  words  is  no  justification  in  a  criminal  prosecution 
for  a  libel,  yet  the  defendant  may  repel  the  charge,  by  proving 
that  the  publication  was  for  a  justifiable  purpose,  and  not 
malicious,  nor  with  the  intent  to  defame  any  man.  And  there 
may  be  cases  where  the  defendant,  having  proved  the  purpose 
justifiable,  may  give  in  evidence  the  truth  of  the  words,  when 
such  evidence  will  tend  to  negative  the  malice  and  intent  to  de- 
fame. 
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Upon  this  principle,  a  man  may  applj  by  complaint  to  the 
legislature  to  remove  an  unworthy  officer;  and  if  the  complaint 
be  true,  and  made  with  the  honest  intention  of  giving  useful 
information,  and  not  maliciously,  or  with  intent  to  defame,  the 
complaint  will  not  be  a  libel.  And  when  any  man  shall  consent 
to  be  a  candidate  for  a  public  office  conferred  by  the  election  of 
the  people,  he  must  be  considered  as  putting  his  character  in 
issue,  so  far  as  it  may  respect  his  fitness  and  qualifications  for 
the  office.  And  publications  of  the  truth  on  this  subject,  with 
the  honest  intention  of  informing  the  people,  are  not  a  libel. 
For  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  conclude  that  the  publication 
of  truths,  which  it  is  the  interest  of  the  people  to  know,  should 
be  an  offense  against  their  laws.  And  every  man  holding  a 
public  elective  office  may  be  considered  as  within  this  principle; 
for  as  a  re-election  is  the  only  way  his  constituents  can  manifest 
their  approbation  of  his  conduct,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he 
is  consenting  to  a  re-election  if  he  does  not  disclaim  it.  For 
every  good  man  would  wish  the  approbation  of  his  constituents 
for  meritorious  conduct. 

For  the  same  reason,  the  publication  of  falsehood  and  cal- 
umny against  public  officers,  or  candidates  for  public  offices,  is 
an  offense  most  dangerous  to  the  people,  and  deserves  punish- 
ment; because  the  people  may  be  deceived,  and  reject  the  best 
citizens,  to  their  great  injury,  and  it  may  be  to  the  loss  of  their 
liberties.  But  the  publication  of  a  libel  maliciously,  and  with 
intent  to  defame,  whether  it  be  true  or  not,  is  clearly  an  offense 
against  law,  on  sound  principles,  which  must  be  adhered  to  so 
long  as  the  restraint  of  all  tendencies  to  the  breach  of  the  pub- 
lic peace,  and  to  private  animosity  and  revenge,  is  salutary  to 
the  commonwealth. 

Motion  denied. 


On  account  of  the  precise  and  clear  definition  of  libel  given  by  Chief  Jus- 
tice Parsons,  in  this  case,  it  has  been  frequently  cited  with  approbation. 
Thus,  in  Clark  v.  Binncy,  2  Pick.  115,  Lincoln,  J.,  says:  "To  the  correct- 
ness of  this  definition  no  objection  can  now  be  urged.  It  rests  upon  the 
authority  of  an  unbroken  series  of  decisions  for  ages,  and  its  application  to 
the  condition  of  civilized  society,  and  to  individuals  in  social  life,  has  the 
sanction  of  reason  and  the  approval  of  every  reflecting  and  intelligent 
mind." 

It  is  cited  in  CommonweaUh  v.  Sndling,  15  Pick.  214,  as  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  truth  in  evidence  in  a  criminal  prosecution  for  libel.  And  in 
WliiU  v.  NicJiolU,  3  How.  290.  as  to  malice  being  the  essence  of  libeL 
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Clap  v.  Draper. 

[4XAM.X6.] 

Grajtt  of  Inheritance  in  Trees.— A  grant  to  one,  his  heirs  and  assign*, 
of  all  the  trees  and  timber  standing  and  growing  on  certain  lands  for- 
ever, with  liberty  to  cut  and  carry  them  away,  conveys  an  estate  of 
inheritance  in  the  trees  and  timber,  and  the  grantee  can  maintain  tres- 
pass quart  clausum/rtgii  against  the  owner  of  the  soil  for  cutting  down 
the  trees. 

Construction  op  Contemporaneous  Instruments.— Where  two  instru- 
ments are  executed  at  the  same  time,  one  referring  to  the  other,  and 
relating  to  the  same  transaction,  they  must  be  considered  as  intended 
to  effect  the  same  contract,  and  must  be  construed  together. 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close,  and 
catting  and  carrying  away  five  hundred  trees  of  the  value  of 
five  hundred  dollars.  Upon  not  guilty  pleaded,  a  special  ver- 
dict was  found  containing  the  following  facts:  Joseph  Humfrey 
was  seised  of  the  close  in  fee,  and  conveyed  the  same  by  deed, 
dated  eighteenth  May,  1763,  to  Stephen  Fowler,  in  fee;  on  the 
«aame  day,  Fowler  reconveyed  to  Humfrey,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
all  the  trees  and  timbers  standing  and  growing  on  said  land 
forever,  with  free  liberty  for  them  to  cut  and  carry  away  said 
trees  and  timber,  at  all  times,  at  their  pleasure,  forever;  the 
deed  to  Fowler  expressed  no  consideration.  The  plaintiff  holds 
all  the  right  which  was  conveyed  by  Fowler  to  Humfrey,  and 
the  defendant  holds  all  the  estate  that  was  Fowler's;  the  de- 
fendant cut  and  carried  away  the  trees  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion, some  of  which  were  standing  on  the  eighteenth  May,  1763; 
and  the  plaintiff  and  those  claiming  under  him  have,  from  that 
date  to  the  present  time,  taken  and  carried  away  the  trees  at 
their  pleasure.  During  all  this  time,  the  defendant,  and  those 
claiming  under  him,  have  had  the  herbage. 

L.  Richardson,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  he  had  an 
estate  of  inheritance  in  the  timber  and  trees,  and  was  entitled 
to  this  form  of  action:  Lifford's  case,  11  Co.  49;  Sir  Francis 
Barringion's  case,  11  Co.  271;  Ives's  case,  6  Co.  11;  3  Dyer,  286; 
2  Brownl.  289,  322,  328;  Brae  ton,  222;  Co.  Litt.  4;  Rolle'a 
Bep.  96,  99, 137. 

J.  Richardson,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the  grant  of 
the  trees  amounted  only  to  a  license:  Spyve  v.  Topham,  3  East, 
115;  that  the  grant  was  confined  to  trees  then  growing,  not  to 
such  as  should  spring  up  afterwards:  Whistler  v.  Paslow,  Cro. 
Jac.  487;  Pincvmb  v.  Thomas,  Id.  524;   that  the  plaintiff  could 
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not  maintain  trespass  -quare  clausum  f regit,  he  not  being  the 
owner  of  the  soil. 

By  Court,  Parsons,  C.  J.  [after  stating  the  facts  of  the 
case].  The  two  deeds  in  this  case,  executed  on  the  same  day, 
the  latter  referring  to  the  former,  and  relating  to  the  same 
transaction,  must  be  considered  as  intended  to  effect  the  same 
contract,  and  must  be  construed  together.  The  result  of  this 
joint  construction  is,  that  the  grantor  conveyed  the  close  to 
the  grantee  in  fee,  reserving  to  himself  an  inheritance  in  the 
trees  and  timber,  not  only  then  growing,  but  which  might  there- 
after be  growing  in  the  close.  This  is  the  natural  effect  of  the 
grantee's  agreement  that  the  grantor  and  his  heirs  should  have 
all  the  trees  and  timber  standing  and  growing  on  the  close  for- 
ever, and  not  merely  those  then  standing,  or  which  should  be 
standing  within  a  limited  time;  and  of  a  perpetual  license  t  j 
cut  and  carry  them  away.  The  plaintiff  having  all  the  estate 
in  the  trees,  timber  and  close,  which  the  grantor  had  after  the 
execution  of  these  two  deeds,  he  has  an  inheritance  in  the 
trees  and  timber,  with  an  exclusive  interest  in  the  soil  so  far 
only  as  it  may  be  necessary  for  the  support  and  nourishment  of 
the  trees:  8  Co.  271;  Cro.  Jac.  487;  2  Boll.  Abr.  465;  11  Co. 
46.  For  cutting  down  and  carrying  away  the  trees,  trespass  un- 
doubtedly lies:  Hitchcock  v.  Harvey,  2  Leon.  213. 

But  the  defendant  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  main- 
tain trespass  for  breaking  the  close.  Upon  looking  into  the 
cases,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff,  having  an  inheritance 
in  the  trees,  and  an  exclusive  right  in  the  soil  of  the  close,  as 
far  *as  was  necessary  for  their  support  and  nourishment,  may 
maintain  tresspass  for  breaking  the  close,  as  well  as  for  cutting. 
It  appears  to  be  a  principle  of  law  well  settled,  that  where  a 
man  has  a  separate  interest  in  the  soil  for  a  particular  use, 
although  the  right  of  the  soil  is  not  in  him,  if  he  be  injured  in 
the  enjoyment  of  his  particular  use  of  the  soil,  he  may  main- 
tain trespass  quare  clausum  fregit;  but  not  if  his  interest  is  in 
common  with  others.  Thus  this  action  lies  for  him  who  has 
the  herbage,  although  not  a  right  to  the  soil:  Hoe  v.  Taylor , 
Moor.  355;  Co.  Lit.  4  b;  Dalison,  47;  Moor.  302;  Cro.  Eliz. 
421.  But  if  he  is  entitled  to  a  portion  of  the  herbage  for  a  par- 
ticular part  of  the  year,  he  cannot  maintain  this  action,  but 
may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  for  spoiling  his  grass:  2 
Leon.  213;  vide,  also,  Deivclas  et  al.  v.  Kendall  et  al.f  Yelv.  187. 

The  latest  case  on  this  subject  is  the  case  of  Wilson  v. 
Maclcreih,  3  Burr.  1824.    The  plaintiff  had  an  exclusive  right  to 
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take  the  turf  in  a  several  parcel  of  ground,  in  which,  and  in 
other  parcels  adjoining,  he  and  the  other  tenants  of  the  manor 
had  common  of  pasture,  the  right  of  the  soil  being  in  the  lord 
of  the  manor.  The  defendant  dug  and  carried  peats  in  the 
place  in  question,  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might  main- 
tain trespass  quare  claumm  /regit  against  him.  .And  the  differ- 
ence there  taken  is  between  exclusive  rights  and  rights  in  com- 
mon; that  if  the  plaintiff  had  only  a  common  of  turbary,  tres- 
pass would  not  lie. 

Upon  the  authority  of  this  case,  as  well  as  the  reasonableness 
of  the  principle,  the  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  his  inheritance 
in  the  trees,  had  such  an  interest  in,  although  not  the  right  of 
soil,  that  he  may  maintain  trespass  quare  claumm  /regit  in  this 
case,  and  must  have  judgment  on  the  special  verdict. 

As  showing  that  an  estate  of  inheritance  may  exist  in  trees  on  land, 
while  the  fee  of  the  soil  is  in  another,  this  case  is  cited  in  Reed  v.  Merrificld, 
10  Met  159,  and  on  the  same  point  in  Delaney  v.  Root,  99  Mass.  548;  White 
v.  Foster,  102  Id.  378. 

In  reference  to  the  construction  of  contemporaneous  instruments,  it  is 
cited  in  Clones  v.  Sweeteer,  4  Cush.  405;  Porter  v.  Sultitnn,  7  Gray,  446; 
and  Wildman  v.  Taylor,  4  Ben.  48. 


Stetson  v.  Massachusetts  Mutual   Fike  Insur- 
ance Company. 

[4  Kam.  880.] 

Alienation  op  Pbopbbtt  Insured. — A  conveyance  of  an  undivided 
half  of  the  property  insured,  with  a  reservation  of  a  term  of  seven 
years  therein,  and  a  reconveyance  in  mortgage  of  such  half,  is  not  such 
an  alienation  as  will  prevent  a  recovery  for  a  loss  occurring  within  the 
seven  years,  although  the  insured  had  also  leased  the  premises  for  the 
same  period. 

Alteration  of  BUILDING. — An  insured  represented,  at  the  time  of  ap- 
plication for  insurance,  that  the  building  was  connected  with  other 
buildings  on  one  side  only,  but  before  the  loss  happened  it  became  con- 
nected on  two  sides;  the  policy  was  not  thereby  avoided,  unless  the 
jury  find  that  the  risk  was  increased,  because  there  was  nothing  in  the 
policy  rendering  the  same  void  by  any  mere  alteration. 

Action  of  covenant  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  plaint- 
iff's dwelling-house,  alleged  to  have  been  consumed  by  fire. 
The  defendants  set  up  three  pleas  in  bar,  upon  the  replication 
to  the  first  of  which  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  second  plea,  defendants  admitted  making  the  policy 
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and  the  burning  of  the  house,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  but 
averred  that  after  making  the  policy,  and  before  the  fire,  viz., 
on  the  eleventh  December,  1800,  plaintiff  conveyed  one-half  in 
value  of  the  house  to  one  Harris,  in  fee-simple,  reserving  therein 
to  himself  a  term  of  seven  years,  which  term  plaintiff  assigned, 
on  the  twelfth  ,of  December,  to  Harris  and  one  Gorham,  so 
that  at  the  time  of  the  fire  plaintiff  was  not  owner  of  the  house, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  policy.  Thi3  policy  was  after- 
wards, on  the  twelfth  January,  1802,  declared  null  and  void  by 
certain  trustees  of  the  company,  according  to  the  rules  thereof. 
The  replication  to  this  plea  alleges  that  at  the  time  of  the  deed 
to  Harris,  he  reconveyed  the  premises  to  plaintiff  by  mortgage, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of  money,  which  sum 
has  never  since  been  paid;  that  by  the  lease  to  Harris, and  Gor- 
ham, rent  was  reserved  to  plaintiff,  payable*  quarterly,  with  a 
right  of  re-entry  in  case  of  non-payment  of  the  rent.  To  this 
replication  defendants  demurred. 

The  third  plea  set  forth  that,  before  making  the  policy  declared 
on ,  plaintiff  described  the  building  as  being  connected  with  other 
buildings  on  one  side  only,  in  consequence  of  which  fact  the 
premium  was  agreed  upon  and  the  policy  made;  but  afterwards, 
before  the  fire,  a  frame  building  was  erected  on  ground  adjoin- 
ing plaintiff's  house,  and  joined  to  his  house,  thereby  rendering 
the  risk  greater;  and  at  the  time  of  the  fire  this  frame  building 
was  burned  with  the  house.  Plaintiff  replied  that  the  premises 
were  not  repaired,  enlarged  or  altered  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
render  the  risk  of  their  being  consumed  by  fire  greater.  To 
this  replication,  also,  defendants  demurred. 

O.  Blake,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Amory,  for  the  defendants. 

Sewall,  J.  The  first  objection  made  for  the  defendants  is, 
that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  had  no  interest  in  the 
building  originally  insured  to  him  by  the  policy  in  the  case. 

The  facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings  are,  that,  after  the  is- 
suing of  the  policy,  the  plaintiff  sold  and  conveyed  to  Thomas 
Harris  a  part  of  the  building  insured,  reserving  a  term  of  seven 
years  in  the  premises;  and  that  Harris  at  the  same  time  recon- 
veyed them  to  the  plaintiff,  in  mortgage,  to  secure  the  pur- 
chase-money. And  it  appears  that  the  occupants,  at  the  time 
the  building  was  burnt,  held  under  a  lease  from  the  plaintiff, 
upon  a  rent  payable  to  him  quarterly. 

The  sale  and  contracts  between  the  plaintiff  and  Harris,  af- 
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footing  a  part  only  of  tne  premises  insured,  it  is  a  question  for 
the  jury  to  determine,  what  interest  the  plaintiff  retained,  and 
the  Talue  of  it.  It  may  be  further  observed  that  a  sale  and  re-, 
conveyance  by  mortgage  to  secure  the  purchase-money,  executed 
at  one  time,  are,  for  many  purposes,  to  be  regarded  as  one  in- 
strument. And  taking  all  the  writings  together,  the  actual  sale 
of  the  property  insured,  as  to  the  moiety  affected  by  these  con- 
tracts, was,  substantially,  and,  in  answering  a  question  of  the 
interest  of  the  plaintiff,  to  be  considered  as,  a  conditional  sale 
after  the  expiration  of  seven  years.  This  objection  does  not 
arise  upon  the  terms  of  the  contract.  The  eighteenth  article, 
especially  if  we  connect  with  it  the  second  article,  imports  a 
continuance  of  the  contract,  notwithstanding  an  alienation  of 
the  premises  insured.  It  seems  to  have  been  the  intent  of 
the  parties,  that,  in  this  mutual  insurance,  although  the  insured 
is  at  liberty,  upon  an  alienation,  to  surrender  his  policy,  or  to 
transfer  it,  yet  that  his  deposit  and  personal  responsibility  are 
retained  by  the  company  until  a  surrender,  or  an  acceptance  of 
the  assignee  by  an  entry  in  the  transfer  books  of  the  company. 

But,  however  this  may  be,  the  objection,  if  the  facts  had  war- 
ranted it,  must  upon  general  principles  prevail.  It  is  a  maxim 
of  public  policy,  important  to  good  morals,  and  for  the  preven- 
tion of  frauds  in  contracts  of  this  nature,  that  gaming  in- 
surances, insurances  without  interest,  are  unlawful  and  of  no 
validity.  It  is  incumbent,  therefore,  upon  the  party  claiming 
a  loss  upon  a  policy  of  insurance,  to  show  an  interest  in  the 
subject  of  it,  and  in  the  event  insured  against,  and  his  demand 
must  appear  to  be  for  an  indemnity,  and  not  for  a  wager,  be- 
come successful,  as  in  this  instance,  by  a  public  calamity.  An 
objection  of  this  kind  is  not  supported  by  showing  contracts 
affecting  the  formal  title  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a  part  only  of  the 
subject  of  the  insurance.  His  interest  in  a  part  remains  the 
same;  and  perhaps  substantially,  and  for  the  purpose  of  repel- 
ling this  objection,  is  to  be  considered  as  unaltered  in  the  whole 
of  the  premises  insured. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  is  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court, 
that  the  replication  to  the  second  plea  in  bar  is  sufficient  in  law, 

The  second  objection  is,  that  certain  alterations,  in  reference 
to  the  representation  of  the  state  of  the  building  insured  when 
the  policy  was  effected,  had  been  made  by  the  party  insured, 
whereby  his  policy  was  vacated,  and  the  defendants  were  dis- 
charged from  this  insurance  before  the  loss  happened.  This 
objection  may  be  examined  upon  general  principles,  and  upon 
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the  terms  of  the  contract.  The  estimate  of  the  risk  undertaken 
by  an  insurer  must  generally  depend  upon  the  description  of 
it  made  by  the  insured  or  his  agent:  Marshall,  335.  A  mistake 
or  omission  in  his  representation  of  the  risk,  whether  willful  or 
accidental,  if  material  to  the  risk  insured,  avoids  the  contract: 
Id.  339.  And  where  the  estimate  of  the  risk  depends  upon  the 
continuance  of  the  material  circumstances  represented  to  the 
insurer,  these  are  not  to  be  altered  to  his  detriment  by  any  act 
of  the  insured,  without  a  like  effect  upon  the  contract. 

But  to  what  degree  is  the  insured  restrained  in  this  respect? 
If  every,  the  least,  alteration  or  enlargement  of  a  building  in- 
sured against  fire,  is  necessarily  and  of  course  material  to  the 
risk,  and,  whenever  it  is  made  by  the  act  or  consent  of  the  in- 
sured, is  to  vacate  the  policy,  unless  it  should  be  renewed  by 
the  insurer — so  close  a  restraint  upon  the  party  would  place 
contracts  of  this  kind  in  a  state  of  complete  uncertainty,  and 
would  render  them  so  inconvenient  as  wholly  to  prevent  them. 
This  degree  of  restraint  will  not  be  contended  for.  But  in  the 
argument  for  the  defendants  it  has  been  contended  that  the  en- 
largement of  a  building,  represented  to  be  contiguous  to  other 
buildings  on  one  side  only,  to  the  effect  of  making  it  contigu- 
ous on  two  sides,  is,  under  all  possible  circumstances,  a  material 
alteration,  which  ought  to  discharge  the  policy,  and  that  it  is 
to  be  considered  in  the  light  of  a  departure  from  the  voyage  de- 
scribed in  a  marine  insurance,  and  must  have  a  similar  effect 
upon  a  policy  to  insure  against  fire. 

The  true  reason  why,  in  a  case  of  marine  insurance,  a  devia- 
tion discharges  the  insurer,  is  not  the  increase  of  the  risk;  but 
that  the  party  contracting  has  voluntarily  substituted  another 
voyage  for  that  which  was  insured:  Lavabre  v.  WUson,  Mar- 
shall, 186,  394.  This  change  of  the  voyage  determines  the 
contract  from  the  time  it  happens.  The  same  strictness  is  not 
requisite  in  an  insurance  against  fire,  where  the  building,  al- 
though enlarged  or  repaired,  remains  the  same;  and  it  is  only 
necessary  to  guard  the  insurer  from  an  increase  of  his  risk,  by 
an  alteration  of  the  building  insured.  And  if  an  alteration  of 
the  kind  alleged  in  this  case  may  be  made,  under  any  circum- 
stances, without  increasing  the  risk  of  the  insurer,  there  can  be 
no  reason,  upon  general  principles,  that  it  should  determine  the 
policy.  Suppose,  for  instance,  the  subject  of  the  insurance  to 
be  a  wooden  building,  separated  at  the  distance  of  a  few  feet 
from  a  brick  wall  in  another  building,  and  to  be  enlarged  and 
made  contiguous  to  the  brick  wall;  it  is  obvious  that  such  an 
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alteration  may  diminish,  and  not  increase,  the  risk.  And  if 
this  may  be  reasonably  supposed  in  any  case,  then,  whether  the 
enlargement  of  a  building  insured  has  increased  the  risk  of  the 
insurer,  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  the  jury. 

The  parties  to  this  contract  appear  to  have  been  aware  of  the 
inconvenience  which  a  minute  restraint  in  this  respect  would 
produce  to  the  insured,  and  the  effectMipon  the  policy  from  al- 
terations in  the  building  insured,  has  not  been  left  as  a  ques- 
tion of  construction  upon  general  principles,  but  has  been 
regulated  by  express  stipulations  in  the  contract,  which  must 
determine  the  law  between  the  parties. 

The  value,  materials,  and  uses  of  any  building  proposed  to 
be  insured,  and  its  situation  relative  to  other  buildings,  and  the 
consequent  estimation  of  the  rate  of  hazard,  are  understood  to 
be  represented  by  agents  appointed  for  the  purpose,  who  are 
to  state  and  certify  these  circumstances  to  the  trustees  of  the 
company,  by  whom,  and  at  whose  discretion,  the  policy  is  to 
be  issued.  (Article  7.)  By  the  preceding  article,  the  trustees 
are  authorized  to  annul  a  policy,  whenever  the  insured  shall 
repair  or  enlarge  his  building,  or  appropriate  it  to  other  pur- 
poses than  those  mentioned  in  the  policy,  "thereby  rendering 
the  risk  greater/'  unless  the  insured  will  add  to  his  premium 
an  equivalent  in  the  estimation  of  the  trustees.  By  a  subse- 
quent article,  this  power  of  the  trustees  is  not  to  extend  to  any 
case  where  a  building  "becomes  more  or  less  hazardous,"  by 
means  not  under  the  control  of  the  insured.  By  these  stipula- 
tions, we  discover  what,  in  the  intentions  of  the  parties  to  this 
contract,  was  to  be  estimated  a  material  alteration  from  the 
representation  given  of  the  building  insured.  Whether  the 
alteration  is  by  repairs,  by  enlargement,  or  by  a  new  appropria- 
tion of  the  building,  ic  must,  in  fact,  render  the  risk  greater, 
the  building  must  become  thereby  more  hazardous,  or  it  is  not 
material,  and  is  not  allowed  to  affect  the  contract. 

The  averment,  therefore,  in  the  plea  of  the  defendants,  in 
the  case  at  bar,  that  by  the  enlargement  of  the  building  in- 
sured, the  risk  had  been  increased,  is  material,  and  must  be 
maintained,  or  their  plea  is  insufficient.  The  traverse  of  that 
averment  is  confessed  by  the  demurrer,  and  the  replication 
must  be  adjudged  sufficient.  And  it  is  the  opinion  of  a  major- 
ity of  the  court  that  the  replication  to  the  third  plea  in  bar  is 
good,  and  sufficient  in  law. 

Pabkeb,  J.,  concurred. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


222  Hamilton  v.  Cutt's  Executors.  [Mass. 

Parsons,  0.  J.,  had  been  of  counsel  in  the  cause,  and  gave  no 
opinion. 

Sew  all,  J.,  then  observed  that  the  judges  Sedgwick  and 
Thatcher,  who  were  not  at  this  time  present  in  court,  did  not 
perfectly  concur  in  the  opinion  which  had  been  delivered,  but 
had  finally  consented  that  judgment  should  be  rendered  by  the 
two  justices  who  had  concurred,  in  their  absence,  and  this  the 
rather  as  the  judgment  is  open  to  a  writ  of  error. 


The  courts  of  other  states  have  frequently  recognized  the  authority  of 
this  case.  Thus,  in  Fowler  v.  J&tna  F.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Cow.  676,  and  Jolly  v. 
Baltimore  Eq.  Society,  1  Han*.  &  Gill,  306,  it  is  cited  with  approval.  In  New 
York  it  is  cited  as  to  a  right  to  repair  unless  there  is  a  contrary  stipulation, 
in  Townsend  v.  Northwestern  Ins.  Co.,  18  N.  Y.  175;  and  in  Hitchcock  v. 
Northwestern  Ins.  Co.,  26  N.  Y.  69,  to  the  point  that  any  change  of  title 
jrhich  does  not  deprive  the  insured  of  an  insurable  interest  does  not  avoid 
the  policy;  and  again  on  this  point  in  Savage  v.  Howard  Inn.  Co.,  62  N.  Y. 
601. 


Hamilton  v.  Cutts's  Executors. 

[4  Mam.  Stf.j 

Action  on  Covenant  of  Warranty.— A  plain  tiff  is  en  titled  to  recover 
on  a  covenant  of  warranty,  though  he  may  have  voluntarily  yielded  up 
his  possession;  provided  the  title  to  which  he  yielded  be  good,  and 
paramount  to  that  of  his  warrantor. 

Parol  Evidence  of  Ouster. — In  an  action  upon  a  covenant  of  war- 
ranty, parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  an  ouster; 

Action  for  the  breach  of  a  covenant  in  a  deed  executed  by 
defendant's  testator,  purporting  to  convey  one  hundred  acres  of 
land  to  plaintiff  in  fee-simple.  The  deed  bore  date  in  the  year 
1774,  and  contained  a  covenant  of  warranty.  The  declaration 
charged  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  David  Moore  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  sixty  acres  part  of 
the  granted  premises,  and  that  he  conveyed  his  right  therein  to 
one  McCrealis,  who,  in  the  year  1792,  entered  into  possession 
of  said  sixty  acres,  evicted  the  plaintiff  therefrom,  and  has  ever 
since  held  possession. 

Defendants  traversed  the  alleged  eviction,  but  on  the  trial 
admitted  Moore's  right  to  the  sixty  acres,  and  the  conveyance 
thereof  to  McCrealis. 

Testimony  was  admitted  against  defendant's  objection,  from 
which  it  appeared  that  McCrealis  called  upon  plaintiff,  and 
claimed  the  sixty  acres;  that  plaintiff  acknowledged  that  he  had 
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a  right  to  but  forty  acres;  had  received  back  from  Cutts  part  of 
the  money  paid  for  the  one  hundred  acres;  and  expressed  an 
intention  of  suing  Cutts  unless  he  repaid  plaintiff  the  whole 
money  for  these  sixty  acres;  that  McCrealis  did,  in  the  year 
1792,  with  plaintiff's  consent,  enter  and  take  possession  of  the 
sixty  acres,  and  has  ever  since  held  quiet  possession  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  the  direction  of  the  court,  the  jury  found  for  the 
plaintiff.    The  defendant  then  moved  for  a  new  trial. 

Mellen,  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended  that  to  give  the 
party  evicted  a  remedy  against  the  warrantor,  an  eviction  must 
be  shown  by  a  judgment  at  law;  or  at  least  must  be  shown  to 
have  been  made  against  the  party's  will. 

Emery,  for  the  plaintiff,  urged  that  it  would  have  been  but 
incurring  useless  expense  to  proceed  to  law,  when  the  plaintiff 
and  his  warrantor  both  knew  that  the  title  was  in  McCrealis. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  of  covenant 
broken,  on  a  deed  of  the  defendant's  testator,  conveying  one 
hundred  acres  of  uncultivated  land,  with  general  warranty. 
The  plaintiff  assigns,  as  a  breach  of  this  covenant,  that  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance,  one  Moore  was  lawfully  seised  in  fee  of 
sixty  acres,  parcel  of  the  said  one  hundred  acres,  and  that  after- 
wards one  McCrealis,  holding  Moore's  title,  had  entered  into 
possession  of,  and  evicted  the  plaintiff  from,  the  said  sixty 
acres.  The  defendants  traverse  the  eviction,  and  issue  being 
joined  thereon,  a  verdict  is  found  for  the  plaintiff.  The  cause 
now  comes  before  the  court  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  by 
the  defendants  for  a  supposed  misdirection  of  the  judge  at  the 
trial. 

The  first  objection  is,  that  the  judge  admitted  parol  evidence 
to  prove  the  eviction,  which  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  con- 
tend can  only  be  proved  by  the  record  of  a  judgment  at  law. 
And  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  to  prove  an  eviction  according 
to  its  strict  and  technical  meaning,  a  judgment  of  court  is  nec- 
essary. But  we  are  inclined  to  give  to  the  term  a  more  ex- 
tended signification,  and  to  understand  it  in  that  case  as  syn- 
onymous with  ouster. 

But,  secondly.it  is  contended  that  here  was  no  legal  evidence 
of  an  ouster,  because  the  dispossession  took  place  with  the  con* 
wnt  of  the  tenant  in  possession. 

It  is  true  that,  if  the  tenant  consents  to  an  unlawful  ouster, 
he  cannot  afterwards  be  entitled  to  a  remedy  for  such  ouster. 
Bat  an  ouster  may  be  lawful;  and  in  that  case  the  tenant  may 
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yield  to  a  dispossession,  without  losing  his  remedy  on  the  cov- 
enant of  warranty,  which  in  this  state  is  a  personal  action 
of  covenant  broken.  (See  Oore  v.  Brazier,  ante,  182.)  There  is  no 
necessity  for  him  to  involve  himself  in  a  lawsuit  to  defend  him- 
self against  a  title  which  he  is  satisfied  must  ultimately  prevail. 

But  he  consents  at  his  own  peril.  If  the  title,  to  which  he 
has  yielded,  be  not  good,  he  must  abide  the  loss;  and  in  a  suit 
against  his  warrantor,  the  burden  of  proof  will  be  on  the 
plaintiff;  although  it  would  be  otherwise  in  case  of  an  evictiop 
by  force  of  a  judgment  at  law,  with  notice  of  the  suit  to  the 
warrantor.  For  in  such  case,  unless  it  be  obtained  by  fraud, 
the  judgment  itself  will  be  plenary  evidence. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  it  appears  that  McCrealis  had  a  good  title 
to  the  sixty  acres,  paramount  to  the  title  of  Cutts.  And  the 
plaintiff,  by  consenting  to  his  taking  possession,  did  not  lose 
his  remedy  for  this  lawful  ouster  against  his  warrantor. 

Judgment  according  to  the  verdict. 


It  is  well  established  that  a  peraon  can  recover  on  a  covenant  of  war- 
ranty, when  he  yields  possession  to  one  having  a  paramount  title,  and  a 
judgment  of  eviction  is  not  necessary.  But  then  he  has  the  burden  o* 
showing  the  title  to  which  he  has  yielded  to  be  a  paramount  one.  See, 
citing  the  principal  case  as  authority:  Mitchell  v.  Warner,  5  Conn.  521; 
Sweetman  v.  Prince,  26  N.  Y.  233;  MerrtU  v.  Jforte,  108  Mass.  276.  And 
see,  holding  the  same  doctrine,  MeOary  v.  Hasting*,  39  CaL  Wl 


Husset  v.  Thornton. 

[4  Mam.  405.] 

When  Right  of  Pbopebtt  passes— Delivery.— A  party  agreed  to  aeD 
certain  goods  on  credit,  with  the  condition  thai  the  vendee  should  fur- 
nish security  for  the  price;  he  delivered  the  goods,  however,  without 
this  security,  declaring  that  he  should  not  consider  them  as  sold  until 
the  security  had  been  given.  The  property,  it  was  held,  remained  in 
the  vendor,  notwithstanding  the  delivery. 

Replevin  for  seventy-seven  boxes  of  candles,  attached  by  de- 
fendants as  the  property  of  Todd  &  Worthley,  at  the  suit  of 
certain  of  their  creditors.  It  appeared  in  evidence  that  plaint- 
iffs, being  the  undisputed  owner  of  the  candles  in  February, 
1807,  entered  into  a  contract  with  Todd  &  Worthley  for  the 
sale  of  the  same  on  credit;  that  plaintiffs  said  they  would  not 
deliver  the  candles  until  security  for  the  purchase-money  should 
be  given,  but  allowed  the  captain  of  Todd  &  Worthless  Teasel 
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to  carry  the  candles  to  the  wharf,  and  load  some  of  them  on 
board;  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  then  went  to  the  captain  and 
told  him  that  they  would  deliver  the  candles,  but  should  con- 
sider them  as  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs  until  the  security 
was  given.  The  candles  were  then  laden  on  board,  and  four 
days  afterwards  attached. 

Some  evidence  was  produced  tending  to  show  an  admission  of 
the  plaintiffs  that  they  had  obtained  security  for  the  candles 
prior  to  their  delivery. 

The  judge  then  directed  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed  plaint- 
iffs had  obtained  security  before  the  delivery  of  the  candles, 
verdict  should  be  found  for  the  defendants;  if  otherwise, 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  verdict. 

The  jury  gave  their  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs;  whereupon  de- 
fendants moved  for  a  new  trial  upon  exceptions  filed  to  the 
directions  of  the  judge. 

Mellen,  for  the  defendants,  urged  that  it  was  too  late  to  re- 
scind the  contract  or  impose  conditions  after  delivery  to  the 
vendees'  agent;  that,  as  between  plaintiffs  and  other  creditors 
of  Todd  &  Worthley,  the  former  were  more  in  fault,  and  should 
suffer;  the  latter  had  a  right  to  presume  a  property  in  those 
who  held  quiet  possession  so  long:  Inglis  v.  Usherwood,  1  East, 
515. 

E.  Whitman,  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended  that  all  the  facts 
went  to  show  that  they  did  not  intend  to  part  with  the  goods 
until  security  had  been  given. 

By  Court,  P absorb,  C.  J.  The  question  to  be  decided  in 
this  case  is,  in  whom  the  property  of  the  boxes  of  candles  was, 
at  the  time  the  writ  of  replevin  was  executed.  The  case 
shows  that  they  were  once  the  undisputed  property  of  the 
plaintiffs;  and  unless  they  have  divested  themselves  of  the  title 
to  them,  they  must  recover  in  this  action.  They  at  first  refused 
to  sell  them  to  Todd  and  Worthley,  without  some  further  secur- 
ity than  their  single  assumpsit.  They  had  probably  forgotten 
at  the  moment  of  actual  delivery,  the  condition  for  which  they 
had  stipulated;  and  a  question  arises,  on  the  facts  in  the  case, 
whether  this  was  an  absolute  delivery,  not  revocable,  or,  if  re- 
vocable, yet  not  revoked.  We  think  they  were  bound  to  recol- 
lect the  condition  they  had  themselves  made,  and  not  to  have 
delivered  the  candles  until  it  had  been  complied  with. 

Bat  we  do  not  decide  the  cause  on  that  point.  Howard,  be* 
ing  the  agent  of  the  vendees,  had  authority  to  receive  the 
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goods,  and  to  consent  to  any  conditions  attached  to  the  delivery 
of  them.  He  received  them  on  board  his  vessel,  under  the 
declaration  of  one  of  the  vendors,  that  they  should  not  con- 
sider them  as  sold  until  they  should  receive  further  security. 
His  so  receiving  them  was  an  assent  to  that  declaration,  and 
his  principals  were  bound  by  it.  The  property  then  continued 
in  the  vendors.  Had  the  demands  of  these  creditors  originated 
while  the  goods  were  in  the  possession  of  Todd  and  Worthley, 
so  that  it  might  be  fairly  presumed  that  a  false  credit  was  given 
them,  or  had  Todd  and  Worthley  sold  them  bona  fide,  and  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  our  opinion  would  have  been  otherwise. 
But,  upon  the  facts  in  the  case,  there  must  be  judgment  ac- 
cording to  the  verdict. 


Dow  v.  Tuttlb. 

[4  ICam.  414.J 

Collateral  Agreement  affecting  Negotiable  Instrument.- 
Where  the  payee  of  a  note  payable  at  a  certain  date  agreed,  at  the  time 
the  note  was  given,  not  to  demand  payment  until  a  certain  time  after 
maturity,  this  is  a  collateral  promise,  for  the  breach  of  which,  if  a  con- 
sideration appear,  an  action  will  lie,  hat  it  cannot  bar  an  action  on  the 
note  when  it  becomes  due. 

Assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note,  dated  February  16,  1804,  payable  in  one  year  from  date, 
to  Benjamin  Dow,  by  whom  it  was  indorsed  to  plaintiff  in  July, 
1805.  The  cause  came  before  the  court  on  a  bill  of  exceptions  filed 
by  defendant.  It  appeared  that  defendant  offered,  at  the  trial,  to 
prove  that  it  was  agreed  by  the  promisor  and  promisee,  and 
was  the  condition  of  the  note  that  payment  should  not  be  de- 
manded for  five  years,  and  that  the  promisee  should  not  sell  or 
part  with  the  note;  he  also  offered  in  evidence  the  following 
writing:  "  Cornville,  February  15, 1804.  These  lines  may  cer- 
tify that  I,  the  subscriber,  agree  with  James  Tuttle  to  wait  on 
him  for  the  money  due  me  till  he  turns  his  property  to  the  best 
advantage.  Benjamin  Dow."  Which,  defendant  offered  to 
prove,  was  part  of  the  same  contract  with  the  note,  and  that  he 
had  refused  to  sign  the  note  until  this  agreement  was  made; 
that  it  was  understood  that  Tuttle  should  have  five  years  in 
which  to  dispose  of  his  property;  and  that  plaintiff  was  present, 
and  had  full  knowledge  of  these  agreements. 

Upon  plaintiff's  objection,  this  evidence  was  rejected,  and  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Bridge,  for  the  defendant,  urged  that  the  plaintiff's  knowl- 
edge of  all  the  circumstances,  and  of  the  agreements,  and  the 
fact  that  the  note  was  not  negotiated  till  after  maturity,  entitled 
the  defendant  to  every  defense  he  would  have  had  against  the 
original  promisee. 

Rice,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  the  agreement  was  no 
part  of  the  original  contract;  and  that  parol  evidence  was  not 
admissible  to  contradict  an  instrument  in  writing.  Meres  et  al. 
v.  AnseU  en  al.,  2  Wils.  275. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  C.  J.  We  are  satisfied  that  the  agree- 
ment, proposed  by  the  defendant  to  be  given  in  evidence  at  the 
trial,  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  contract  with  the 
note.  That  is  a  promise  to  pay  to  the  promisee,  or  his  order,  a 
sum  of  money  in  one  year.  If  the  agreement  was  a  part  of  this 
contract,  it  would  be  repugnant  to  the  note,  and  destroy  its  effect. 
The  agreement,  although  made  at  the  same  time,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  a  collateral  promise  of  the  promisee,  for  the  breach 
of  which,  if  there  be  a  legal  consideration,  fcn  action  would  lie. 
In  chancery,  it  would  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  an  injunction 
against  the  plaintiff,  proving  his  knowledge  of  it  before  he  pur- 
chased the  note.  And  at  law,  perhaps,  it  may  support  a  mo- 
tion to  stay  proceedings,  by  granting  imparlances,  until  the 
plaintiff  could  put  it  in  suit  consistent  with  the  agreement. 
But,  on  this  last  point,  it  is  not  now  necessary  to  decide. 

As  we  consider  the  agreement  as  collateral  to  the  note,  the 
evidence  was  properly  rejected,  and  a  new  trial  cannot  be 
granted. 

Judgment  according  to  verdict. 

This  case  is  regarded  as  a  leading  authority,  showing  that  a  collateral 
agreement  cannot  be  set  up  as  a  bar  to  an  action  on  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment On  this  point,  it  is  noticed  as  a  leading  case  in  Allen  v.  Kimball,  23 
Pick.  476;  and  its  authority  on  the  same  point  is  recognized  in  Greeley  v. 
Bow,  2  Met  178;  Shed  v.  Pierce,  17  Mass.  629;  Perkins  v.  Oilman,  8  Pick. 
231;  Benedict  Cowden,  49  N.  Y.  403;  Thurston  v.  James,  6  R.  I.  113; 
Daniel,  on  Negotiable  Instruments,  sec.  158. 


Kennebec  Purchase  v.  Springer. 

(4  Mams.  416.] 

Extent  op  Claim  undeb  Adverse  Title.— When  one  enters  on  land, 
claiming  a  right  to  it,  and  gains  a  seisin  by  such  entry,  the  seisin  shall 
extend  to  the  whole  tract  which  he  claims;  but  when  one  enters  with- 
out a  claim  of  right,  his  seisin  can  extend  no  further  than  his  actual 
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What  Constitutes  a  Disseisin.— To  constitute  a  disseisin  of  the  owner 
of  uncultivated  lands,  the  entry  and  possession  of  the  disseisor  must 
be  such  that  the  owner  shall  be  presumed  to  know  that  there  is  a  claim 
adverse  to  his  title. 

Action  to  recover  possession  of  a  certain  tract  of  land,  and 
verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff.  The  case  came  before  this  court 
on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The  facts  appear  from  the  opin- 
ion 

Whitwell,  for  the  defendant. 

Wilde  y  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  C.  J.  The  demandants  sued  the  tenant 
in  a  writ  of  entry,  counting  on  their  own  seisin  within  thirty 
years,  and  demanding  the  northerly  half  of  lot  numbered  thirty- 
two  in  the  second  range  of  lots,  of  which  they  had  been  dis- 
seised by  the  tenant.  On  the  trial,  upon  the  general  issue,  the 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  demandants;  and  the  tenant  moves  for 
a  new  trial,  because,  as  he  supposes,  the  verdict  was  against 
evidence,  which  is  reported  by  the  judge. 

The  tenant's  title  was  under  a  release  from  James  Springer, 
who,  as  the  tenant  alleges,  entered  more  than  thirty  years  be- 
fore, and  disseised  the  demandants;  for  no  evidence  was  given 
that  James  entered  claiming  any  title  or  right  to  the  land. 

*The  statute  of  1786,  c.  13,  limits  the  time  of  suing  any  real 
action  by  any  corporation,  declaring  on  its  own  seisin,  to  thirty 
years  next  after  such  seisin.  And  the  tenant  insists  that,  by 
virtue  of  this  statute,  the  demandants  are  barred  by  the  dis- 
seisin done  to  them  by  his  releasor  in  1775,  which  is  more  than 
thirty  years  before  the  teste  of  their  writ. 

The  law  upon  this  subject  seems  to  be  very  well  settled. 
When  a  man  is  once  seised  of  land,  his  seisin  is  presumed  to 
continue,  until  a  disseisin  is  proved.  When  a  man  enters  on 
land,  claiming  a  right  or  title  to  the  same,  and  acquires  a  seisin 
by  his  entry,  his  seisin  shall  extend  to  the  whole  parcel,  to 
which  he  has  a  right;  for,  in  this  case,  an  entry  on  part  is  an 
entry  on  the  whole.  When  a  man,  not  claiming  any  right  or 
title  to  the  land,  shall  enter  on  it,  he  acquires  no  seisin,  but  by 
the  ouster  of  him  who  was  seised,  and  he  is  himself  a  disseisor. 
To  constitute  an  ouster  of  him  who  was  seised,  the  disseisor 
must  have  the  actual  exclusive  occupation  of  the  land,  claiming 
to  hold  it  against  him  who  was  seised,  or  he  must  actually  turn 
him  out  of  possession.  When  a  disseisor  claims  to  be  seised 
by  his  entry  and  occupation,  his  seisin  cannot  extend  further 
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than  his  actual  exclusive  occupation;  for  no  further  can  tbe 
party  seised  be  considered  as  ousted;  for  the  acts  of  a  wrong- 
doer must  be  construed  strictly,  when  he  claims  a  benefit  from 
his  own  wrong. 

Let  us  now  consider  the  evidence,  as  applicable  to  these 
principles.  The  demandants  proved  a  title  to  the  tenements 
demanded  and  a  seisin  in  1769.  This  seisin  must  be  presumed 
to  be  continued  until  they  were  disseised,  as  they  continued  to 
claim  title  to  the  land.  James  Springer  entered  on  the  front 
lot,  numbered  thirty-two,  in  1775.  He  continued  in  the  occu- 
pation of  that  lot,  improving  and  fencing  a  part,  and  living  on 
it  until  he  died;  having  in  the  year  he  entered,  caused  it  to  be 
ran  round  by  a  surveyor,  and  trees  marked  on  the  lines.  This 
land  is  not  demanded.  But  the  northerly  half  of  lot  numbered 
thirty-two  on  the  second  range  is  demanded.  And  it  appears 
that  when  he  surveyed  the  front  lot  in  1775,  he  at  the  same 
time  caused  the  demanded  premises  to  be  run  round  by  the 
surveyor,  and  the  lines  marked.  There  is  no  evidence  that  he 
ever  fenced  any  part  of  the  land  demanded  until  1792,  which  is 
within  thirty  years,  or  exercised  any  act  of  ownership  on  it, 
except  that  he  sometimes  cut  the  grass  on  a  small  meadow 
which  was  part  of  it.  Having  fenced  a  part  in  1792,  he  con- 
veyed the  premises  to  the  tenant,  who  entered  and  has  occupied 
the  same  under  his  deed  ever  since. 

On  considering  the  evidence,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  de- 
mandants were  not  disseised  until  1792,  by  the  entry  of  the 
tenant;  that  the  running  round  the  land  by  a  surveyor,  and 
marking  the  lines  by  the  direction  of  one  who  claims  no  title  to 
the  land,  is  not  such  an  exclusive  occupation  of  the  land  as  can 
amount  to  an  ouster  or  disseisin  of  the  demandants.  Neither 
can  the  occasional  cutting  of  the  grass  on  the  meadow  by 
Springer,  who  does  not  appear  to  have  claimed  the  land, 
amount  to  a  disseisin. 

To  constitute  a  disseisin  of  the  owner  of  uncultivated  lands 
by  the  entry  and  occupation  of  a  party  not  claiming  title  to  the 
land,  the  occupation  must  be  of  that  nature  and  notoriety,  that 
the  owner  may  be  presumed  to  know  that  there  is  a  possession 
of  the  land  adverse  to  his  title,  otherwise  a  man  may  be  dis- 
seised without  his  knowledge,  and  the  statute  of  limitations  may 
run  against  him,  while  he  has  no  ground  to  believe  that  hia 
seisin  Las  been  interrupted. 

As  the  tenant  set  up  no  title  prior  to  1792,  but  relied  entirely 
on  the  statute  as  a  bar,  and  as  it  appears  to  us,  from  the  facta 
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reported,  that  the  demandants  were  seised  within  thirty  years 
next  before  the  teste  of  their  writ,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
conclusion  made  by  the  jury  frpm  the  evidence  in  the  cause  was 
legal,  and  that  their  verdict  must  stand. 
Judgment  according  to  verdict. 

The  Massachusetts  courts  regard  this  case  as  high  authority  on  the  doe- 
trine  of  adverse  possession.  It  is  cited  on  this  point  in  Magoun  v.  Lapham, 
21  Pick.  139;  Allen  v.  Hollon,  20  Id.  465;  Bates  v.  Norcross,  14  Id.  228; 
Thomas  v.  Marshfield,  13  Id.  250;  Jackson  v.  Boston,  etc,  Corporation,  1 
Cush.  576;  Cook  v.  Babeoek,  11  Id.  210;  Stearns  v.  Palmer,  10  Mel.  36;  Blood 
v.  Wood,  1  Id.  535;  Boston  v.  Richardson,  105  Mass.  372;  CrandeU  v.  Taun- 
ton, 110  Id.  421;  Belli*  v.  BelUs,  122  Id.  417.  Elsewhere  it  is  very  highly 
regarded.  It  is  cited  in  Watrous  v.  Southworth,  5  Conn.  311;  French  v. 
Pearce,  8  Id.  444;  Huntington  v.  Whaley,  29  Id.  397.  See  3  Washhurne  on 
Real  Estate,  494. 


Kimball  v.  Cunningham. 

U  Mam.  502.] 

Right  of  Pakty  to  Rescind  Contract.— Where  a  party  to  a  contract 
attempts  to  rescind  a  sale,  or  an  exchange  of  chattels,  for  fraud  prac- 
ticed hy  the  other  party,  he  cannot  retain  any  part  of  the  consideration 
he  received  upon  the  sale  or  exchange. 

Tboyeb  for  two  steers.  It  appeared  that  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant had  agreed  to  exchange  horses;  that  defendant  was  to  de- 
liver the  steers  and  a  note  of  one  Phillips,  together  with  his 
horse,  to  plaintiff,  and  was  to  receive  plaintiffs  horse,  and  have 
his  own  note,  which  plaintiff  held,  delivered  to  him;  that  the 
bargain  was  executed,  the  plaintiff  selling  his  horse  as  a  sound 
one,  and  the  defendant  agreeing  to  pasture  the  steers  a  week 
for  plaintiff.  The  defendant  finding  the  horse  he  had  received 
was  unsound,  returned  the  horse,  and  refused  to  deliver  the 
steers;  and  since  the  commencement  of  this  action  had  brought 
suit  against  plaintiff  for  selling  an  unsound  horse,  which  suit 
was  pending  at  the  time  of  the  trial. 

Defendant  offered  evidence  of  plaintiffs  fraud,  and  of  the  re- 
turn of  the  horse  originally  owned  by  plaintiff.  This  evidence 
was  rejected,  and  the  jury  were  charged  that  if  they  believed 
the  contract  between  the  parties  to  be  an  entire  one,  and  that 
it  was  a  contracting  operating,  according  to  the  true  intention 
of  the  parties,  as  a  sale  of  any  of  the  articles  which  were  the  sub- 
jects of  it,  then  the  property  of  the  steers  was  thereby  vested  in 
the  plaintiff,  who  would  be  entitled  to  recover;  but  if  they  did 
not  believe  the  contract  was  an  entire  one,  or  that  if  it  was  en* 
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tire,  yet,  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  executory, 
verdict  should  be  given  for  the  defendant. 

Verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  defendant  moved  for 
a  new  trial. 

T.  Bigelow,  for  the  defendant. 

A.  Bigelow  and  T.  Blake,  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  Court,  Pabsoks,  0.  J.  [After  reciting  the  report  of  the 
judge.]  When  a  horse  is  sold  upon  an  implied  warranty  that  he 
is  sound,  and  at  the  time  of  the  sale  the  vendor  knows  that  he  is 
not  sound,  this  is  such  a  fraud  in  him  as  will  render  the  con- 
tract void,  at  the  election  of  the  vendee.  If  he  chooses  to  con- 
sider the  contract  as  void,  he  must  return  the  horse  within  a 
reasonable  time,  and  then  he  may  maintain  a  general  indebitatus 
assumpsit  for  the  purchase  money,  as  money  had  and  received 
to  his  use.  If  he  had  exchanged  horses  and  given  money  as 
boot,  he  may  not  only  maintain  that  action  for  his  money,  but 
also  trover  for  the  horse  he  parted  with  in  exchange. 

But  he  ought  not  to  retain  any  part  of  the  consideration  he 
received  upon  the  sale  or  exchange;  as,  if  in  the  exchange  he 
received  money  in  boot,  he  ought  to  return,  not  only  the  un- 
sound horse,  but  also  the  money  he  received.  For  he  shall  not 
compel  even  the  fraudulent  seller  to  an  action,  to  recover  back 
the  property  he  has  parted  with  in  the  exchange.  This  rule 
applies  only  to  the  case  of  an  implied  warranty  on  a  fraudulent 
sale  or  exchange.  But  the  party  defrauded  is  not  obliged  to 
consider  the  fraudulent  contract  as  void,  but  may,  at  his  option, 
maintain  an  action  of  deceit  or  a  special  assumpsit,  and  recover 
damages  (if  he  has  sustained  any)  for  the  fraud.  If  the  war- 
ranty be  express,  his  remedy,  either  on  a  fraudulent  sale  or  ex- 
change, must  be  by  an  action  of  deceit  or  by  a  special  assumpsit. 

In  the  present  case,  the  evidence  offered  was  to  prove  a  fraud- 
ulent exchange,  with  an  implied  warranty  that  the  horse  was 
sound,  when  the  vendor  knew  that  he  was  unsound.  The  de- 
fendant had,  therefore,  his  option  to  consider  the  bargain  void. 
If  he  chose  so  to  consider  it,  he  ought  to  have  returned  all  the 
property  that  he  received  on  executing  the  contract.  He  ought 
to  have  returned  the  horse,  and  his  own  note  that  was  delivered 
up  to  him  by  the  plaintiff;  or,  if  canceled,  the  money  to  pay 
it.  Had  this  been  done,  we  are  satisfied  that  he  might  have 
maintained  trover  for  his  horse,  and  for  Phillip's  note,  which 
he  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff's  property  in  the 
steers  would  have  been  disannulled. 
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But,  in  fact,  he  still  has  the  benefit  of  the  note,  which  the 
plaintiff  delivered  him,  to  which  he  can  have  no  claim,  if  the 
contract  be  void.  For  this  reason,  we  are  satisfied  that  he 
cannot  defend  himself  in  this  action  npon  the  ground  that  the 
exchange  was  void. 

There  is  another  important  fact  stated — that  after  he  returned 
the  unsound  horse,  he  commenced  an  action  of  deceit  against 
the  plaintiff,  to  recover  damages  for  the  fraud,  which  action  is 
still  pending;  and  not  an  action  of  trover  for  his  horse,  which 
he  had  delivered  the  plaintiff.  By  this  action,  it  is  also  very 
clear  that  he  has  made  his  election  to  consider  the  contract  as 
subsisting,  and  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  it.  And 
if  the  contract  be  considered  as  subsisting,  the  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty in  the  steers  is  not  annulled,  and  the  evidence  was  very 
properly  rejected. 

The  verdict  must  stand,  and  judgment  be  entered  accordingly. 


AyER  V.  HUTCHINS. 

[4  Maw.  870.] 

Defenses  against  Note  in  Hands  of  Indobseb.— Where  an  indorsee 
of  a  promissory  note  receives  it  under  circumstances  which  might 
reasonably  create  suspicions  that  it  was  not  good;  as  receiving  it  after 
payment  has  been  refused,  or  some  time  after  it  is  payable,  or  when 
the  indorser  is  not  to  be  liable  on  his  indorsement,  it  will  be  subject, 
in  the  hands  of  the  indorsee,  to  any  legal  defense  which  might  be  made 
against  the  payee. 

Void  Agreement. — An  agreement  to  indemnify  an  officer  against  a  volun. 
tary  escape  of  a  prisoner  is  void  as  against  public  policy. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  defendants  payable 
to  one  Page  or  order,  and  by  him  indorsed  to  plaintiff  as  fol- 
lows: "For  value  received,  pay  the  contents  to  Richard  H. 
Ayer,  I  being  no  way  liable  as  indorser."  Verdict  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  filed,  from  which  it 
appeared  that  evidence  of  the  following  facts  to  prove  that  the 
note  was  given  for  an  illegal  consideration,  was  rejected :  That 
Page,  the  payee  of  the  note  was,  at  its  date,  a  deputy  sheriff,  and 
then  had  in  his  custody  one  Eaton,  whom  he  was  conveying  to 
prison  in  York,  by  virtue  of  a  certain  execution;  that  Page  pro- 
posed to  give  Eaton  the  liberty  of  the  prison  yard,  and  to  in- 
demnify Page  for  any  damage  he  might  sustain  by  Eaton's 
escape  while  on  the  way  to  prison,  or  by  a  breach  of  the  bond 
Eaton  was  to  give  for  the  prison  liberty;    the  defendants  gave 
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Page  the  note  upon  the  express  agreement  that  the  note  should 
be  returned  in  case  no  escape  was  made;  that  Page  voluntarily 
discharged  the  prisoner  without  taking  him  to  jail;  and  that 
eight  months  after  the  date  thereof,  the  note  was  negotiated  to 
plaintiff,  without  his  knowledge  of  these  facts,  and  for  the  ben- 
efit of  Page. 

Emery,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Dana,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Parsons,  0.  J.  The  plaintiff  declares  on  a  prom- 
issory note  given  by  the  defendants  to  one  Philip  Page,  payable 
to  him  or  his  order  on  demand,  and  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff. 
On  the  general  issue,  the  defendants  offered  evidence  to  prove 
that  the  note  was  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  about  eight  months 
after  it  was  given,  by  a  special  indorsement,  purporting  that  the 
indorser  was  not  to  be  liable  in  any  way  for  the  payment;  that 
the  indorsement  was  made  without  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  for  the  benefit  of  Page,  the  original  promisee;  and  that  the 
note  was  fraudulently  obtained  by  Page.  And  this  evidence 
was  rejected  by  the  judge. 

The  first  question  for  our  consideration  is,  whether,  as  be- 
tween the  parties  to  this  action,  fraud  could  legally  be  given  in 
evidence  to  defeat  the  recovery  by  the  indorsee.  By  virtue  of 
the  statutes  against  gaming  and  usury,  negotiable  notes,  given 
for  a  gaming  or  usurious  consideration,  are  absolutely  void  in 
the  hands  of  innocent  indorsees.  But  at  common  law,  the 
promisor  cannot  give  in  evidence  against  an  innocent  indorsee, 
who  came  honestly  by  the  note,  without  any  reason  to  suspect 
that  it  was  not  good,  any  illegality  in  the  consideration,  or 
a  subsequent  payment:  Brown  v.  Davies,  3  T.  B.  80.  If  the 
indorsee  receives  the  note  under  circumstances  which  might 
reasonably  create  suspicions  that  it  was  not  good,  he  ought,  be- 
fore he  takes  it,  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of  the  note;  and  if 
he  does  not,  he  must  take  it  subject  to  any  legal  defense,  which 
might  be  made  against  a  recovery  by  the  promisee.  And  it  has 
been  determined  that  the  indorsement  of  a  note,  after  payment 
has  been  refused,  is  a  circumstance  which  ought  to  awaken  the 
suspicion  of  the  indorsee,  and  to  lead  him  to  further  inquiries 
before  he  takes  it;  and  that  a  note  indorsed  some  time  after  it 
is  due,  furnishes  a  presumption  that  it  has  been  dishonored; 
because  it  may  reasonably  be  inferred  that  the  holder  of  the 
note  would  prefer  receiving  the  money  due,  if  payment  could 
be  had,  to  a  negotiation  of  the  note. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


234  Ayer  v.  Hdtohinb.  [Mass. 

A  note  payable  on  demand  is  due  presently.  In  this  case, 
the  note  had  been  due  eight  months  before  it  was  indorsed;  a 
length  of  time  sufficient  to  induce  suspicions  that  the  promisors 
would  not  pay  it,  and  to  cause  some  inquiry  to  be  made, 
whether  it  had,  in  fact,  been  dishonored,  or  why  payment  had 
not  been  made.  If  there  was  no  other  circumstance,  this  would 
be  a  good  reason  to  let  the  defendants  into  any  defense  which 
could  legally  be  made  by  them,  if  Page  were  the  plaintiff. 

There  is,  however,  another  fact  of  importance.  It  was  al- 
leged that  Page  was  not  to  be  liable  on  his  indorsement,  if  the 
defendants  refused  payment.  A  caution  of  this  kind  must  cer- 
tainly induce  an  indorsee  to  believe  that  payment  had  been  de- 
manded, or  that  the  demand  had  been  neglected  from  a 
certainty  of  refusal,  unless  the  indorser  assigned  some  other 
reason.  An  indorsement*  of  this  nature,  made  eight  months 
after  a  note  is  due,  is  enough  to  charge  the  indorsee  with  such 
negligence  in  making  further  inquiries,  as  will  subject  him  to 
the  same  defense  that  might  be  made  against  the  indorser. 

But  evidence  was  also  offered,  that  the  indorsement  was  in 
trust  for  the  indorser  himself.  If  this  was  the  case,  whether 
the  note  was  indorsed  before  or  after  it  became  due,  we  are  sat- 
isfied that  any  evidence  may  be  admitted  against  the  trustee, 
which  might  have  been  admitted  against  the  cestui  que  trust,  if 
he  had  sued  the  note  as  promisee. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  defense  offered  and  re- 
jected, would  have  supported  a  legal  defense  against  Page. 
Page  was  a  deputy  sheriff,  having  a  prisoner  in  custody  on  exe- 
cution, whom  he  was  carrying  to  jail,  and  having  proposed  to 
the  defendants  to  procure  for  the  prisoner  sureties  to  entitle 
him  to  the  liberty  of  the  prison-yard,  the  defendants  agreed  to 
give  him  bond  to  indemnify  him  against  the  escape  of  the  pris- 
oner, either  before  he  was  committed,  or  after  he  had  the  lib- 
erty of  the  yard;  and  no  scrivener  being  present  to  write  a 
bond,  the  note  was  made  and  given,  upon  the  express  agree- 
ment of  the  defendant  and  Page,  that  the  note  was  to  be  void, 
if  no  escape  was  committed;  otherwise  he  was  to  retain  it  as  an 
indemnity.  But  Page,  without  proceeding  to  the  jail  with  his 
prisoner,  voluntarily  discharged  him. 

If  these  allegations  had  been  proved  against  Page,  it  is  very 
clear  that  he  could  not  have  recovered.  The  only  ground  on 
which  he  could  claim  payment  of  the  note,  is  as  an  indemnity. 
The  escape  contemplated  by  the  parties  before  the  prisoner  was 
committed,  must  have  been  an  escape  against  the  will  of  the 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


May,  1808.]  Ayeb  v.  Hutohins.  235 

officer;  but  there  was  no  escape  against  his  will,  for  he  volun- 
tarily discharged  his  prisoner,  and  is  entitled  to  no  indemnity 
against  his  own  wrong.  And  if  the  parties  had  contemplated 
a  voluntary  escape,  then  the  consideration  of  the  note  would 
be  illegal;  for  an  agreement  to  indemnify  an  officer  for  a  volun- 
tary escape  is  void,  as  against  the  policy  of  the  law. 

As  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  ought  to  have  been 
admitted,  the  verdict  must  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

The  authority  of  this  case,  so  for  as  it  lays  down  a  rule,  as  to  what  will 
tender  a  negotiable  instrument  void,  in  the  hands  of  a  holder,  may  now 
t*  questioned,  in  view  of  the  established  doctrine,  that  suspicions  circum- 
*taoces  alone  will  not  invalidate  the  instrument,  but  there  must  be  mala 
&k*  shown  on  the  part  of  the  holder.    The  court  say:  "  If  the  indorsee  re- 
ceives the  note  under  circumstances  which  might  reasonably  create  sus- 
picions that  it  was  not  good,  he  ought  before  he  takes  it,  to  inquire  into 
tte  validity  of  the  note,  and  if  he  does  not  he  must  take  it  subject  to  any 
'egal  defense."    This  was  the  rule  formerly  adopted,  but  which  is  now  dis- 
carded, on  the  authority  of  Goodman  v.  Harvey,  4  Ad.  &  El.  870,  which 
after  much  fluctuation  in  the  English  law,  settled  the  rule  which  has  since 
been   approved  by  the  majority  of  our  courts.     It  is  now  held  that  it  is  a 
question  of  mala  fides  in  the  holder,  and  that  suspicious  circumstances 
alone  do  not  show  this  mala  fides.   This  is  the  language  of  a  careful  writer: 
"  In  the  United  States,  the  decisions  of  the  courts  have  varied,  some  follow- 
ing the  rule  declared  in  QUI  v.  CubUt,  but  by  far  the  greater  number  concur- 
ri^S  ***  the  principle  which  has  been  finally  established  as  the  law  of  Eng- 
Isjw*-      Chancellor  Kent  in  his  Commentaries  embodies  the  views  taken  in 
Q**  v-  CvbUi;  but  at  that  time  the  present  prevailing  doctrine  hod  not  been 
*e"e*tn»blished,  and  it  is  to  be  supposed  that  he  merely  incorporated  in  his 
te^H  the  then  existing  decisions  of  the  English  courts.    But  both  upon 
P^ciple  and  authority,  it  is  safe  to  say  that  the  experience  of  the  commer 
ci**  tvorld,  and  of  the  courts  before  which  the  doctrines  here  discussed  have 
*>  °ften  passed  in  review,  have  satisfied  jurists,  as  well  as  men  of  business, 
*****  the  interests  of  commerce  are  best  subserved  by  the  liberal  view  which 
promotes  the  circulation  of  negotiable  instruments;  and  that  the  bona  fides 
°*  the  transaction  should  be  the  decisive  test  of  the  holder's  rights:"  1 
Daniel  on  Neg.  Instrs..  775.    The  courts  of  Massachusetts  now  follow 
®j*  doctrine  as  here  stated,  and  ably  expounded  in  Goodman  v.  Sirnonds,  20 
™w-  367;   see    Worcester  Bank  v.   Dorcluster  Bank,   10  Cush.  481.    In 
^°°ner  v.  Holmes,  102  Moss.  507,  the  court  say :  "  It  is  now  well  settled 
ttat  the  bearer  of  a  bank  bill  which  has  been  stolen  from  the  bank  may 
f*J°ver  the  amount  from  the  bonk,  unless  it  is  proved  that  he  did  not  take 
"m  good  faith  and  for  valuable  consideration,  and  that  his  knowledge  of 
eiuPiciouB  circumstances  is  immaterial  unless  amounting  to  proof  of  want  of 
8°°d  faith.   •    •    •    And,  according  to  the  great  weight  of  authority,  the 
f"**e  rule  applies  to  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes  payable  to 
■*■*»:  Goodman  v.  Sirnonds,  20  How.  367." 

ffobably  next  to  Goodman  v.  Sirnonds,  the  best  considered  case  on  this 
WDJect  1b  Hamilton  v.  Vought,  34  N.  J.  L.  187,  where  Beasley,  C.  J.,  in  a 
v<*ry  able  opinion,  traces  the  course  of  adjudications  on  this  subject,  and 
■hows  what  doctrine  is  now  generally  accepted;  and  he  concludes  approve 
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ing  of  Goodman  v.  Simonds,  which  repudiates  the  doctrine  that  suspicion* 
circumstances  will  per  se  Titiate  the  title  to  commercial  paper.  He  says: 
"  The  rule  was  that  to  defeat  the  note  circumstances  must  be  shown  of  so 
suspicious  a  character  that  they  would  put  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  ou 
inquiry;  and  by  force  of  such  a  rule,  it  is  obvious  every  case  possessed  of 
unusual  incidents  would,  of  necessity,  pass  under  the  uncontrolled  dis* 
cretion  of  a  jury.  An  incident  of  the  transaction  from  which  any  suspicion 
could  arise  was  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  control  of  the  court. 
There  was  no  judicial  standard  by  which  suspicious  circumstances  could  be 
measured  before  committing  them  to  the  jury.  Aud  it  is  precisely  this 
want  which  the  modern  rule  supplies.  When  malajides  is  the  point  of  in- 
quiry, suspicious  circumstances  must  be  of  a  substantial  character,  and  if 
such  circumstances  do  not  appear,  the  court  can  arrest  the  inquiry.  Under 
the  former  practice,  circumstances  of  slight  suspicion  would  take  the  case 
to  the  jury;  under  the  present  rule,  the  circumstances  must  be  strong,  so 
that  bad  faith  can  be  reasonably  inferred.  Thus  the  subject  has  passed 
from  the  indefinite  to  the  comparatively  definite;  from  the  intangible  to  the 
comparatively  tangible." 

The  Massachusetts  courts  have  formerly  cited  tne  case  with  approval;  and 
on  some  points,  as  the  invalidity  of  the  contract,  and  on  the  effect  of  a  note 
considerably  overdue,  its  authority  is  sound.  See,  citing  the  principal  case, 
Thompson  v.  Bale,  6  Pick.  261;  Dyer  v.  Homer,  22  Id.  256;  Bills  v.  Com- 
Hock,  12  Met  470;  Kendall  v.  Robertson,  12  Cush.  158;  Williams  v.  Cheney, 
3  Gray,  222;  Pine  v.  Smith,  11  Id.  40. 

In  regard  to  what  shall  be  deemed  a  reasonable  time  for  presentment  for 
payment  of  a  note  payable  on  demand,  no  certain  rule  was,  or  possibly 
oould  be,  adopted.  But  now,  by  statutes,  the  period  is  defined,  as  in  Mas- 
sachusetts, which  is  sixty  days:  Gen.  Stat  1860,  p.  293.  In  Connecticut, 
a  note  payable  on  demand  must  be  presented  within  four  months,  or  it 
shall  be  considered  overdue  or  dishonored:  Gen.  Stat.  1875,  p.  942.  In 
California,  the  period  is  six  months,  if  without  interest:  Civil  Code,  sec 
8248. 


Inhabitants  of  Stoughton,  etc.,  v.  Baker. 

[4  Mam.  623.] 

Limitation  of  Fisheey  Grant. — A  grant  of  a  dam  and  a  weir  upon  a 
river,  with  the  exclusive  right  to  take  fish  from  the  river  below  the 
dam,  is  held  under  the  limitation  that  a  sufficient  and  reasonable  pas- 
sage-way shall  be  allowed  for  the  fish  in  their  passage  up  the  river; 
and  this  limitation  being  a  public  right,  is  not  extinguished  by  any  in- 
attention or  neglect  in  compelling  the  owner  to  comply  with  it 

Government  to  Protect  such  Public  Right. — The  government  may 
compel  the  private  owners  of  dams  to  allow  this  free  passage  as  a  pub- 
lic right,  but  any  injury  suffered  by  the  private  owners  in  consequence 
of  such  interference  may  be  compensated  for  by  an  action  at  law. 

Liability  and  Authority  op  Legislative  Committee. — A  com- 
mittee appointed  to  make  alterations,  under  their  directions,  of  a 
private  fishery  grant,  are  not  personally  liable  to  those  whom  they  em- 
ploy, and  as  the  exercise  of  their  authority  is  personal,  such  authority 
cannot  be  delegated  even  to  one  of  their  own  number. 
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Special  action  on  the  case.    The  plaintiffs  declared  that  on 
the  fifteenth  March,  1805,  the  state  legislature  appointed  Til* 
linghast,  Loud,  and  Turner  a  committee,  after  due  notice  given, 
to  order  such  alterations  in  the  fishways  of  the  several  dams  on 
Neponset  river  between  the  sea  and  Paul's  bridge,  or  to  cause 
such  new  fishways  to  be  made  around  said  dams,  or  either  of 
them,  as  in  their  opinion  or  of  the  major  part  of  them,  should  be 
efficient  for  the  passage  of  shad  and  alewives  at  the  dams.    It  • 
*as  resolved  that  the  expenses  incurred  in  making  such  altera- 
tions should  be  borne,  one-fourth  part  by  the  inhabitants  of  the 
.towns  of  Stoughton,  Sharon  and  Canton,  and  three-fourths  by 
the  owners  of  the  respective  dams  where  the  alterations  were 
Bade.    The  action  was  for  defendants'  proportion  of  certain 
expenses  incurred.     A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  amount  of  their  demand,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court 
on  a  case  stated,  containing  the  following:    It  was  agreed  that 
the  above  resolution  was  passed  by  the  legislature;  that  defend- 
ants were  seised  in  fee-simple  of  a  water-mill  and  dam  within 
the   prescribed  limits;  that  the  committee  having  heard  all 
the   parties,  ordered  certain  alterations   to   be  made  in  the 
fohway  through  defendants'  dam;  that  defendants  refused  to 
make  the  alterations  until  the  spring  following;  that  plaintiffs, 
afterwards,  in  the  same  year,  notified  Loud  of  the  refusal,  and 
koud,  who  had  been  appointed  a  sub-committee  to  superintend 
the  making   of  the  various   alterations;    thereupon  ordered 
plaintiffs  to  make  the  alterations  upon  defendants'  dam,  in 
a  faithful  and  prudent  manner;  that  in  so  making  the  altera- 
tions, expenses  to  the  amount  of  two  hundred  and  seventy-four 
dollars  and  fifty-three  cents  were  incurred;  of  which  sum  one 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  and  seventy-one  cents  was  expended 
in  paying  the  committees  for  their  time  and  in  reimbursing 
,  them  for  moneys  spent  in  performing  their  offices.    The  case 

■  farther  stated,  that  defendants'  dam  was  an  ancient  one,  and 

I  the  title  thereto  derived  from  Israel  Stoughton,  who  acquired 

\  his  right  in  the  year  1633,  by  grants  from  the  town  of  Dorches- 

I  ter,  in  which  the  land  then  was;  that  the  grants  to  Stoughton 

t  were  of  a  mill  privilege  and  a  weir  adjoining,  and  an  exclusive 

right  to  take  shad  and  alewives  between  the  weir  and  the  bridge, 
which  fish,  it  was  conditioned,  he  should  sell  to  the  plantation 
at  certain  stipulated  prices,  and  he  was  not  to  transfer  the  mill 
to  any  one  without  the  consent  of  the  plantation  first  had  and 
obtained;  that  the  grants  to  Stoughton  were  confirmed  by  the 
general  court  in  1634;  and  that  no  fishway  was  ever  mado 
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through  the  said  dam  until  the  year  1789,  when  the  fishway,  of 
which  alteration  was  ordered  to  be  made,  was  constructed  pur- 
suant to  a  resolution  of  the  general  court  of  February  17, 1789, 
at  the  expense  of  the  towns  of  Stoughton  and  Sharon,  on  whose 
petition  the  resolution  passed. 

Jackson,  for  the  defendants. 

Wheaton,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

By  Court,  Parsons,  C.  J.  The  plaintiffs  found  their  claim 
on  the  resolution  of  the  legislature  recited  in  the  declaration; 
on  the  alteration  of  the  former  sluice-way  ordered  by  the  com-  - 
mittee  therein  appointed;  on  the  refusal  of  the  defendants  to 
make  that  alteration  seasonably;  on  the  authority  given  by  Mr. 
Loud,  as  a  sub-committee,  to  the  plaintiffs,  to  make  that  altera- 
tion, and  on  the  plaintiffs'  making  it  pursuant  to  that 
authority. 

The  defendants  object  to  the  claim  of  reimbursement  of  the 
money  paid  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  committee;  and  we 
are  satisfied  this  objection  is  well  founded.  The  resolve  is 
silent  on  this  subject,  and  the  only  charge  which  it  imposes  on 
the  owners  of  the  dam  is  three-fourths  of  the  expenses  incurred 
in  altering  the  sluice-way.  The  defendants  also  object  to  the 
claim  for  the  expenses  of  making  the  alterations  in  the  sluice- 
way, arguing  that  the  legislature  had  no  authority  to  pass  the 
said  resolve;  because  their  dam  is  an  ancient  dam,  derived 
from  a  grant  by  the  town  of  Dorchester  in  1633,  held  by  them 
and  by  those  whose  estate  they  have  therein,  without  any 
sluice-way  for  the  passage  of  fish  from  that  time  to  the  year 
1789,  when  the  legislature  first  directed  that  a  passage  should 
be  opened  for  fish — because,  in  the  year  1633,  a  weir  for  the 
taking  of  fish  was  granted  as  appurtenant  to  their  mill,  by 
which  the  grantee,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  had  a  several  fishery 
between  the  dam  and  the  sea,  and  that  this  grant  of  a  weir  was, 
in  the  same  year,  confirmed  by  the  colony  legislature,  so  that 
the  public  have  no  right  for  the  passage  of  fish  above  or  through 
their  weir;  because  if  the  public  have  this  right,  it  should  be 
exercised  by  the  intervention  of  a  jury  to  describe  the  site  and 
dimensions  of  the  sluice-way,  and  not  by  a  committee  of  the 
general  court,  who  may,  through  error  or  mistake,  order  the 
whole  dam  to  be  prostrated,  and  thereby  destroy  or  render 
useless  the  estate  the  defendants  have  in  the  mill;  because  if 
the  public  have  not  this  right,  but  claim  to  take  it  for  the  pub- 
lic use,  the  commonwealth  is  bound  by  the  constitution  to  make 
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a  reasonable  compensation  to  the  owners,  and  not  charge  them 
with  the  expense  of  making  the  sluice-way. 

The  grants  on  which  the  defendants  rely  are  made  part  of  the 
case.  The  grant  by  Dorchester,  relating  to  the  dam,  is  in 
these  words:  "  It  is  generally  agreed  that  Mr.  Israel  Stoughton 
shall  build  a  water-mill  if  he  see  cause."  Then  follows  a  grant 
to  him  of  a  weir  adjoining  to  his  mill;  and  no  person  is  to  cross 
the  river  with  a  net  or  otherwise,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  said 
weir;  but  Stoughton  is  to  sell  the  alewives  at  five  shillings  per 
thousand,  and  the  other  fish  at  reasonable  rates.  The  colony 
legislature,  in  1634  confirmed  the  grant  of  the  weir  to  Stoughton 
and  his  heirs,  he  agreeing  to  build  and  maintain  a  horse-bridge 
over  the  river. 

The  weir  thus  granted  and  confirmed  amounted  to  the  fran- 
chise of  a  several  fishery  at  that  place,  but  it  extended  to  no 
other  place  on  the  river  above  it.  And  this  franchise  cannot 
be  construed  to  include  a  right  of  excluding  all  fish  from  pass- 
ing above  the  weir.  The  value  of  this  fishery  depends  on  the 
shoals  of  fish  that  enter  the  river  to  pass  to  the  ponds  above  to 
east  their  spawn;  and  if  none  were  allowed  to  pass,  the  fishery 
would  be  of  little  value,  and  the  public,  to  whom  Stoughton 
was  obliged  to  sell,  would  lose  their  supply,  which  was  one  of 
the  considerations  of  granting  the  franchise. 

We  are  therefore  satisfied  that  this  franchise,  if  it  were  not 
lf>st,  would  be  no  objection  to  the  right  of  the  public  to  have  a 
convenient  passage-way  for  the  fish  to  ascend  the  river  to  the 
ponds.  In  examining  the  grants,  this  franchise  is  not  appur- 
tenant to  the  mill,  but  is  a  several  independent  interest,  granted 
on  conditions.  And  tho  case  does  not  state  that  it  was  ever  ex- 
ercised by  Stoughton,  or  by  those  who  claim  under  him;  and, 
at  this  time,  we  must  presume  that  it  is  lost  and  gone  by  non- 
user. 

The  ancient  grants  by  towns  are  very  loosely  expressed,  and 
when  a  fee  was  intended,  words  of  inheritance  were  seldom 
used.  When  a  long  possession  by  the  grantee,  his  heirs  or  as- 
signs, has  followed,  the  original  grant  has  uniformly  been  con- 
sidered as  a  grant  of  a  fee.  In  this  case,  we  are  therefore  of 
opinion  that  Stoughton  took  a  fee  in  the  mill  privilege,  as  it  is 
usually  called  in  this  state.  And  having  a  privilege  to  build  a 
mill,  he  necessarily  had  a  right  to  erect  a  dam,  to  raise  water 
sufficient  to  drive  his  mill. 

But  the  right  to  build  a  dam  for  the  use  of  a  mill  was  under 
several  implied  limitations.     One  was  to  protect  private  rights, 
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by  compelling  him  to  make  compensation  to  the  owners  of  land 
above  for,  and  damages  occasioned  by,  overflowing  their  lands; 
another  was  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  public  to  the  fishery;  so 
that  the  dam  must  be  so  constructed  that  the  fish  should  not  be 
interrupted  in  their  passage  up  the  river  to  cast  their  spawn. 
Therefore,  every  owner  of  a  water-mill  or  dam  holds  it  on  the 
condition,  or  perhaps  under  the  limitation,  that  a  sufficient  and 
reasonable  passage-way  shall  be  allowed  for  the  fish.  This  lim- 
itation, being  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  is  not  extinguished 
by  any  inattention  or  neglect,  in  compelling  the  owner  to  com- 
ply with  it.  For  no  laches  can  be  imputed  to  the  government, 
and  against  it  no  time  runs  so  as  to  bar  its  rights. 

If  the  government  should,  in  its  grant  of  a  mill  privilege,  ex* 
pressly  or  by  necessary  implication,  waive  this  limitation,  it 
would  be  bound.  But  it  would  be  an  unreasonable  construc- 
tion of  the  grant  by  Dorchester,  to  admit  that  by  it  all  the 
people  were  deprived  of  a  free  fishery  in  the  river  above  the 
dam,  to  which,  until  the  grant,  they  were  unquestionably  en- 
titled. 

The  public,  therefore,  having  a  right  to  the  benefits  of  this 
limitation,  as  to  the  mill  and  dam  of  the  defendants,  there  must 
be  some  remedy  by  which  the  public  benefit  may  be  secured 
But  this  remedy,  say  the  defendants,  cannot  be  obtained  bv 
any  authority  of  the  committee  of  the  general  court,  but  should 
be  sought  for  through  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  The  legisla- 
ture may  make  all  laws  not  repugnant  to  the  constitution;  and 
we  do  not  know  that  this  law  is  repugnant  to  it.  And  the  usage 
of  the  general  court  to  appoint  committees  to  locate  and  de- 
scribe the  site  and  dimensions  of  passage-ways  for  fish,  is  ancient, 
and  has  been  long  continued.  But  if  a  committee,  thus  ap- 
pointed, should  locate  and  describe  a  passage-way  for  fish,  un- 
necessary and  unreasonable,  by  which  the  property  of  the 
owner  of  the  mill  was  injured  without  any  public  benefit,  we  do 
not  admit  that  he  would  be  without  remedy.  The  owner  holds 
his  privilege  subject  to  the  limitation  that  a  reasonable  and  suf- 
ficient passage-way  should  be  allowed  for  the  fish.  Beyond 
this,  the  public  has  no  interest,  and  private  right  is  invaded. 
Any  prostration  of  the  dam  by  a  committee,  not  within  this 
limitation,  would  be  an  injury  to  the  owner,  for  which  he  might 
appeal  to  his  country,  and  have  a  remedy  by  the  verdict  of  a 
jury. 

Another  objection  made  was,  that  if  this  resolution  was  con- 
stitutional, the  legislature  might  authorize  strangers  to  enter, 
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without  right,  on  the  freehold  or  lawful  possession  of  another. 
This  objection,  supposing  that  strangers  enter  without  right, 
is  begging  the  question.  For  if  the  owner  of  the  dam  hold  it 
under  the  limitation  mentioned,  that  limitation  must  extend  to 
give  a  right  to  the  government  to  enter  and  remove  obstruc- 
tions, which,  if  not  removed,  would  defeat  the  limitation. 

In  this  action  it  does  not  appear  that,  at  the  trial,  the  defend- 
ants made  any  objection  to  the  necessity  or  reasonableness  of 
the  alteration  of  the  sluice-way  ordered  by  the  conamittee,  on 
this  ground;  therefore,  he  has  now  no  right  to  complain.  It 
has  been  further  argued  that,  if  the  resolve  is  constitutional, 
yet  the  plaintiffs  cannot  maintain  this  action  for  several  reasons. 
The  resolve  authorizes  the  committee  to  order  alterations  in  old 
passage-ways,  or  to  direct  new  passage-ways  to  be  made.  Who- 
ever, therefore,  say  the  defendants,  make  these  alterations,  are 
agents  of  the  committee;  and  the  committee,  who  are  answer- 
able to  their  agents,  must  bring  the  action. 

If  this  objection  were  to  prevail,  no  committee  would  ever 
undertake  the  trust.  And  as  their  powers  are  to  locate  and 
describe  the  requisite  alterations,  but  not  to  make  them — if  this 
objection  should  not  prevail,  it  is  argued  that,  after  the  com- 
mittee have  made  the  order,  and  given  notice  to  the  owner  of 
the  dam,  they  have  executed  all  their  powers,  and  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  owner  of  the  dam  to  make  the  alterations;  and  if  he  dis- 
obey the  order,  he  may  be  punished  by  indictment.  There 
might  be  some  weight  in  this  objection,  if  the  authority  of  the 
committee  were  confined  to  the  issue  of  orders;  but  they  are 
expressly  authorized  to  cause  new  fishways  to  be  opened.  The 
work  may  therefore  be  done  under  their  direction,  if  the  owner 
refuses  to  remove  the  obstruction  which  he  has  placed  or  con- 
tinued. 

But  it  is  denied  that  the  committee  could  authorize  three 
towns  jointly  to  make  this  alteration,  so  as  to  give  them  a  joint 
action. 

We  think  there  is  some  weight  in  this  objection,  as  it  is  not 
easy  to  conceive  how  a  joint  authority  could  lawfully  be  vested 
in  three  distinct  independent  corporations,  who  can  act  only  by 
a  major  vote  in  distinct  corporate  meetings,  by  the  committee 
under  this  general  authority  given  them.  But  we  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  decide  on  this  point,  because  we  are  satisfied 
that  the  remaining  objection  is  fatal  against  the  action. 

This  objection  is,  that  it  was  not  competent  for  Mr.  Loud,  as 
a  sub-committee,  to  execute  any  of  the  powers  of  the  committee, 
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and  therefore  he  could  not  authorize  the  plaintiffs  or  any  other 
persons  to  make  the  alteration,  so  far  as  to  give  them  a  right  of 
action  to  recover  a  compensation.  .  . 

The  authority  given  to  the  committee  is,  by  the  terms  of  the 
resolve,  to  be  exercised  by  them,  or  the  major  part  of  them. 
The  exercise  of  this  authority  is  personal,  and  cannot  be  dele- 
gated. If  it  could  be  delegated,  it  might  be  delegated  to  any 
other  man,  as  well  as  to  Mr.  Loud,  one  of  the  committee.  If 
the  committee,  or  a  major  part  of  them,  had  exercised  the 
powers  given  them,  it  might  have  been  thought  by  them 
reasonable  to  give  the  defendants  time  until  the  next  spring  to 
make  the  alterations;  or  they  might  have  employed  other  per- 
sons than  the  plaintiffs  to  make  them.  However  this  might 
have  been,  it  is  extremely  clear  that  the  powers  given  to  the 
committee  must  be  exercised  by  all,  or  by  the  greater  part,  and 
that  they  could  not  be  delegated  to  Mr.  Loud,  or  to  any  other 
person. 

For  this  reason  the  verdict  must  be  set  aside,  and  a  general 
verdict  be  entered  for  the  defendants. 


The  authority  of  this  case  ia  recognized  in  the  federal  courts  on  the  limi- 
tation of  grants.  See  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge,  11  Peters, 
558;  Holyoke  Company  v.  Lyman,  15  Wall  514;  and  in  reference  to  no  time 
running  against  the  government,  on  the  maxim  nullum  tempts  oecurrU  regi, 
Armstrong  v.  Morrill,  14  WalL  144;  United  States  v.  Boar,  2  Mas.  314; 
United  States  v.  Oreene,  4  Id.  431.  On  the  limitation  of  a  private  grant,  it 
is  referred  to  in  late  cases  in  Massachusetts:  Commissioners  v.  Holyoke 
Water  Co.,  104  Mass.  446,  457;  Commonwealth  v.  Vincent,  108  Id.  248;  Com- 
monwealth v.  Essex  Co.,  13  Giay,  248.  In  People  v.  Piatt,  17  Johns.  211, 
Spencer,  J.,  notices  the  case,  and  says:  "  In  that  case,  the  supreme  court 
of  Massachusetts  held  that  a  legislative  resolution  appointing  a  committee, 
who  were  authorized  to  require  the  proprietors  of  certain  dams  on  Nepon- 
set  river  to  alter  them,  in  such  a  way  as  should  be  sufficient  for  the  passage 
of  shad  and  alewives  at  tho  dams,  was  a  legal  proceeding,  not  repugnant 
to  the  constitution.  Tho  opinion  is  founded  on  tho  ancient  and  long  con- 
tinued usage  of  the  general  court  of  Massachusetts,  to  appoint  commis- 
sioners to  locate  and  describe  the  site  and  dimensions  of  passage-ways  for 
fish;  and  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  was  held  that  the  right  of 
the  proprietor  of  the  dam  was  subject  to  the  limitation  that  a  reasonable 
and  sufficient  passage  should  be  allowed  for  tho  fish.  The  court,  however, 
expressly  say  that  any  prostration  of  the  dam,  not  within  the  limitation, 
would  be  an  injury  to  the  owner,  for  which  he  might  appeal  to  his  country, 
and  have  a  remedy;  and  that  if  the  government,  in  the  grant  of  a  mill 
,  privilege,  expressly  or  by  implication,  waive  this  limitation,  it  would  he 
'  bound.  In  the  case,  then,  under  consideration,  the  court  said  it  would  he 
an  unreasonable  construction  of  the  grant  to  admit  that  by  it  all  the  people 
were  deprived  of  a  free  fishery  in  the  river  above  the  dam,  to  which,  until 
the  giant,  they  were  unquestionably  entitled.    Whether  in  that  case  the 
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Neponset  river  was  navigable  above  the  dam,  Is  nowhere  affirmed  or 
denied;  hut  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  court  proceeded  on  local  usages 
and  customs,  and  not  upon  the  general  and  received  doctrine  of  the  com* 
mon  law;  for  not  a  single  case  is  referred  to,  nor  is  it  even  asserted  that 
the  principles  advanced  are  sanctioned  by  the  English  common  law." 


Holbrook  v.  Finney. 

14  Xif*.  ft*.] 

No  Dowxb  in  Momentary  Seisin.— A  father  conveyed  land  to  his  four 
sons  in  fee,  who  on  the  same  day  mortgaged  the  same  land  to  the  father 
to  secure  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  and  the  maintenance  of  the 
father  during  life;  it  was  held  that  there  was  only  an  instantaneous 
seisin  in  the  sons,  and  therefore  the  wife  of  one  had  no  claim  to  dower 
in  the  land. 

Constitutional  Right  or  Legislature  to  Change  Tenure.— A 
statute  converting  existing  estates  in  joint-tenancy  into  estates  in  com* 
mon  is  constitutional,  because  not  impairing  vested  rights,  but  render- 
ing the  tenure  more  beneficial. 

Action  for  dower  in  a  tract  of  land,  which  plaintiff  demands 
by  virtue  of  the  seisin  of  her  deceased  husband,  Ezra  Finney. 
It  was  agreed  that  John  Finney  being  seised  of  the  premises  in 
fee  conveyed  the  same  by  deed  bearing  date  March  13, 1876,  to 
his  four  sons,  of  whom  Ezra  was  one,  in  equal  proportion,  in 
fee,  for  the  consideration  of  four  hundred  pounds;  that  imme- 
diately, and  by  a  deed  of  even  date,  the  four  sons  mortgaged 
the  same  premises  to  their  father  in  fee,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  four  hundred  pounds,  and  a  maintenance  during  his  life; 
that  Ezra  died  in  December  of  the  same  year;  that  in  1787,  the 
mortgagee  foreclosed  the  mortgage  for  condition  broken;  that  in 
1790,  the  defendant,  Bobert  Finney,  became  possessed  of  the 
premises,  under  an  execution  levied  to  satisfy  a  judgment 
against  John  Finney.  On  these  facts  it  was  submitted  to  the 
court  whether  the  demandant  was  entitled  to  dower. 

Thoma*,  for  the  plaintiff. 

B.  Whitman,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  C.  J.  [After  reciting  the  substance  of 
the  case  as  agreed  by  the  parties.]  The  question  before  the 
court,  upon  these  facts,  is,  whether  Ezra  Finney,  the  husband, 
was,  during  the  coverture,  so  seised  of  the  premises  that  the 
demandant  has  a  right  to  her  dower.  He  has  not  so  seised,  un- 
less from  the  operation  of  the  deed  from  his  father  to  himself 
and  his  three  brothers. 
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The  tenant  has  made  two  objections:  1.  That  this  convey- 
ance was  of  an  estate  to  joint-tenants,  of  which  the  demandant's 
husband  was  not  the  survivor;  2.  That  her  husband  had  that 
instantaneous  seisin  only,  which  will  not  entitle  her  to  dower. 

It  is  settled  that  if  an  estate  be  devised  to  two  or  more, 
equally  to  be  divided,  they  are  tenants  in  common.  The  same 
construction  is  applied  to  a  devise  to  two  or  more,  share  and 
share  alike:  Show.  Pari.  Cases,  210.  Also  the  words  equally 
to  be  divided,  in  a  covenant  to  stand  seised,  or  in  the  surrender 
of  a  copyhold,  or  in  a  deed  appointing  uses,  create  a  tenancy 
in  common:  2  Yent.  365-6;  1  Salk.  391;  1  Wils.  341-2.  This 
construction  has  been  adopted,  because  the  words  in  equal 
shares,  or  equally  to  be  divided,  import  a  division  infuturo. 

The  words  in  this  deed  are  in  equal  proportion;  and  it  is  said 
that  they  do  not  imply  a  future  division,  but  are  applied  only 
to  the  respective  interests  in  the  thing  conveyed.  On  this 
ground  they  must  be  considered  as  wholly  inoperative;  for 
without  them  the  grantees  would  have  taken  an  equal  interest 
in  the  lands  granted.  .  To  give  them  operation,  may  they  not  be 
considered  as  equivalent  to  the  words,  in  equal  purparties  or 
shares,  and  thus  contemplate  a  future  partition  ? 

But  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  decide  this  point,  for  by  the 
statute  of  1785,  c.  61,  passed  three  days  after  the  execution  of 
these  deeds,  it  is  enacted  that  all  estates  which  had  been,  or 
which  should  be,  aliened  to  two  or  more  persons,  shall  bo 
deemed  to  be  tenancies  in  common,  unless  it  be  manifestly  the 
intent  of  the  alienor  that  they  should  be  held  as  joint  estates, 
with  a  saving  to  the  survivor  of  any  estate  in  joint-tenancy,  be- 
fore created  and  already  vested  in  him.  This  statute  has  a 
retrospective  effect,  and  comprehends  this  conveyance;  and 
there  seems  to  be  no  constitutional  objection  to  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  alter  a  tenure,  by  substituting  another  tenure 
more  beneficial  to  all  the  tenants. 

If  this  objection  had  been  pressed,  it  would  have  been  tin- 
necessary  to 'consider  it,  as  the  statute  of  1783,  c.  52,  in  force 
when  the  deeds  were  executed,  although  repealed  by  the  last- 
cited  statute,  had  abolished  the  principle  of  survivorship  among 
joint-tenants,  and  had  enacted  that,  on  the  death  of  a  joint- 
tenant,  the  joint  estate  of  which  he  was  seised  should  descend 
to  his  heirs.  In  consequence  of  these  provisions,  the  wife  of  a 
joint-tenant  is  dowable,  as  on  the  death  of  her  husband  there 
could  be  no  survivor,  who  would  be  in  by  a  title  paramount  to 
her  claim  of  dower. 
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The  demandant  must  therefore  recover,  unless  the  second  ob- 
jection should  prevail.  It  certainly  is  law  that  where  the  hus- 
band is  seised  bat  for  an  instant,  of  this  seisin  his  wife  shall  not 
be  endowed.  The  seisin  for  an  instant  is  where  the  husband, 
by  the  same  act,  or  by  the  same  conveyance,  by  which  he  ac- 
quires the  seisin,  parts  with  it.  Thus,  if  tenant  for  life,  make  a 
feoffment  in  fee,  his  wife  shall  not  be  endowed;  for,  by  making 
the  same  feoffment  which  passed  the  fee,  he  acquired  a  fee:  2 
Cro.  615.  And  if  a  joint-tenant  make  a  feoffment,  his  wife  shall 
not  be  endowed,  for  by  the  feoffment  he  was  seised  of  a  several 
estate  but  for  an  instant,  which  he  acquired  and  parted  with  by 
the  feoffment:  Id.  So,  if  a  feoffment  be  to  B.  and  his  heirs  to 
the  use  of  0.  and  his  heirs,  the  wife  of  B.  shall  not  be  endowed, 
for  he  was  but  an  instrument;  and  the  same  feoffment  which 
gave  him  the  seisin,  by  the  statute  of  uses,  transferred  it  to  0. 
Nor  shall  the  wife  of  the  oonusee  of  the  fine  be  endowed,  when 
by  the  same  fine  the  estate  is  rendered  back  to  the  conusor:  2 
Co.  77  a. 

Let  us  now  compare  the  present  conveyances  with  these  prin- 
ciples; for  the  previous  agreement  may  be  laid  out  of  the  case. 
If  the  deeds  pursue  it,  it  is  useless;  and  if  they  do  not,  we 
must  be  governed  wholly  by  the  construction  of  the  deeds. 
The  mortgage  back  to  the  father,  from  the  terms  of  it,  is  of 
even  date  with  the  conveyance  from  him.  They  are,  therefore, 
to  be  considered  as  parts  of  the  same  contract,  and  as  taking 
effect  at  the  same  instant.  The  conveyance  from  the  father 
took  effect  when  he  delivered  his  deed;  the  mortgage  back  took 
effect  when  the  mortgage  deed  was  delivered;  but  both  being 
of  even  date,  were  delivered  at  the  same  time.  The  mortgagors 
were,  therefore,  seised  but  for  an  instant,  taking  an  absolute 
estate  in  fee,  and  instantaneously  rendering  back  a  conditional 
estate  in  fee.  These  two  instruments  must,  therefore,  be  con- 
sidered as  parts  of  one  and  the  same  contract  between  the 
parties;  in  the  same  manner  as  a  deed  of  defeasance  forms  with 
the  deed  to  be  defeated,  but  one  contract,  although  engrossed 
on  several  sheets;  and  no  interval  of  time  intervened  between 
the  taking  and  the  rendering  back  of  the  fee. 

But  if  the  husband  continued  seised  for  any  portion  of  time, 
however  short,  his  wife  would  have  been  entitled  to  dower;  as 
if  the  conveyance  back  had  been  made  posterior  in  point  of 
time,  or  by  a  deed  distinct  from  the  first  grant.  There  is  the 
case  of  Noah  v.  Preston,  reported  in  Cro.  Car.  190,  illustrating 
and  supporting  these  principles.    In  that  case  I.  S.  seised  in 
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fee,  bargains  and  sells  the  land  to  the  husband  for  one  hundred 
and  twenty  pounds,  in  consideration  that  the  bargainee  shall 
redemise  it  to  the  bargainor  and  his  wife  for  twenty  years,  ren- 
dering a  nominal  rent,  with  a  condition  that  if  the  bargainor,  at 
the  end  of  twenty  years,  paid  back  the  one  hundred  and  twenty 
pounds,  the  bargain  and  sale  should  be  void.  The  bargainee 
accordingly  redemised  it,  and  dies.  His  wife  shall  have  dowery, 
because  the  land,  by  the  bargain  and  sale,  was  Tested  in  the 
husband.  But  it  would  have  been  otherwise  if  the  land  was  in, 
and  was  out  of  the  husband  by  one  act.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the 
execution  of  the  two  deeds,  they  being  of  even  date,  was  done 
at  the  same  instant,  and  constitutes  but  one  act. 

The  demandant,  therefore,  cannot  support  her  claim,  as  her 
husband  was  never  so  seised  as  to  entitle  her  to  dower.  Ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  submitting  the  case  to 
the  court,  the  demandant  must  become  nonsuit. 


The  courts  particularly  notioe  this  esse  in  reference  to  the  constitutions! 
right  of  the  legislature  to  change  tenure.  On  this  point  it  is  regarded  with 
high  favor:  Miller  v.  Miller,  16  Mass.  61;  Simons  v.  Hanover,  23  Pick.  193; 
Davison  v.  Johnnot,  7  Met  397;  Clark  v.  Cordis,  4  Allen,  475;  Brevoort  v. 
Grace,  53  N.  Y.  258;  Cooley  on  Const  Iim.  360. 

On  the  point  of  instantaneous  seisin:  Tltaxter  v.  Williams,  14  Pick.  54; 
Flint  v.  Arnold,  2  Met  626;  King  v.  Stetson,  11  Allen,  408;  Bums  v.  Tksnjsr, 
101  Mass.  428;  Hubbard  v.  Norton,  10  Conn.  434;  Maybnrry  v.  Brim,  15 
Peters,  80. 


Pbesoott  v.  Tbueman. 

[4  Mam.  6ST.] 

What  Considered  an  Incumbrance.— A  paramount  right  is  an  in* 
cumbiance  within  the  meaning  of  a  covenant  in  a  conveyance  of  land, 
that  the  same  is  free  from  all  incumbrances. 

Damages  fob  Breach  of  Covenant  against  Incumbrances.— In  an 
action  on  a  covenant  against  incumbrances,  if  the  plaintiff  has,  at  a 
fair  price,  extinguished  the  incumbrance,  such  prioe  shall  be  the 
measure  of  damages;  but  if  he  has  not  removed  the  incumbrance  ha 
shall  recover  only  nominal  damages. 

Action  for  the  breach  of  a  covenant  against  incumbsanoea. 
The  facts  appear  from  the  opinion. 

Ward,  for  the  defendant. 

Bigelow,  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  Court,  Parsons,  0.  J.    The  action  is  covenant  broken, 
and  comes  before  us  on  a  general  demurrer  to  the  fourth  count. 
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In  this  count,  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  Trueman,  on  the  twenty- 
sixth  of  September,  1800,  being  then  seised  in  fee  of  certain 
lands  in  Weetford,  which  seisin  he  acquired  by  a  conveyance 
from  Thomas  Symmes,  who  was  in  by  disseisin  by  his  deed  of 
that  date  granted,  and  sold  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee,  and 
covenanted  that  the  said  lands  were  free  from  all  incumbrances. 
The  breach  alleged  is  that  the  heirs  of  the  disseisee  had,  at  the 
time  when  the  deed  was  executed,  a  paramount  right  to  the 
same  lands. 

All  the  facte  contained  in  this  count,  which  are  well  pleaded, 
are  confessed  by  the  demurrer.  And  the  question  is,  whether 
this  paramount  right  to  the  lands  in  the  heirs  of  the  disseisee, 
at  the  time  of  the  grant  to  the  plaintiff,  is  an  incumbrance  on 
the  land  granted.  No  authority  in  point  on  either  side  has 
been  produced;  and  the  question  must  be  decided  on  general 
principles.  On  these  principles  we  are  of  opinion  that  every 
right  to,  or  interest  in,  the  land  granted,  to  the  diminution  of 
the  value  of  the  land,  but  consistent  with  the  passing  of  the 
fee  of  it  by  the  conveyance,  must  be  deemed  in  law  an  incum- 
brance. We  say  consistent  with  the  passing  of  the  fee  of  the 
land  by  the  conveyance,  because,  if  nothing  passed  by  the 
deed,  the  grantee  cannot  hold  the  estate  under  the  grantor. 
Thus,  a  right  to  an  easement  of  any  kind  in  the  land  is  an  in- 
cumbrance. So  is  a  mortgage.  So,  also,  is  a  claim  of  dower, 
which  may  partially  defeat  the  plaintiff's  title,  by  taking  a  free- 
hold in  one-third  out  of  it.  And  for  the  same  reason  a  para- 
mount right  which  may  wholly  defeat  the  plaintiff's  title,  is  an 
incumbrance.  It  is  a  weight  on  his  land,  which  must  lessen 
the  value  of  it. 

It  may  be  objected  that,  if  a  paramount  right  is  an  incum- 
brance, for  which  the  grantee  may  recover  damages,  it  would 
operate  unreasonably  and  unjustly  as  between  the  parties  to  the 
covenant.  For  after  the  grantor  had  paid  for  the  value  of 
the  lands  in  damages,  the  grantee  would  still  hold  it,  and 
might  never  be  disturbed  by  a  dormant  title.  Or,  if  he 
should  be  afterwards  evicted,  the  grantor  would  again  be  liable 
to  the  grantee  on  the  warranty  in  consequence  of  the  eviction. 

If  these  inconveniences  would  follow  from  considering  a  para- 
mount right  as  an  incumbrance,  the  objection  would  have  great 
weight,  not  only  on  this  point,  but  also. in  cases  of  mortgages 
and  claims  of  dower,  which  it  is  not  disputed  are  incumbrances. 
But  by  duly  attending  to  the  rule  in  assessing  damages,  the 
objection  will  vanish.    Where  a  subsisting  easement  is  alleged 
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as  the  incumbrance,  the  injury  arising  from  the  easement,  or  the 
fair  and  reasonable  price  paid  by  the  grantee  to  extinguish  it, 
of  which  the  jury  will  judge,  is  tbe  measure  of  the  damages.  If 
a  mortgage,  which  is  a  collateral  security,  is  the  incumbrance, 
the  grantee  can  recover  only  nominal  damages,  unless  he  has 
removed  it,  because  the  mortgagee  can  compel  the  mortgagor 
to  pay  the  debt  by  suing  the  principal  security;  but  if  the 
grantee  has  paid  it,  so  that  the  mortgagor  is  discharged,  the 
sum  secured  by  the  mortgage  is  the  measure  of  damages.  If  a 
right  to  dower  is  the  incumbrance  complained  of,  if  it  be  not 
extinguished  by  the  grantee,  he  can  recover  only  nominal  dam- 
ages.  But  if  he  has  extinguished  it,  tbe  jury  will  allow  him  in 
damages  the  fair  price  it  necessarily  cost  him.  For  if  this  right 
be  extinguished,  it  can  never  after  be  the  foundation  of  any 
claim  on  the  grantor. 

So,  in  the  case  before  us,  if  the  plaintiff,  the  grantee,  has  not 
extinguished  the  paramount  right,  but  it  still  remains  against 
his  title,  he  shall  recover  nominal  damages  only,  for  the  reason 
on  which  the  objection  is  founded.  For  the  plaintiff  shall  not  re- 
cover the  value  of  the  land  against  the  grantor  and  still  hold  the 
land  on  a  contingency  that  he  may  never  be  disturbed  in  his  pos- 
session. Neither  shall  the  grantor,  the  defendant,  after  having 
once  paid  the  value  of  the  land,  be  afterwards  called  on  by  the 
plaintiff  on  a  subsequent  eviction.  But  if  it  should  appear  to 
the  jury,  who  may  inquire  of  the  damages,  that  the  plaintiff 
has,  at  a  just  and  reasonable  price,  extinguished  this  title,  so 
that  it  can  never  afterwards  prejudice  the  grantor,  they  will 
consider  this  price  as  the  measure  of  damages 

The  law  thus  settled  will  be  generally  convenient.  For  if  we 
are  mistaken  in  the  law,  the  grantee  can  have  no  remedy  on  the 
usual  covenants  in  our  deeds  of  conveyance,  until  he  is  evicted. 
In  the  meantime,  he  may  be  unwilling  to  make  improvements; 
and  when  he  is  evicted,  the  grantor  may  be  unable  to  make 
him  any  compensation. 

The  covenant  of  seisin  is  not  broken,  for  it  is  admitted  that 
the  grantor  was  seised;  neither  is  the  covenant  of  a  right  to 
convey  broken,  for  a  man  seised  has  a  right  to  convey;  and  on 
the  warranty  there  is  no  remedy  until  after  eviction 

In  English  deeds,  there  is  sometimes  inserted  a  covenant  that 
the  grantor  has  good  right  to  convey  an  indefeasible  estate  in 
fee.  On  this  covenant  only  nominal  damages  would  be  given, 
until  the  estate  conveyed  had  been  defeated,  or  the  right  to  de- 
feat it  had  been  extinguished      This  covenant  is  not  usually,  if 
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ever,  introduced  into  our  deeds  of  conveyance,  and  upon  the 
construction  of  covenants  against  incumbrances  is  unnecessary. 

In  adopting  this  construction,  we  have  not  been  governed  en- 
tirely by  arguments  ab  inconvenienti,  but  have  used  the  language 
of  these  covenants  in  the  popular  sense  of  the  country,  and 
consequently  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  generally  understood 
by  the  parties  to  conveyances.  A  purchaser  from  one  who  is 
seised  is  not,  therefore,  obliged  to  wait  in  painful  suspense 
until  he  be  evicted  before  he  can  obtain  an  adequate  remedy; 
but  as  soon  as  he  can  extinguish  the  incumbrance,  he  may  call 
on  his  grantor  for  an  indemnity. 

Declaration  adjudged  good. 

Ab  to  what  shall  be  considered  an  incumbrance,  this  case  is  cited  as  au- 
thority in  Shearer  v.  Sanger,  21  Pick.  448;  Bronson  v.  Coffin,  106  Mass.  180. 
As  to  damages  its  authority  is  recognized  in  Harlow  v.  Thomas,  15  Pick. 
68;  Brooke  v.  Moody,  20  Id.  476;  Nortony.  Babcock,  2  Met  517;  where  it  is 
held,  if  the  grantee  extinguishes  a  paramount  right  at  a  fair  and  reason- 
able price,  he  may  recover  this  price  in  an  action  on  his  covenant:  Harring- 
ton v.  Murphy,  109  Mass.  300;  that  nominal  damages  will  be  only  allowed 
where  the  incumbrance  has  worked  no  disturbance  and  has  not  been  extin- 
guished. On  the  same  point  it  is  cited  in  Brigge  v.  Morse,  42  Conn.  260. 
In  Barnes  v.  Mott,  64  N.  Y.  402,  it  is  cited  by  the  court  to  show  that  upon 
paying  off  the  incumbrance  the  grantee  may  have  his  action  for  the  full 
amount  paid.  But  this  must  be  taken  with  the  limitation  that  the  amount 
shall  be  just  and  reasonable.  In  Porter  v.  Bradley,  7R.L  542,  the  court, 
citing  this  case,  lays  down  a  good  principle,  namely:  that  where  the  incum- 
brance is  in  its  nature  continuous,  and  one  which  the  covenantee  cannot 
remove,  compensation  in  damages  can  be  recovered  in  a  sum  equivalent  to 
the  injury  sustained.  In  Delavergne  v.  Norrls,  7  Johns.  359,  it  is  cited,  the 
court  saying:  "If  the  purchaser  feels  the  inconvenience  of  the  existing 
incumbrance,  and  the  hazard  of  waiting  until  he  is  evicted,  he  may  go 
and  satisfy  the  mortgage,  and  then  resort  to  his  covenant.  This  is  the  rule 
as  laid  down  by  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts  in  PrescoU  v.  True* 
moM/and  it  is  entitled  to  the  highest  respect. " 


Farnsworth  V.  Childs. 

[4  Mam.  687.] 

Uhbeoorded  Deed  as  Notice.— A  deed  of  conveyance,  though  not  ac* 
knowledged  or  registered,  will  be  good  against  a  second  purchaser 
with  notice,  and  this  notice  may  be  either  express  or  implied. 

8AMB. — Where  a  second  bona  Jide  purchaser  had  read  a  prior  deed,  but  the 
grantee  had  neglected  for  two  years  to  record  it,  and  had  permitted  the 
grantor  to  remain  in  the  open  possession  and  occupation  of  the  land, 
the  first  purchaser  was  held  not  entitled  to  relief,  and  the  second  en- 
titled to  claim  the  land. 
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Trespass  quote  clausum  f regit.  A  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff  by  consent,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  court,  on  the 
following  statement  of  facts:  On  the  eleventh  of  June,  1805, 
John  Farnsworth  being  seised  of  the  premises,  in  fee,  by  his 
deed  conveyed  the  same  to  plaintiff  for  the  term  of  his  life, 
bona  fide,  and  for  a  valuable  consideration;  that  on  the  thir- 
teenth following  one  James  Brazer,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  was 
called  in  to  acknowledge  the  deed,  and  at  John's  request  read 
the  deed,  saying  that  it  would  do  well  enough,  and  then  took 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  same;  that  owing  to  the  bodily  in- 
firmities of  plaintiff,  the  premises  were  occupied  under  the 
direction  and  management  of  John,  but  for  the  plaintiffs  use; 
that  the  deed  was  not  recorded  till  October,  1807;  that  in  June, 
1807,  James  and  William  Brazer,  partners,  recovered  judg- 
ment against  John,  by  virtue  of  which  execution  issued  and 
was  levied  on  the  premises  in  question,  and  seisin  thereof  de- 
livered to  William,  who  had  no  knowledge  of  the  deed  to 
plaintiff;  that  defendant,  by  directions  of  William,  entered 
upon  the  premises,  and  cut  and  carried  away  a  quantity  of  hay. 

Dana,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bigelow,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Pabsohs,  0.  J.  Upon  this  case  the  plaintiff  moves 
for  judgment  upon  the  verdict,  because  one  of  the  judgment 
creditors  of  the  grantor  well  knew,  before  the  execution  was 
levied,  that  the  close  had  been  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  levy  was  therefore  fraudulent,  notwithstanding  the  plaint- 
iff's neglect  to  record  his  deed.  On  the  other  side,  the  defendant 
moves  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  because  there  was  no  evidence 
that  James  Brazer,  the  justice,  ever  knew  what  lands  were  con- 
veyed by  the  deed,  his  attention  having  been  wholly  confined 
to  the  tenure  created  by  it,  whether  it  was  or  was  not  created 
by  suitable  words;  that  if  it  must  be  presumed  that  James, 
when  he  took  the  acknowledgment,  knew  that  the  close  was 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  deed,  yet  as  there  was  no  ap- 
parent change  of  possession,  the  occupation  being  in  fact  by 
.the  grantor,  he  might  well  presume  that  the  conveyance  was 
rescinded  by  the  parties,  or  the  close  reconveyed  to  the  grantor, 
the  occupier.  But,  if  the  conveyance  would  be  deemed  good 
as  against  James,  yet  it  should  not  affect  William,  the  other 
partner,  who,  it  is  agreed,  had  no  knowledge  whatever  of  the 
conveyance;  and  as  William  must  suffer  if  James  suffers,  neither 
ought  to  suffer  by  the  laches  of  the  plaintiff. 
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At  common  law  a  freehold  estate  could  not  pass  bat  by  livery 
of  seisin,  that  the  freeholders  of  the  county  might  have  notice 
of  the  conveyance.  By  a  law  of  the  colony  of  Massachusetts 
bay  (1641-2)  it  was  ordered  that  no  alienation  of  any  land, 
where  the  grantor  remains  in  possession,  shall  be  good  against 
any  persons  bat  the  grantor  and  his  heirs,  unless  the  deed  be 
acknowledged  before  some  magistrate,  and  recorded  by  the 
clerk  of  the  county  court.  Afterwards,  by  another  law,  it  was 
ordered  that  no  alienation  of  any  lands  shall  be  good,  unless 
by  deed  executed  by  livery  of  seisin,  unless  the  deed  be  ac- 
knowledged and  recorded.  Thus,  under  the  old  colony  laws, 
conveyances  of  land  might  be  made  by  deed  executed,  and 
seisin  delivered,  or  without  livery  of  seisin,  if  the  deed  be 
acknowledged  and  recorded. 

By  the  provincial  statute  of  9  Will.  8,  c.  7,  it  was  enacted  that 
alienations  of  land  by  deed  acknowledged  and  registered,  should 
be  good  in  law  without  any  other  legal  ceremony.  And  that  no 
alienation,  unless  made  in  that  manner,  should  be  legal,  except 
against  the  alienor  and  his  heirs.  By  this  act,  the  common 
law  conveyance  by  deed,  with  livery  of  seisin,  was  made  void, 
except  against  the  grantor  and  his  heirs. 

These  provisions  were  re-enacted  by  the  statute  of  1783,  c.  37, 
8.  4,  now  in  force.  By  the  construction  of  this  statute,  it  has  been 
held,  that  although  the  deed  of  conveyance  be  not  acknowl- 
edged or  registered,  yet  the  conveyance  to  the  first  purchaser 
shall  be  good  against  a  second  purchaser,  who  had  notice  of 
the  prior  conveyance.  The  registry  of  a  deed  was  required  to 
give  more  general  notice  of  the  conveyance,  than  would  result 
from  livery  of  seisin,  which  was  prescribed  by  the  common  law 
for  the  purpose  of  notice.  But  if  a  second  purchaser  has,  in 
fact,  notice,  the  intent  of  the  registry  is  answered;  and  to  per- 
mit him  to  hold  against  the  first  purchaser  would  be  to  convert 
the  statute  into  an  engine  of  fraud,  instead  of  protection 
against  it. 

And  it  has  very  reasonably  been  determined  that  notice  of 
the  second  purchaser  may  be  either  express  or  implied.  It  is 
express,  when  knowledge  of  the  prior  conveyance  has,  in  fact, 
been  communicated  to  him.  It  may  be  implied  from  circum- 
stance, as  when  the  first  purchaser  is  in  possession  claiming  the 
land.  For  the  offer  by  the  original  grantor  to  sell  land  not  in 
his  possession,  but  which  is  in  possession  of  another  claiming  it, 
is  sufficient  to  rouse  suspicions  of  an  intended  fraud,  and  to  in- 
duce an  inquiry  of  the  possessor  respecting  his  title. 

In  the  application  of  these  principles  in  the  present  case,  it 
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is  contended,  by  the  plaintiff,  that  one  of  the  judgment  credit- 
ors of  the  grantor  had  express  notice  of  the  prior  sale,  because 
he  had  read  the  deed  of  conveyance,  although  for  the  purpose 
only  of  giving  his  opinion  as  to  the  form  of  it.  It  is  certainly 
possible  that  a  man  requested  to  read  a  deed,  to  give  an  opinion 
whether  it  is  well  drawn,  may  overlook  the  description  of  the 
estate  intended  to  be  conveyed,  and  fix  his  attention  only  on 
the  formal  part  of  the  deed;  and  a  jury,  from  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  might  infer  this  to  be  the  fact.  But  as  it  is 
stated  that  he  read  the  deed,  we  are  bound  to  consider  him  as 
having  knowledge  of  all  the  contents  of  the  deed,  not  being  at 
liberty,  as  a  jury  is,  to  make  a  different  inference. 

But  it  is  said  by  the  defendant,  admitting  the  creditor  once 
knew  the  contents  of  the  deed  by  reading  it  two  years  before, 
that  he  had  no  reason  to  presume  that  the  plaintiff's  estate  re- 
mained in  him,  as  the  deed  had  lain  by  unrecorded,  and  there  had 
been  no  apparent  change  of  possession  or  occupation.  This  ob- 
servation appears  to  have  weight.  The  creditor's  debt  was  bona 
fide,  and  the  lands  of  the  grantor,  were  liable  to  satisfy  it.  The 
grantee  does  not  put  his  deed  on  record,  and,  for  personal 
reasons,  he  permits  the  visible  possession  and  occupation  to  re- 
main in  the  grantor,  and  no  reason  is  assigned  why  the  deed  is 
not  recorded. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are  that  a  deed  not  acknowledged  and 
recorded  shall  not  be  valid  in  law  to  pass  the  estate,  but  against 
the  grantor  and  his  heirs.  We  are  willing  to  construe  the 
words  liberally,  to  guard  against  fraud,  but  not  to  the  injury  of 
a  second  purchaser.  If  the  grantee  had  entered  into  possession, 
the  notice  of  the  prior  conveyance  must  have  been  considered 
as  a  continuing  notice.  But  when  the  grantor  remains  in  pos- 
session for  a  long  time,  during  which  the  grantee  might  have 
recorded  his  deed,  but  does  not  do  it,  it  would  be  unreasonable 
to  defeat  the  subsequent  title  of  a  judgment  creditor  by  imput- 
ing to  him  a  fraud;  because  he  might  well  presume,  from  -  the 
length  of  time  that  the  deed  had  remained  unrecorded,  either 
that  it  was  not  bona  fide,  or  that  it  had  been  canceled,  or  that 
the  estate  had  been  reconveyed;  and  if  the  first  purchaser  suf- 
fers, it  is  owing  entirely  to  his  own  neglect. 

When  express  notice  of  a  conveyance,  not  accompanied  or 
followed  by  a  change  of  actual  possession,  is  given  to  any  per- 
son, and  he  shall  soon  after  levy  his  execution  upon  the  estate, 
as  the  property  of  the  grantor,  or  take  a  second  conveyance 
from  him  before  the  grantee  has  had  a  reasonable  time  to  put 
his  deed  upon  record,  according  to  the  usage  of  prudent  pur- 
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chasers,  who  carry  or  send  their  deeds  to  the  registry  the  first 
convenient  opportunity,  we  are  willing  to  relieve  the  first 
grantee  against  the  rigor  of  the  words  of  the  statute,  by  imput- 
ing fraud  to  the  second  purchaser,  but  we  cannot  go  further 
against  the  words  of  the  statute  to  protect  him  from  his  own 
laches.  If  the  grantee  had  taken  visible  possession  of  the  es- 
tate before  the  levy  or  the  second  purchase,  the  case  would  rest 
on  different  principles,  and' would  receive  a  different  decision. 
It  is,  then,  our  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  must  abide  by  the  let- 
ter of  the  statute,  and  is  not  entitled  to  be  relieved  against  it 
by  any  construction  of  the  common  law.  Consequently,  the 
verdict  must  be  set  aside,  and  a  general  verdict  entered  for  the 
defendant,  on  which  he  may  have  judgment. 

See  a  similar  case,  Ludlow  v.  OiU,  1  Am.  Deo.  694. 


Portland  Bank  v.  Staoby. 

[4  Mass.  Ml.] 

Balk  of  Vessel  Good  without  Delivery.— The  sale  of  a  vessel  and 
cargo,  abroad  at  the  time,  by  a  bona  fide  bill  of  sale,  is  valid  against 
the  vendor's  creditors,  provided  the  vendee  takes  possession  thereof, 
without  delay,  upon  the  return  of  the  vessel. 

Replevin  for  the  schooner  Ann  and  appurtenances,  and  also 
for  a  quantity  of  cotton  and  rice.  A  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiffs  and  nominal  damages  assessed,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  this  court  upon  the  following  statement:  Joseph  and 
Hugh  McLellan  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of 
eighty  thousand  three  hundred  and  thirty-four  dollars  and  fifty 
cents,  to  secure  the  payment  thereof,  on  the  twenty-sixth  De- 
cember, 1807,  by  a  bill  of  sale  executed  according  to  law,  bar- 
gained and  sold  to  plaintiffs,  among  other  things,  the  schooner 
Ann  with  her  appurtenances,  and  the  cargo  consisting  of  cotton 
and  rice  shipped  on  board  on  account  of  Joseph  and  Hugh. 
At  the  time  of  making  the  deed,  the  schooner  was  in  Charles- 
ton, South  Carolina,  and  had  shipped  the  cotton  and  rice  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration.  The  schooner  arrived  at  Gloucester, 
in  the  county  of  Essex,  in  January  4, 1808,  and  when  her  cargo 
was  attached  by  defendants  at  the  suit  of  bona  fide  creditors  of 
Joseph  and  Hugh,  having  no  knowledge  of  the  conveyance  to 
plaintiffs.  As  soon  as  the  plaintiffs  learned  of  the  arrival  of  the 
schooner,  they  took  possession  of  her  and  the  cargo,  without 
any  negligence  on  their  part,  to  wit:  on  the  eighteenth  of  Janu- 
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ary,  1808.     No  other  conveyance  was  executed,  instrument 
made,  or  act  done  by  Joseph  and  Hugh  to  transfer  the  prop- 
erty of  the  schooner  and  cargo  to  the  plaintiffs,  than  the  mak- 
ing of  said  bill  of  sale. 
The  cause  was  submitted  without  argument. 

The  solicitor-general  and  PrescoU,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Dexter  and  Jackson t  for  the  defendants. 

By  Court,  Pabsons,  0.  J.  On  the  trial  of  the  issues  the 
question  submitted  to  the  jury  was,  whether  the  chattels 
replevied  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs.  A  verdict  being 
found  by  consent  of  the  parties  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court  on  a  case  stated,  we  have  examined  the 
facts  agreed  upon,  and,  upon  consideration,  are  satisfied  that 
the  verdict  is  right.  The  property  being  in  Joseph  and  Hugh 
McLellan,  they  mortgaged  it  by  a  deed  in  due  form,  duly 
executed,  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  the  plaintiffs. 

But  it  is  objected  that  the  goods,  when  the  deed  was  executed, 
were  in  South  Carolina,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not,  in  fact., 
take  possession  of  them,  until  after  they  had  been  attached  at 
the  suit  of  certain  creditors  of  the  MoLellans. 

Personal  property  passes  by  grant  on  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  and  at  common  law  an  actual  delivery  is  not  necessary  to 
the  validity  of  the  grant.  By  the  English  statute  of  21  Jac., 
c.  19,  which  forms  a  part  of  their  bankrupt  system,  a  grant, 
where  the  possession  is  not  delivered,  but  remains  in  the 
grantor,  will  not  protect  the  property  against  the  assignee  of 
the  grantor,  if  he  become  bankrupt.  But  the  English  bank- 
rupt laws  were  never  in  force  in  this  state.  By  the  construc- 
tion of  that  statute,  a  sale  of  a  ship  and  cargo  abroad  is  good, 
although  possession  be  not  immediately  delivered,  provided  the 
evidence  of  the  title  be  delivered,  and  the  vendee  take  pos- 
session as  soon  as  the  property  is  within  his  reach.  In  this 
state,  the  neglect  of  delivery  may  be  a  circumstance  from  which 
a  jury  may,  with  other  circumstances,  presume  fraud;  but  the 
sale  is  not  thereby  void.  Now,  the  schooner,  in  this  case,  ar- 
rived at  Gloucester  on  the  fourth  of  January,  1808,  and  it  is 
agreed  that  the  plaintiffs  took  possession  of  her  and  her  cargo 
as  soon  as  they  had  knowledge  of  her  arrival.  Here  was,  there- 
fore, no  delay  in  the  plaintiffs,  nor  any  circumstance,  from 
which  it  might  be  inferred  that  the  sale  was  not  bona  fide.  The 
mortgage  must  be  deemed  to  bave  legally  vested  the  property 
in  the  plaintiffs,  and  judgment  is  to  be  rendered  on  the  verdict. 
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SriNTON  v.  Willson's  Executors. 

Obligation  of  Fathbb  fob  Stjppobt  of  Child.— Where  an  infant 
child  escaped  from  its  father  through  fear  of  personal  violence  and 
abuse,  and  could  not  safely  live  with  him,  the  father  was  held  liable 
for  necessary  support  and  education  furnished  to  the  child  by  a  stranger. 

Sams. — Where  the  wife  had  obtained  alimony,  in  lieu  of  all  claims  of 
dower,  and  was  made  sole  guardian  of  the  children,  it  was  held  the 
father  was  liable  for  their  support,  furnished  in  the  first  place  by  her 
as  guardian,  and  then  by  a  stranger  with  whom  she  intermarried. 

What  abb  Necessaries. — What  articles  are  necessaries  must  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  of  the  party  for  whom  they  are  furnished;  and 
when  these  circumstances  are  ascertained,  the  court  will  only  instruct 
the  jury  as  to  the  classes  of  articles  which  are  considered  as  necessaries. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial.  Action  of  book  debt  for  education 
and  support  furnished  to  the  children  of  the  defendant's  testa- 
tor. The  account  produced  in  evidence  contained  charges  to 
the  amount  of  seven  hundred  and  twenty-one  dollars  and  eight 
cents,  for  the  support  and  education  of  two  children,  William 
and  Maria,  and  also  one  hundred  and  seventy-one  dollars  and 
thirty  cents,  for  the  support,  etc.,  of  a  son  John.  It  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  had  married  Bird,  the  testator,  in  1789,  and 
remained  his  lawful  wife  until  divorced  by  a  decree  of  the  gen- 

*Th»  supreme  court  of  ffnnwy  reorganised  by  statute  in  Hey,  1806.  The  superior 
court  consisted'of  one  chief  judge  and  eight  assistant  Judges,  who  were  annually  divided 
into  three  branches,  the  state  being  divided  into  three  circuits,  and  one  branch  assigned 
to  taeh  circuit.  The  supreme  court  of  errors  consisted  of  all  the  judges  of  the  superior 
court,  tnd  held  a  term  once  a  year  at  Hartford  and  New  Haven  alternately.  Strictly 
speaking,  the  court  took  cognisance  only  of  writs  of  error  from  the  superior  court;  but 
m  tU  the  Judges  of  the  superior  court  sat  in  the  supreme  court,  an  opportunity  was 
*to»  aflbrded  for  hearing  argument  on  motions  for  new  trials,  and  cases  stated.  For  the 
former  organisation  of  the  court,  see  a  Am.  Deo.  48. 
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eral  assembly  in  May,  1797.  By  that  decree  she  was  made  sole 
guardian  of  the  youngest  children,  William  and  Maria,  during 
their  minority;  and  Bird  was  ordered  to  pay  her  three  thousand 
dollars,  as  her  part  and  portion  of  his  estate,  and  in  lieu  of  all 
claims  of  dower,  the  receipt  of  which  sum  she  afterwards  ac- 
knowledged, and  gave  Bird  a  discharge  in  full.  William  and 
Maria  lived  with  and  under  plaintiffs  care,  and  the  maintenance 
charged  in  the  account  was  furnished  by  plaintiff  until  her  in- 
termarriage with  Stanton  in  1803,  and  by  him  thereafter.  Of 
John  Herman,  the  eldest  son  of  Bird,  plaintiff  was  not  ap- 
pointed guardian;  but  he  continued  to  live  with  his  father  until 
1803,  when,  through  fear  of  personal  violence,  he  ran  away,  and 
went  to  live  with  Stanton,  who  from  that  time  furnished  the 
support  and  tuition  as  stated  in  the  account.  It  was  agreed 
that  the  charges  accrued  without  any  request  from  Bird,  and 
that  he  never  made  any  express  promises  to  pay  them.  The 
plaintiff  was  admitted  to  testify  in  support  of  the  account,  to 
which  admission  defendant  objected;  and  on  this  ground,  as 
well  as  on  the  charge  to  the  jury  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover,  the  defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  based. 

N.  Smith  and  Beers,  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended  that 
the  duty  to  support  ceased  when  the  rights  of  the  guardian 
by  nature  were  taken  away;  that  by  nature  a  mother  was  equally 
liable  with  the  father  to  maintain  their  offspring:  1  Bl.  Com.  447. 
That  the  act  of  giving  so  large  a  sum  to  the  wife  out  of  the 
husband's  estate  is  strong  presumptive  evidence  that  the  legisla- 
ture intended  it  for  the  support  of  the  children,  as  well  of  the 
wife;  that  from  the  face  of  the  decree,  it  appears  this  sum  was 
an  allowance  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  dower  is  the  provision  made 
out  of  the  husband's  estate  for  the  support  of  his  widow  and  for 
the  nurture  and  education  of  their  children:  Oo.  Litt.  30  b;  2  BL 
Com.  129, 130;  Jacob's  Dictionary,  tit  Dower;  that  the  charges 
for  the  support  of  the  son  John  could  not  be  recovered;  and 
if  any  of  them  were  recoverable,  those  for  books,  tuition  and 
spending  money  at  college  certainly  were  not,  as  there  is  no 
law  in  England  or  Connecticut  compelling  a  man  of  property 
to  educate  his  children,  and  particularly  at  college:  1  Bl.  Com. 
450;  2  Swift's  System,  205.     Counsel  further  contended  that 
the  action  of  book  debt  would  not  lie,  where  the  liability  arose 
from  operation  of  law;  that  plaintiff  ought  to  have  preferred 
her  petition  to  a  county  court  according  to  the  statute  of  this 
state:  Tit.  88,  c.  1,  or  of  Vermont,  where  the  support  was  fur- 
nished.   The  admission  of  plaintiff  to  prove  her  account  was 
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erroneous,  as  she  was  the  lawful  wife  of  Stanton  at  the  time  the 
accounts  accrued;  and  such  admission  was  against  public  policy: 
Peake's  Evidence,  174;  Monroe  v.  Twislelon,  Id.  44. 

Daggett  and  Gould,  contra.  The  father's  liability  to  maintain 
Lis  children  is  a  principle  of  natural  law,  and  is  established  by 
the  common  law:  1  Bl.  Com.  446,  448, 449;  1  Swift's  Syst.  204; 
and  the  divorce  in  this  case  does  not  release  the  father  from 
that  liability,  as  a  natural  duty  cannot  be  discharged  by  dissolv- 
ing a  civil  relation.  The  appointment  of  the  mother  as  guar- 
dian does  not  release  the  father,  as  a  guardian  is  not  bound  to 
support,  but  is  merely  a  trustee  and  committee  of  the  person 
and  estate  of  the  ward:  1  Bl.  Com.  460.  A  guardian  may  apply 
the  property  of  the  infant  to  his  support:  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Chan- 
cery, 3,  O.  2;  but  it  is  otherwise  with  regard  to  the  father,  ex- 
cept when  he  is  in  distressed  circumstances:  Darley  v.  Darley, 
3  Atk.  399;  Hughes  v.  Hughes,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  387;  Roach  v. 
Qarvan,  1  Yes.  160,  and  a  guardian  may  charge  the  articles 
famished  on  book,  and  recover  for  them  in  an  action  at  law: 
Mills  v.  St.  John,  2  Root,  188.  The  allowance  of  alimony  is 
no  evidence  of  the  release  of  the  husband,  for  alimony  is  granted 
where  there  are  no  children.  As  to  the  advances  made  to  the 
son  John,  the  jury  have  determined  what  were  necessary;  and 
the  father  sent  a  credit  with  his  son,  when  through  cruelty  he 
drove  him  away  from  home:  1  Pow.  Con.  139;  Bavolyns  v.  Van- 
dyke, 3  Esp.  251;  Stone  v.  Carr,  Id.  1;  Hodges  v.  Hodges,  1  Esp. 
441.  This  is  the  proper  form  of  action :  MiUs  v.  St.  John,  2  Boot, 
188.  Defendant  has  not  shown  in  support  of  their  objection 
that  a  petition  should  have  been  filed  in  the  county  court  under 
the  statute  that  this  case  is  within  the  statute,  nor  that  the 
statute  furnished  the  only  remedy.  The  obligation  to  support 
infant  children  is  a  common  law  duty  enforced  by  an  action  at 
common  law:  1  Bl.  Com.  446,  448,449;  1  Swift's  Syst.  204;  T. 
Raym.  500;  Simpson  v.  Robertson,  1  Esp.  17;  Ford  v.  Fothergill, 
1  Id.  211;  Stone  v.  Carr,  3  Id.  1.  The  plaintiff  was  properly 
admitted  as  a  witness,  she  having  no  husband  at  the  time  she 
testified,  and  her  testimony  being  in  favor  of,  and  not  against 
him  whom  she  represented. 

By  Court.  Parents  are  bound  by  law  to  maintain,  protect 
and  educate  their  legitimate  children,  during  their  infancy,  or 
non-age.  This  duty  rests  on  the  father,  and  it  is  reasonable  it 
should  be  so,  as  the  personal  estate  of  the  wife,  and  in  her  pos- 
session at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  becomes  the  property  of  the 
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husband,  and  instantly  Tests  in  him.    By  the  divorce  the  rela- 
tion of  husband  and  wife  are  destroyed;   but  not  the  relation 
between  Bird  and  his  children.     His  duty  and  liability  as  to 
them  reihained  the  same,  except  so  far  forth  as  he  was  incapac- 
itated or  discharged  by  the  terms  of  the  decree.     This  decree 
takes  from  him  the  guardianship  of  two  of  his  children;*  and 
with  it  the  right,  which,  as  natural  guardian,  be  might  other- 
wise have  exercised;  and  releases  him  from  those  duties  only 
which  a  guardian,  as  such,  is  bound  to  perform.     This  transfer 
of  the  guardianship  to  the  plaintiff  vested  her  with  powers  sim- 
ilar to  those  of  guardians  in  other  cases,  and  the  appointment 
of  the  plaintiff  to  this  trust  did  not  subject  her  to  the  mainten- 
ance of  the  children,  her  wards,  any  more  than  a  stranger 
would  have  been  subject  by  a  like  appointment.     By  accepting 
the  trust,  she  became  bound  to  provide  for,  protect  and  educate 
-them  at  the  expense  of  Bird,  unless  the  decree  of  the  general 
assembly  has  made  other  adequate  provision,  which,  by  the 
terms  of  that  decree,  she  is  bound  to  apply.    This  is  not  the 
case  here.    The  sum  allowed  was  directed  to  be  paid  her  as  her 
part  and  portion  of  Bird's  estate,  and  in  lieu  of  all  claims  of 
dower. 

Articles  furnished  by  a  guardian  for  the  necessary  support, 
maintenance  and  education  of  his  ward,  or  by  others,  at  his  re- 
quest, are  proper  articles  to  be  charged  on  book.  Book  debt  is 
the  proper  action;  and  the  party  is,  by  statute,  in  this  action, 
made  a  competent  witness.  What  articles  are  to  be  considered 
as  necessaries,  must  depend  in  some  measure  on  the  circum- 
stances of  the  party  for  whom  they  are  furnished.  The  court 
can  only  instruct  the  jury  as  to  the  classes  of  articles  which,  by 
law,  are  considered  as  necessaries;  but  the  quantity,  or  extent 
to  which  they  have  been  furnished,  is  a  fact  to  be  left  to  the 
jury,  and  to  what  amount  they  shall  be  allowed  must  depend 
on  their  discretion.  It  may  be  generally  true,  that  minors 
under  the  government  of  parents  cannot  bind  their  parents  for 
necessaries  without  their  consent.  The  danger  of  encouraging 
children  in  idleness  and  disobedience,  and  of  their  being  in- 
veigled into  expense  by  the  artful  and  designing,  furnishes  a 
sufficient  reason  for  the  rule;  but  neither  the  rule  nor  the  reas- 
oning will  apply  to  the  charges  in  respect  to  two  of  the  chil- 
dren in  this  case.  The  articles  were  furnished  by  the  guardian 
herself,  or  at  her  request,  who,  in  virtue  of  her  trust,  had  full 
power  to  contract,  and  make  the  father  liable  for  necessaries, 
not  only  without,  but  against  his  consent. 
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With  respect  to  the  charges  on  account  of  Herman's  support, 
if  it  is  admitted  that  "  he  eloped  from  his  father  for  fear  of  per- 
sonal violence  and  abuse,  and  could  not,  with  safety,  live  with 
him/9  every  reason  for  the  rule  that  can  be  given  ceased  to  op- 
erate.   Protection  and  obedience  are  relative  duties;  and  when 
the  wisdom  that  should  guide  the  infant  is  lost  in  delirium,  and 
the  arm  that  should  protect,  and  the  hand  that  should  feed  him 
is  lifted  for  his  destruction,  obedience  is  no  longer  a  duly,  and 
the  child  cannot,  with  any  propriety,  be  said  to  be  under  the 
government  of  a  father.    But  because  the  father  has  abandoned 
his  duty  and  trust,  by  putting  the  child  out  of  his  protection, 
he  cannot  thereby  exonerate  himself  from  its  maintenance,  edu- 
cation and  support.    The  duty  remains,  and  the  law  will  en- 
force its  performance,  or  there  must  be  a  failure  of  justice. 
The  infant  cast  on  the  world  must  seek  protection  and  safety 
wherever  it  can  be  found;  and  where,  with  more  propriety,  can 
it  apply  than  to  the  next  friend,  nearest  relative,  and  such  as 
are  most  interested  in  its  safety  and  happiness  ?    The  father 
having  forced  his  child  abroad  to  seek  a  sustenance  under  such 
circumstances,  sends  a  credit  along  with  him,  and  shall  not  be 
permitted  to  say  it  was  furnished  without  his  consent  or  against 
his  will. 

Smith  and  Baldwin,  JJ.,  dissenting. 

Swift,  J.,  absent. 
Motion  denied. 


In  a  well  considered  case,  Finch  v.  Finch,  22  Conn.  411,  this  case  came 
under  consideration  of  the  court  This  was  an  action  of  book  debt,  like 
the  principal  case.  The  wife,  on  her  petition,  had  been  divorced  from  the 
defendant;  the  custody  of  the  children  was  given  her.  In  her  prayer,  she 
asked  for  the  custody,  control  and  education  of  the  children,  and  for  a  pro- 
vision for  their  support  and  education.  The  decree  was  granted,  and 
the  sum  ot  twelve  hundred  and  twenty-two  dollars,  was  assigned  hor  as 
alimony,  which  was  paid.  The  authority  of  the  principal  case  was  relied 
on  by  the  plaintiff,  to  show  the  defendant's  liability  for  the  support  and 
education  of  the  minor  children.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  thus  dis- 
tinguished the  principal  case:  "  This  case  differs  materially  from  Stanton  v. 
WiHson,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies.  The  prayer  of  the  present  plaintiff 
in  the  application  for  a  divorce  is  unlike  Mrs.  Bird's  application  to  the  gen- 
eral assembly.  The  general  assembly  merely  constituted  Mrs  Bird  '  sole 
guardian  of  her  son  and  daughter.'  The  superior  court  decreed  that  the 
plaintiff  have  henceforth  '  the  custody,  care  and  education  of  said  children. ' 
The  general  assembly  resolved  '  that  John  Bird  should  pay  to  said  Eunice 
three  thousand  dollars  as  her  part  and  portion  of  the  estate  of  said  John, 
and  in  lieu  of  all  claims  of  dower.' "  The  decision  of  the  court  was  that 
the  defendant  was  not  liable,  two  out  of  five  judges  dissenting.    It  must 
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be  confessed  that  it  is  somewhat  difficult  to  reconcile  these  two  cases.  The 
opinion  of  the  majority,  Church,  C.  J.,  does  not  go  so  far  as  to  expressly 
overrule  the  case;  but  the  doctrine  laid  down  is  not  in  harmony  with  that 
in  the  principal  case.  Schouler  Dom.  Rel.  p.  322,  considers  that  the  author- 
ity of  the  principal  case  may  be  considered  questionable.  He  says:  "An 
award  of  children  to  the  mother  should  be  presumed  to  carry  with  it  a 
transfer  of  parental  duties,  as  well  as  of  parental  rights. "  Elsworth,  J .,  giv- 
ing the  dissenting  opinion  in  Finch  v.  Finch,  says,  regarding  the  case:  "I 
see  no  occasion  for  reversing  the  decision  of  Stanton  v.  Willaon,  so  well  con- 
sidered by  a  court  of  distinguished  and  unsurpassed  ability,  and  which,  so 
far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  has  ever  been  satisfactory  to  the  judges  and 
the  profession.9' 


Riley  v.  Riley. 

[8  DAT,  74.] 

Fobeign  Administratob. — Letters  of  administration  granted  under  the 
authority  of  one  state,  are  of  no  validity  to  give  a  right  of  action  to  the 
administrator  in  another  state. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial.  It  appeared  on  the  trial,  in  the 
superior  court,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  creditor  in  the  estate  of 
one  Deming,  deceased,  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  claimed 
that  the  defendant,  who  had  disposed  of  personal  property  be* 
longing  to  the  estate,  should  be  held  liable  as  an  executor  de 
son  tort.  The  defendant  alleged  that  he  had  been  authorized 
to  receive  and  dispose  of  the  property  in  question,  by  the  ad- 
ministrator duly  appointed  by  a  surrogate  of  New  York,  and 
offered  the  letters  of  administration  in  evidence.  Plaintiff  ob- 
jected to  the  admission  of  these  letters,  on  the  ground  that, 
having  been  granted  in  New  York,  they  could  be  of  no  validity 
in  this  state,  and  could  confer  no  authority  to  dispose  of  the 
deceased's  effects.  The  letters  were,  however,  admitted,  and 
verdict  returned  for  the  defendant;  whereupon  plaintiff  moved 
for  a  new  trial,  the  question  being  reserved  for  the  opinion  of 
this  court. 

T.  S.  Williams,  in  support  of  the  motion.  In  England, 
formerly,  the  king  had  a  right  to  the  goods  of  intestates:  9  Co. 
38;  2  Bl.  Com.  494;  and  now  no  notice  is  taken  of  a  grant  of 
administration  in  a  foreign  country:  11  Vin.  Ab.  73,  76;  Palm. 
163;  Tourton  v.  Flower,  3  P.  Wms.  369;  11  Vin.  78;  2  Com.  Dig. 
266;  8  Ves.  Jun.  44;  nor  of  such  grants  in  Ireland:  11  Vin.  76; 
Freem.  102;  2  Lev.  86.  A  grant  of  administration  in  England 
did  not  extend  to  the  colonies  of  America:  2  Atk.  63;  Wright  v. 
Null,  1  H.  Bl.  146, 154.  The  same  principle  has  been  recognized 
in  Pennsylvania:   Graeme  v.  Harris,   1  Dall.  456;  in  North 
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Carolina:  1  Hayw.  864;  in  Massachusetts:  The  Selectmen  of 
Boston  v.  Boyhton,  2  Mass.  384;  in  the  oonrts  of  the  United 
States:  1  C ranch,  268,  278,  282;  and  in  the  United  States 
supreme  court:  Dixon  v.  Ramsay,  3  Cranch,  323.  The  exist- 
ence of  this  rule  in  other  states  is  a  reason  for  adopting  it 
there;  otherwise,  our  citizens  would  be  subject  to  the  disad- 
vantages of  the  rule  in  other  states,  and  their  citizens  would 
derive  the  same  benefit  in  this  state  as  our  own.  No  argument 
can  "be  drawn  from  the  convention  of  the  four  United  Colonies 
in  1648  (2  Haz.  Col.  124, 135),  giving  validity  in  this  state  to 
letters  of  administration  granted  in  the  other  colonies;  for  that 
proposition  was  adopted  on  the  condition  that  "the  general 
courts  of  the  other  colonies  yield  their  assent  thereto/9  and 
such  assent  by  the  state  of  New  York  has  not  been  shown. 
An  administrator  has  been  compared  to  the  assignee  of  a  bank- 
rupt, who,  it  is  said,  can  maintain  an  action  in  any  other  coun- 
try; but  see  1  H.  Bl.  677;  and  2  Johns.  344  [see  Bird  v.  Caritat, 
poet,  433],  where  Kent,  C.  J.,  said  an  assignee  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  in  Great  Britain,  in  his  own  name;  creditors  are 
not  affected  by  the  discharge  of  a  bankrupt  in  another  country  i 
Smith  t.  Buchanan,  1  East.  11;  Van  Baugh  v.  Van  Arsdaln,  3 
Cai.  154  (2  Am.  Dec.  259),  and  why  should  they  be  bound  by  the 
assignment? 

Dunbar  and  J.  Trumbull,  for  the  defendant.    The  reason  that 
in  England  the  deceased  could  not  be  represented  by  an  ad* 
minifltrator  deriving  authority  elsewhere,  is  that  such  adminis- 
tration would  infringe  upon  the  privileges  of  the  ordinary  or 
metropolitan.    And  it  has  been  expressly  decided  in  Nicole  v. 
Mumford,  Kirby,  270,  that  an  administrator  duly  appointed  in 
the  state  where  deceased  dwelt,  may  sue  in  this  state  to  recover 
any  property  belonging  to  this  estate.  So,  also,  in  Woodhull  v. 
Gleason  and  Cowles,  and  such  has  been  the  practice  here  for  a 
long  course  of  years.    The  resemblance  between  an  adminis- 
fotor  and  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  who  may  sue  as  such  in 
/preign  country  for  debts  due  the  bankrupt,  Le  Chevalier  v. 
r^/Mch,  Doug.  170,  furnishes  a  further  argument  in  support  of 
ttiis  position.     It  is  provided  by  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  that  full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state  to 
the  public  acts,  records,  and  judicial  proceedings  of  every  other 
state:  Art.  4,  s.  1. 

^y  Court,  unanimously.     By  the  common  law,  the  power 
oJid  right  of  an  administrator  are  given  only  by  the  court  that 
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appoints  him.  The  power  of  an  executor  is  given  by  the  will 
of  the  testator;  but  his  right  to  appear  in  any  court,  and  the 
validity  of  his  acts  in  that  capacity,  depends  wholly  on  the 
probation  of  the  will  by  the  prerogative  court,  within  the  limits 
of  that  local  jurisdiction,  in  which  he  claims  the  power  to  act. 
In  England,  a  will  must  be  approved  in  every  prerogative  court, 
within  the  local  limits  of  whose  jurisdiction  the  testator  died 
possessed  of  bona  notabUia,  in  order  to  enable  the*  executor  to 
take  possession  of  the  goods/  The  courts  of  probate  in  Con- 
necticut have,  as  to  this  point,  a  jurisdiction  co-extensive  with 
the  limits  of  the  state,  and  no  more. 

During  the  union  of  the  four  original  colonies  of  New  Eng- 
land, in  1648,  it  was  proposed  by  the  board  of  commissioners, 
that  "  if  the  last  will  and  testament  of  any  man  be  duly  proved 
and  certified  from  any  one  of  the  colonies,  it  shall  be  accepted 
and  be  allowed  in  the  rest;  that  if  any  planter  or  inhabitant  die 
intestate,  administration  be  granted  by  the  colony  to  which  he 
belonged,  and  the  administration  shall  be  in  force  for  the 
gathering  in  the  estate  in  the  rest  of  the  colonies/'  This  prop- 
osition was  approved  and  confirmed  by  the  statutes  of  those 
colonies,  and  continued  to  be  law  as  long  as  those  statutes  re- 
mained in  force.  The  statute  of  Connecticut  was  not  repealed 
on  the  dissolution  of  the  union,  but  was  omitted  in  a  subsequent 
revision  of  our  laws.  Still  the  practice  has  continued  to  allow, 
in  our  courts,  the  right  of  action  to  executors  and  adminis- 
trators empowered  by  the  courts  of  the  neighboring  states,  and 
to  consider  all  their  acts  in  such  capacity  valid.  This  practice 
is  not  warranted  by  common  law,  or  by  any  existing  statute.  It 
rests  only  on  ancient  custom ;  justified  by  convenience  and 
reciprocity  as  long  as  the  neighboring  states  allowed  the  same 
rights  to  executors  and  administrators,  empowered  by  the  pre- 
rogative courts  of  this  state.  The  right  is  refused  in  the  state 
of  New  York.  It  has  recently  been  denied  in  the  supreme  ju- 
dicial court  of  Massachusetts.    [Goodurin  v.  Jones,  ante,  173.] 

New  trial  granted. 


NicnoLS  v.  Ruggles. 

13  DAT,  148.] 

Comtbact  void  aoainst  Pudlic  Policy. —A  contract  to  reprint  any 
literary  work,  iii  violation  of  a  right  of  copyright  secured  to  a  third 
person,  is  void,  and  the  printer  who  executes  such  contract,  knowing 
the  rights  of  such  third  person,  cannot  recover  for  his  services. 
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Motion  for  a  new  trial.  The  plaintiff  brought  an  action  of 
book  debt,  charging  the  defendants,  among  other  things,  with 
two  hundred  and  sixty-two  dollars  and  nine  cents,  for  printing 
part  of  a  book  entitled  "  The  Federal  Calculator."  It  was  ad- 
mitted; that  prior  to  the  printing  for  which  the  charges  were 
made,  one  Hawley  had  obtained  the  exclusive  copyright  of  the 
book,  as  author,  throughout  the  United  States;  that  he  had 
lodged  the  title  with  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Connecti- 
cut, and  had  assigned  his  copyright  to  one  Pennyman,  with  the 
exclusive  privilege  of  printing  and  vending  the  book  in  this 
state.  There  was  no  evidence  that  Hawley  had  ever  published, 
in  any  of  the  papers  of  the  United  States,  that  he  had  obtained 
the  copyright,  nor  that  he  had  ever  deposited  a  copy  of  the 
book  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  of  the  United  States. 
It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that  he  did  not  know  of  Pen- 
nyman's  assignment  of  Hawley's  copyright,  prior  to  the  print- 
ing; and  that,  though  the  printing  was  done  in  this  state,  it  was 
with  a  view  to  sell  the  books  only  in  New  Jersey. 

The  presiding  judge  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  the  plaintiff 
did  know  of  such  copyright  before  the  printing,  the  contract 
was  illegal,  and  no  recovery  could  be  had  for  that  charge.  The 
jury  found  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  On  this  motion  the  case 
now  came  before  the  court. 

Edwards  and  J.  Law,  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended 
that  to  render  the  consideration  of  a  contract  illegal  there  must 
be  something  of  an  immoral  nature  in  it;  that  in  the  printing 
in  this  case  there  was  nothing  malum  in  se  ;  that  the  printing  of 
a  copyrighted  book  was  not  prohibited,  but  only  visited  with  a 
penalty;  that  Hawley  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  requisites  of 
the  statute,  and  could  not  claim  the  benefits  thereof;  that  the 
mere  printing  was  no  violation,  it  being  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  Tend  the  books  in  New  Jersey. 

Gould  and  Hatch,  for  the  defendants.     An  engagement  to  do 

.^t  which  is  unlawful  in  itself  does  not  bind:  Pow.  Con.  164;  1 

^jsp.   Dig.    88;  and  an  unlawful  consideration  will  render  a 

promise  to  do  an  indifferent  act  void:  Pow.  Con.  176;  Boiler's 

N.  I*.  206.     It  makes  no  difference  whether  the  act  be  malum  in 

•^  or  only  malum  prohibitum:  Pow.  Con.  166;  Kelchum  v.  Scrib- 

ner>  1  Boot,  95.     Contracts  in  fraud  of  third  persons  are  void 

at  law  and  in  equity:  Parsons  v.  Thomson,  1  Bl.  Rep.  322;  HoU 

tend  v.  Palmer,  1  B.  &  P.  95;  Willis  v.  Baldwin,  Doug.  433; 
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Jackson  v.  Duchaire,  3  T.  R.  551;  Pow.  Con.  165, 176.  Penny- 
man  bad  an  exclusive  right  to  this  book,  both  by  the  common 
law,  Millar  v.  Taylor,  4  Burr.  2303;  Donaldsons  v.  Beckel  el  al., 
Id.  2408;  2  Bl.  Com.  411,  and  Christian's  note,  p.  576;  and 
under  the  statute.  The  printing  in  this  case,  was  at  the  same 
time  a  civil  injury  and  a  public  offense,  inasmuch  as  it  incurred 
the  forfeitures  imposed  by  statute.  The  publishing  in  the  news- 
paper, and  the  filing  of  a  copy  with  the  secretary  are  acts 
merely  directory,  and  not  in  the  nature  of  conditions  precedent 
as  the  wording  of  the  statute  clearly  proves.  The  bare  act  of 
printing  is  illegal  as  is  implied  by  Hudson  v.  Pollen,  1  Boot, 
133. 

By  Court.  A  contract  to  reprint  any  literary  work,  the  copy- 
right to  which  has  been  secured  to  the  author,  is  void,  unless 
it  is  entered  into  with  the  consent  of  the  author,  or  bis  assignee. 
And  the  printer  who  executes  the  contract  with  a  knowledge  of 
the  rights  of  the  author,  can  recover  nothing  for  his  labor. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  which  require  the  author  to 
publish  the  title  of  his  book  in  a  newspaper,  and  to  deliver  a 
copy  of  the  work  itself  to  the  secretary  of  state,  are  merely  di- 
rectory, and  constitute  no  part  of  the  essential  requisites  for 
securing  the  copyright.  The  publication  in  the  newspaper  is 
intended  as  legal  notice  of  the  rights  secured  to  the  author,  but 
cannot  be  necessary  where  actual  notice  is  brought  home  to  the 
party,  as  in  this  case.  The  copy  to  be  delivered  to  the  secre- 
tary of  state  appears  to  be  designed  for  public  purposes,  and 
has  no  connection  with  the  copyright.  Nor  can  the  intent  with 
which  the  work  is  reprinted  be  taken  into  consideration,  as  the 
act  of  reprinting  is  expressly  prohibited  by  the  statute.  And 
as  it  appears  in  this  case  that  the  plaintiff  reprinted  the  "  Fed- 
eral Calculator"  after  the  copyright  had  been  secured,  and  with 
actual  notice  of  the  fact,  he  could  recover  nothing  on  that  ac- 
count, and  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury  was  correct. 

Swift  and  Smith,  JJ.,  dissenting. 

New  trial  denied. 


The  point  decided  in  this  case  in  reference  to  the  copyright  laws,  having 
do  application  at  the  present  time,  we  have  disregarded.  It  was,  however, 
overruled  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  WheaUm  v.  Peter*, 
8  Pet  591. 
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Hillhousb  v.  Chester. 

[8  DAT,  166.J 

Maxim  Sbisina  Facit  Stipitem.— The  maxim  sMna  faeU  $tfpUem  has 
never  been  adopted  in  Connecticut,  bnt  on  the  death  of  the  ancestor, 
the  descent  is  cast  upon  the  heir  without  any  reference  to  the  seisin  of 
such  ancestor. 

Construction  of  Statutes.— When  the  legislature  has  used  a  term, 
without  defining  it,  which  has  a  well  settled  meaning  in  the  common 
law,  it  must  be  supposed  that  they  use  it  in  the  same  sense. 

Action  of  ejectment.  Upon  the  general  issue,  the  following 
facts  appeared:  James  Hillhouse,  being  seised  of  the  premises 
in  question,  died  in  1740,  leaving  two  sons,  of  whom  the  plaintiff 
is  one,  and  a  daughter  Rachel.  The  premises  were  set  off  to 
her  as  her  share  of  her  father's  estate.  In  1753,  she  married 
Joseph  Chester,  and  soon  after  the  birth  of  a  daughter,  Mary, 
in  1754,  died.  Mary  died  in  1765,  without  issue,  under  the 
age  of  twelve  years.  Joseph  Chester,  on  his  marriage,  became 
seised  of  the  premises  in  right  of  his  wife,  and  on  the  birth  of 
Mary,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  In  January,  1801,  he  con- 
veyed the  premises  to  the  defendant  who  on  the  death  of  Joseph 
Chester,  in  1804,  entered  and  remained  in  possession. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  as  heir  and  next  of  kin  of  the  blood  of 
the  ancestor  from  whom  the  estate  came,  but  pursuant  to  the 
direction  of  the  court,  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant. 
Plaintiff  then  moved  for  a  new  trial. 

Daggett  and  W.  EUlhouse,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that 
Mary  Chester,  under  whom  defendant  claimed,  had  not  been 
seised  of  the  premises,  so  that  title  could  be  derived  from  her; 
that  the  ancestor  must  have  a  seisin  in  deed:  Fleta,  1.  6,  c.  2, 
a.  2;  Co.  Litt.  11,  b.  15,  a.;  H.  H.  C.  L.,  c.  11;  2  Bl.  Com. 
209;  and  that  the  maxim,  seisina  facit  stipitem,  was  decisive 
against  the  defendant's  claim.  They  urged,  further,  that  the 
words  "  next  of  kin  "  were  used  in  the  statute  to  mean  "  next  of 
blood  inheritable,"  and  that  the  real  estate  was  to  descend  to 
those  only  who  were  of  the  blood  of  the  first  purchaser:  Iiad- 
cliffe's  Case,  3  Rep.  40;  Collingwood  v.  Pace,  1  Vent.  415;  2  Bl. 
Com.  224;  1  Inst.  10,  arguing  that  the  expression  should  be 
understood  as  at  common  law:  6  Mod  143;  4  Bac.  Ab.  647; 
and  that  the  term  "  heirs"  was  applicable  to  those  only  who 
claimed  by  right  of  representation  and  of  blood:  1  Inst.  7,  8, 
12;  3  New  Ab.  17,  tit.  Descent  C,  note  a. 

Ooddard  and  Gurley,  for  the  defendant,  replied  that  the 
seisin  of  Mary  had  been  constructive :  Ooodtille  v.  Newman,  3 
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Wils.  516;  that  an  infant  may  consider  whoever  enters  upon 
his  estate,  as  entering  for  his  use:  Doe  v.  Keen,  7  T.  B.  386; 
that  according  to  the  statute  of  this  state,  there  was  no  differ- 
ence between  actual  and  legal  seisin,  the  right  of  possession 
giving  a  possession  in  law;  that  the  term  "  next  of  kin"  used 
in  the  statute  of  distributions,  in  force  at  the  time  of  Mary's 
death,  meant  "  nearest  kindred,"  its  literal  signification;  and 
that,  there  being  no  distinction  made  between  real  and  personal 
property,  it  must  have  been  the  intention  that  parents  should 
inherit  before  collateral  kindred. 

By  Coubt.  The  statute  of  distributions,  which  was  in  force 
in  this  state  at  the  death  of  Rachel,  places  the  real  property  of 
a  person  who  died  intestate  upon  the  same  footing  as  personal; 
that  is  to  say,  both  kinds  of  estate  were  to  be  distributed  to  the 
same  persons  without  any  regard  to  the  maxim,  seimna  facit 
rtipilem.  The  claim,  therefore,  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  land  in 
question,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  the  person  last  actually 
seised,  as  next  of  kin  to  her,  fails;  for  on  Rachel's  deatb,  who 
left  issue  Mary  Chester,  her  only  child,  the  lands  descended  to 
said  Mary,  and  she  was,  although  a  minor,  legally  seised  of 
those  lands  as  heir  to  her  mother.  This  has  always  been  the 
received  opinion  in  this  state,  and  the  practice  has  been  con* 
formable  thereto,  that  on  the  death  of  an  ancestor  the  descent 
was  cast  upon  his  heir,  without  any  reference  to  the  actual 
seisin  of  said  ancestor;  and  the  right  of  such  heir  to  the  real 
property  of  the  intestate  was  the  same  as  his  right  to  his  per- 
sonal property.  The  plaintiff  cannot,  therefore,  inherit  this 
estate  as  next  of  kin  to  Rachel.  If  he  can  inherit  the  estate 
in  question  it  must  be  as  next  of  kin  to  Mary  Chester,  his  niece. 

It  cannot  be  pretended  that  the  plaintiff  is  next  of  kin  to 
Mary,  if  we  give  the  same  construction  to  the  words  which  they 
have  received  in  the  English  law.  The  rule  of  construction 
which  has  obtained  in  that  law  has  been  uniformly  the  same 
since  their  introduction  into  it.  By  the  statute  of  Henry  VIII, 
administration  on  the  estate  of  an  intestate  is  directed  to  l>e 
given  to  the  next  of  kin.  It  has  always  been  held,  that  to 
ascertain  who  this  person  is,  the  computation  of  kindred  is  to 
be  made  according  to  the  rules  of  the  civil  law.  So,  too,  the 
statute  of  distributions,  enacted  in  the  reign  of  Charles  U, 
directs  that  if  there  is  no  issue  of  the  intestate,  his  personal 
property  shall  be  distributed  to  his  next  of  kin.  To  ascertain 
who  that  person  is,  the  computation  is  always  made  according 
to  the  rules  of  the  civil  law.     Our  statute,  which  directed  that 
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in  such  an  event  the  estate  of  the  intestate,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, should  go  to  the  next  of  kin,  was  enacted  at  a  time  when 
the  aforesaid  statute  of  Charles  II,  and  the  construction  given 
to  it,  was  perfectly  known.  It  is  a  sound  rule,  that,  whenever 
oar  legislature  use  a  term  without  defining  it,  which  is  well 
known  in  the  English  law,  and  there  has  a  definite,  appropriate 
meaning  affixed  to  it,  they  must  be  supposed  to  use  it  in  the 
sense  in  which  it  is  understood  in  the  English  law.  In  the 
present  case,  the  father  of  Mary  was  her  next  of  kin,  according 
to  the  computation  of  the  civil  law,  being  in  the  first  degree, 
whilst  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  third  degree.  For  the  same 
reason  that  Mary's  personal  estate  would  have  gone  to  her 
father  by  the  English  statute,  both  her  personal  and  real  would 
go  to  her  father  by  our  statute,  for  he  is  her  next  of  kin;  and 
there  is  no  possibility  of  resisting  this  conclusion,  unless  the 
term  "next  of  kin,"  when  used  in  our  statute,  means  to  point 
out  one  person  when  real  property  is  concerned,  and  a  different 
person  when  personal  property  is  concerned. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is  no  intimation  in  the  statute 
that  those  terms  are  to  be  understood  in  two  different  senses. 
Both  kinds  of  estate  are  directed  to  be  distributed  to  the  next 
of  kin.  There  must  be  some  very  cogent  reason  to  induce  a 
belief  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend,  in  all  cases,  that  both 
kinds  of  estate  should  go  to  the  same  persons.  It  is  claimed 
that  the  term  "  next  of  kin"  in  our  statute,  as  it  respects  real 
property,  means  the  next  of  kin  inheritable  at  common  law.  So 
that  when  there  are  no  issue  of  the  intestate  living  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  we  must  resort  to  the  English  common  law  to  dis- 
cover who  may  inherit  his  real  property,  by  which  law  the 
ascending  line  is  excluded,  and  every  person  in  the  collateral 
line  except  the  next  collateral  kinsman  of  the  whole  blood,  who 
himself  is  of  the  blood  of  the  first  purchaser.  Certain  it  is, 
that  the  statute  intimates  no  such  thing.  But  it  is  contended 
that  this  is  the  meaning  of  the  terms,  when  real  property  is 
concerned.  In  the  English  law  of  descents,  we  never  find 
these  words  so  used  standing  alone,  as  in  our  statute.  The 
rule  in  their  law  is,  that  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  person  who 
died  actually  seised,  his  real  estate  shall  go  to  his  next  collat- 
eral kinsman  of  the  whole  blood,  who  is  of  the  blood  of  the 
first  purchaser.  It  would  be  very  strange  that  the  words  "  next 
of  kin"  in  our  law  should  designate  the  character  just  de- 
scribed, when  they  would  not  designate  such  person  in  their 
law.     Where  A.  devised  a  real  estate  to  B.,  his  daughter,  for 
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life,  with  remainder  over  in  fee  to  his  next  of  kin,  without 
other  words  or  explanation,  it  was  determined  that  on  the  death 
of  B.  this  estate  should  go  to  the  next  of  kin,  computing  kin- 
dred according  to  the  rule  of  the  civil  law,  and  not  to  the  next 
collateral  kinsman  of  the  whole  blood,  etc. 

If  the  legislature  of  this  state  had  discovered  an  anxiety  in 
other  respects  to  preserve  entire  the  rules  of  descent  estab- 
lished by  the  common  law,  it  might  have  furnished  some  ground 
for  a  conjecture  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff's  claim;  but  that  is  not 
the  case.  Instead  of  respecting  the  English  law  of  descents, 
they  have  provided,  that  there  shall  be  no  preference  given  to 
males;  that  females  shall  inherit  equally  with  them;  and,  also, 
that  there  shall  be  no  preference  given  to  the  eldest  male.  If 
then  a  man  dies  intestate,  instead  of  the  real  property  descend- 
ing to  the  eldest  son,  to  the  exclusion  of  his  brothers  and  sis- 
ters, it  descends  equally  to  all  his  children,  whether  male  or 
female.  The  object  of  our  statute  is  to  distribute  the  estate  of 
an  intestate  person  equally  among  all  those  who  are  in  the 
same  degree  of  relationship;  and  this  object  would  be  defeated, 
if  such  construction  should  be  given  to  the  term  next  of  kin 
as  is  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff.  For  if  we  consider  the 
term  as  meaning  such  next  of  kin  only  as  are  inheritable  at 
common  law,  then  no  person  can  inherit  to  the  intestate,  ex- 
cept the  eldest  male,  however  many  persons  there  may  be  in 
the  same  degree  of  kindred  according  to  the  computation  of  the 
civil  law.  It  must  be  the  next  collateral  kinsman  to  the  intes- 
tate of  the  blood  of  the  first  purchaser,  for  he  alone,  as  the  next 
of  kin,  is  inheritable  according  to  the  English  law  of  descents. 
To  adopt  this  rule,  we  must  give  a  construction  to  the  terms 
next  of  kin,  which  they  have  never  received  before;  and  this  is 
to  be  done  in  opposition  to  the  manifest  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature, who  enacted  the  statute.  It  is  opposed  to  the  received 
opinions  among  lawyers,  and  all  the  modern  decisions  in  this 
state. 

New  trial  denied.  

Kent,  4  Com.  388,  points  out  the  states  which  have  abolished  the  Eng- 
lish maxim,  seisina  facit  stipUem.  In  a  note  he  shows  that  the  doctrine  of 
the  common  law  was  fully,  ably  and  learnedly  discussed  in  this  case. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


June,  1808.]  Bird  v.  Clark.  269 

Bird  v.  Clark. 

[S  Day,  973.] 

Tort  hot  assignable  in  Bankruptcy.— A  right  of  action  founded  oo 
a  tort  does  not  pass  to  the  assignee,  so  that  he  can  sue  upon  it  in  his 
own  name,  by  an  assignment  under  the  bankrupt  act  of  1800. 

Bight  to  Maintain  Trespass  or  Trover.— The  property  of  personal 
chattels  draws  to  it  the  possession,  so  that  the  owner,  although  not  in 
actual  possession,  may  bring  either  trespass  or  trover,  at  his  election, 
against  a  stranger  who  takes  them  away. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial.     The  plaintiffs  brought  an  action  of 
trespass  against  the  defendant,  declaring  that  one  Miller,  being 
indebted  to  plaintiffs  in  a  large  sum  of  money,  assigned  to 
them,  as  security  therefor,  the  ship  Ocean,  by  an  instrument 
in  the  nature  of  a  bottomry  bond,  granting  them  the  exclusive 
right  to  her  during  a  voyage  from  New  York  to  New  London, 
and  thence  to  London;  that  plaintiffs  received  the  ship,  put  on 
board  a  master,   expended  money  in  repairs,  and  proceeded 
with  her  to  New  London,  where  the  defendant  and  Hempstead  . 
seized  her  and  delayed  her  thirty  days,  to  plaintiffs9  damage, 
etc.    Hempstead,  one  of  the  original  defendants,  died  since 
the  commencement  of  the  suit.     The  cause  had  been  twice 
tried,  and  during  the  second  trial  defendants  offered  to  prove 
that  since  the  first  trial,  Robert  Bird,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  had 
become  bankrupt  and  had  assigned  his  effects  under  a  com- 
mission of' bankruptcy  duly  issued  in  New  York.  This  evidence 
was  rejected.     In  the  progress  of  that  trial,  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiffs,  to  regain  possession  of  the  ship  which  had  been 
attached  as  the  property  of  Miller,  by  Hempstead,  at  the  suit 
of  defendant  Clark,  prayed  out  a  writ  of  replevin  in  the  name 
of  Miller,  and  procured  sureties  upon  the  bond  of  replevin,  giv- 
ing to  these  sureties  bonds  of  indemnity.     They  now  offered  in 
evidence  the  writ  of  replevin  and  the  bond,  together  with  a 
writ,  process  and  judgment  in  favor  of  Clark  against  Miller  and 
bis  sureties;  and  offered  to  prove  that  they  had  indemnified  the 
sureties.    This  evidence  was  admitted  over  defendant's  objec- 
tion. 

In  the  charge  to  the  jury,  the  court  did  not  instruct  them 
that  said  evidence  was  not  to  be  considered  as  proof  of  special 
damage  in  the  case,  but  instructed  them  that  the  right  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  recover  depended  on  the  right  of  property.  Verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiffs;  and  the  defendant  moved  for  n 
new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  rulings  of  the  court  in  regard 
to  the  evidence  were  erroneous,  and  of  misdirection  to  the  jury. 
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Goodrich  and  Dana,  in  support  of  the  motion. 
Daggett  and  Qoddard,  against  it. 

By  Covet.  The  first  question  arising  in  this  ease  is,  whether 
the  bankruptcy  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  assignment  of 
his  estate  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  divested  them  of 
their  right  of  action.  By  the  act  establishing  a  uniform  sys- 
tem of  bankruptcy,  it  is  provided,  "  That  the  commissioners 
shall  take  into  their  possession  all  the  estate,  real  and  personal, 
of  every  nature  and  description,  to  which  the  bankrupt  may  be 
entitled;  and  that  they  shall  assign  it  to  such  persons  as  the 
creditors  shall  choose  their  assignees.'9  This  was  a  right  of  ac- 
tion founded  on  a  tort,  and  did  not  pass  by  such  assignment  to 
the  assignees.  They  could  not  maintain  in  their  own  names 
for  such  injury  done  to  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt.  The  plaint- 
iffs, therefore,  were  not  divested  of  their  right  of  action. 

The  material  question  in  this  is,  whether  it  was  competent  for 
the  plaintiffs  to  give  in  evidence  the  proceedings  in  the  replevin, 
and  that  they  indemnified  the  sureties  in  the  bond,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  they  became  liable  to  the  defendant  for 
the  amount  of  his  claim  against  Miller,  and  that  this  sum  ought 
to  be  the  rule  of  damages. 

It  is  a  clear  principle,  that  if  one  man  wrongfully  and  by 
force  take  from  another  man  his  property,  and  compel  him  to 
pay  money  to  regain  it,  trespass  will  lie  for  the  wrongful  act  of 
taking  the  property.  By  a  parity  of  principle,  if  he  compel 
him  to  give  security  for  money,  action  for  trespass  will  lie.  If 
one  may  procure  the  estate  of  another  to  be  wrongfully  at- 
tached, as  the  property  of  a  third  person,  and  the  owner,  to 
regain  it,  pay  or  satisfy  the  claim  for  which  it  is  attached,  tres- 
pass will  lie.  The  case  of  Shipurick  v.  Blanchard,  6  T.  B.  298, 
supports  this  doctrine.  The  defendant,  as  assignee  of  bank- 
rupt, ordered  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  seized  and  dis- 
trained for  rent  due  to  the  bankrupt.  The  plaintiff,  to  redeem 
the  goods,  paid  the  sum  claimed  for  the  rent  and  expenses;  but 
the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  having  accrued  after  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  the  commission  of  bankruptcy  was  void,  and  the 
plaintiff  brought  an  action  of  trover  for  the  goods,  which  was 
held  to  lie.  It  is  true  that  the  question  made  was,  whether 
trover  would  lie,  and  it  was  taken  for  granted  that  the  defend- 
ant was  liable  for  such  wrongful  distress.  If  trover  would  lie, 
it  clearly  follows  that  trespass  would  also  lie.  In  England,  a 
distress  for  rent  is  in  the  nature  of  a  legal  process;  and  if  tree- 
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pass  will  lie  for  goods  redeemed  from  a  wrongful  distress,  it 
will  for  goods  redeemed  from  a  wrongful  attachment.  Hence  it 
follows,  that  if,  in  the  case  under  consideration,  the  plaintiffs 
had  paid  the  money,  or  given  security  to  the  defendant  for  his 
debt  against  Miller,  for  which  the  vessel  was  attached,  in  order 
to  regain  possession  of  it,  they  could  have  maintained  trover  or 
trespass  against  him  for  such  wrongful  attachment.  The  pro- 
curing of  the  bond  on  the  replevin,  and  the  indemnifying  of 
the  sureties  by  the  plaintiffs,  was,  in  effect,  giving  security  to 
the  defendant  for  the  debt  due  to  him  from  Miller;  for  they  be- 
came liable  to  pay  it.  It  was,  therefore,  the  same  thing  in 
judgment  of  law,  as  if  they  had  paid  him  the  money. 

It  is  said  that  the  plaintiffs  are  estopped  by  the  averments  in 
the  replevin  from  saying  that  this  vessel  was  not  the  property 
of  Miller;  that  these  facts  ought  not  to  be  given  in  evidence  as 
a  basis  for  the  recovery  of  damages;  and  that  it  is  improper  and 
dangerous  to  permit  the  action  of  replevin  to  be  used  for  such 
purposes.  In  the  writ  of  replevin  there  is  no  acknowledgment 
by  the  plaintiffs  that  the  property  of  the  vessel  was  in  Miller. 
They  are  not  parties  to  the  record.  The  only  act  done  by  them 
is  to  procure  the  bond  on  the  writ,  and  indemnify  the  bonds- 
men; and  this  cannot  estop  them  from  saying  the  vessel  was 
their  property,  any  more  than  if  Miller  had  procured  the  vessel 
to  have  been  replevied  without  their  knowledge.  In  all  cases 
where  money  is  paid  to  redeem  goods  wrongfully  taken,  at- 
tached, or  distrained,  it  is  competent  for  the  party  to  prove  that 
the  money  was  paid  to  redeem  the  goods  from  a  wrongful  tak- 
ing; and  that  it  was  not  a  voluntary  payment  of  an  acknowl- 
edged claim. 

There  is  no  more  impropriety,  or  inconsistency,  in  admitting 
the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  to  show  that  the  proceedings  in 
replevin  were  for  the  purpose  of  redeeming  property  wrongfully 
attached,  than  there  is  to  admit  a  party  to  prove  the  payment 
of  money,  or  the  giving  of  a  note  for  that  purpose.  Nor  does 
it  appear  that  any  inconvenience  can  result  from  such  practice. 
Where  the  title  to  goods  is  contested,  and  they  are  attached  for 
the  debt  of  one,  and  claimed  to  be  the  property  of  another, 
there  is  no  legal  process  by  which  such  claimant  can  regain 
possession;  for  replevin  can  be  maintained  only  in  the  name  of 
the  defendant  in  the  suit.  The  only  legal  remedy,  in  the  name 
of  the  owner,  is  by  an  action  of  trespass,  or  trover;  which 
leaves  the  property  in  the  possession  of  the  officer  attaching  it, 
and  it  may  be  held  in  the  custody  of  the.  law,  till  the  final  trial 
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of  the  suit  on  which  it  is  attached.  But,  if  it  is  permitted  that 
the  claimant  (where  the  defendant  in  the  suit  on  which  the  goods 
are  attached  consents)  may,  by  replevin  in  his  name,  regain  the 
goods,  all  the  damage  that  arises  from  the  detention  is  avoided. 
No  case  can  exhibit  this  advantage  in  a  more  striking  manner 
than  that  under  consideration.  Clark,  to  secure  a  debt  of  ten 
thousand  dollars,  due  from  Miller,  attached  a  vessel  and  cargo 
ready  to  sail,  worth  thirty  thousand  dollars,  which  was  the 
property  of  Bird,  Savage  and  Company.  If  this  vessel  had  not 
been  replevied  by  them,  in  the  name  of  Miller,  then  Clark 
would  have  been  liable  for  the  value  of  the  property,  as  well  as 
damages  for  defeating  the  voyage;  but  by  admitting  the  replevin, 
he  will  recover  on  the  replevin  bond  the  whole  sum  recovered 
against  him  in  this  action;  so  that  he  can  try  the  question, 
whether  the  property  of  the  vessel  was  in  Miller,  without  any 
expense,  save  that  of  the  cost  of  trial.  For  the  proceediogo  in 
replevin  are  not  admitted  as  a  basis  on  which  to  recover  dam- 
ages, but  to  limit  the  extent,  where  the  value  of  the  property 
is  more  than  the  amount  of  the  debt  for  which  it  is  attached. 
But,  if  the  value  of  the  property  be  less  than  the  debt  demanded, 
then  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  ^recover  the  value  only; 
and  the  replevin  is  given  in  evidence  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  plaintiff  has  regained  his  property  in  such 
manner,  as  does  not  excuse  the  defendant  from  the  injury  done 
him  by  the  wrongful  attachment. 

If  the  plaintiffs,  instead  of  replevying  the  vessel,  had  given  a 
receipt  to  the  officer,  with  an  engagement  to  have  it  forthcom- 
ing on  the  execution  when  demanded,  and  then  had  taken  pos- 
session again,  it  is  evident,  that  in  on  action  of  trespass  for 
taking  the  vessel,  they  might  have  proved  this  fact,  in  order  to 
show  that  they  did  not  regain  their  property  in  such  manner  as 
to  excuse  the  defendant  from  the  trespass.  There  can  be  no 
difference  in  principle,  between  the  proceeding  to  regain  one's 
property,  and  the  process  by  replevin. 

Another  ground  of  the  present  motion  is  that  the  court  di- 
rected the  jury  that  it  was  a  question  of  property  only.  The 
defendant  urged  that  the  plaintiffs  had  only  a  mortgaged  right 
to  the  vessel,  and  was  not  in  actual  possession;  and,  there- 
fore, if  he  had  the  property,  he  could  not  maintain  trespass, 
but  trover  only,  on  the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Kenyon  in 
Ward  v.  Mdcauley,  4  T.  R.  489,  that  trespass  is  founded  on  pos- 
session, and  trover  on  property;  that  where  the  plaintiff  has  not 
the  possession,  he  cannot  maintain  trespass,  but  must  bring 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


June,  1809. J  Kilbourn  v.  Bradley.  273 

trover.  But  Lord  Kenyon  afterwards  retracted  this  doctrine  in 
Gordon  v.  Harper,  7  T.  R.  9.  The  true  principle  is  laid  down 
by  Williams  in  his  note  to  Saunders's  reports:  Note  1  to  Wilbrck- 
ham  v.  Snow,  2  Wins.  Saund.  47,  a.  In  order  to  maintain  trover 
it  is  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  either  a  special  or 
absolute  property  in  the  goods  which  are  the  subject  of  the 
action.  He  who  has  the  absolute  or  general  property  may  sup- 
port this  action,  though  he  had  never  had  the  actual  possession; 
for  it  is  a  rule  of  law  that  the  property  of  personal  chattels 
draws  to  it  the  possession,  so  that  the  owner  may  bring  either 
trespass  or  trover,  at  his  election,  against  a  stranger  who  takes 
them  away.  It  appears  that  the  ship,  in  question,  for  a  valu- 
able consideration,  was  assigned  by  Miller  to  the  plaintiffs,  by 
an  instrument  in  the  nature  of  a*bottomry  bond,  granting  them 
exclusive  right  to  her  during  a  voyage  from  New  York  to  New 
London,  and  thence  to  London.  The  plaintiffs  had  a  right  of 
possession  if  they  had  a  right  of  property;  and,  of  course,  their 
right  to  recover  depended  on  the  question  of  property. 
New  trial  denied. 


Kilbourn  v.  Bradley. 

[3  DAT,  356.] 

Moral  Obligation,  whin  a  Consideration.— If  a  usurious  security 
be  given  up,  and  a  new  security  taken  for  the  sum  advanced  and  legal 
interest,  the  latter  security  will  he  good;  for  the  borrower's  moral  ob- 
ligation to  pay  the  principal  and  legal  interest,  is  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration therefor. 

Action  of  ejectment.  The  defendant  claimed  under  one 
Aaron  Bradley,  by  whom  the  premises  had  been  mortgaged  to 
the  plaintiff  as  security  for  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note 
for  one  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen  dollars  and  seventy- 
five  cents  and  interest.  It  appeared  that  Aaron  and  Jacob 
Bradley  were  the  indorsers  of  a  note  payable  to  Kilbourn, 
wherein  more  than  legal  interest  had  been  reserved;  that  after 
several  payments  on  that  note  by  the  maker,  Bishop,  he  failed, 
leaving  one  thousand  and  five  hundred  dollars  still  due,  to  secure 
which,  Aaron  Bradley  gave  his  note  for  that  sum  and  interest. 
Bradley  being  unable  to  pay  this  note  when  requested,  agreed 
with  plaintiff  to  give  a  new  note  for  the  amount  of  principal  and 
interest  of  his  former  note,  and  to  secure  the  same  by  a  mort- 
gage of  the  premises  in  question,  which  was  done. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defend 
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ant  thereupon  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  which  motion  the  case 
came  before  the  court. 

Daggett  and  N.  Smith,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  a 
new  security  substituted  for  one  originally  usurious,  was  void: 
Tale  v.  WeUings,  3  T.  R.  537;  Walton  v.  Shelly,  1  Id.  296;  Cuth- 
bert  et  al.  v.  Haley,  8  Id.  390.  The  consideration  of  the  second 
note  was  money  due  on  a  former  contract  to  pay  more  than  law- 
ful interest,  and  must  make  this  note  usurious:  Barnes  et  al.  v. 
Ileadley  et  al.,  1  Campb.  Cas.  157;  1  Pow.  Con.  176.  A  claim 
originating  in  an  illegal  transaction  cannot  be  supported: 
Steers  v.  Lashley,  6  T.  R.  61;  Booth  v.  Hodgson,  Id.  405;  Mitchell 
v.  Cockburn,  2  H.  Bl.  379;   Ex  parte  Mather,  3  Ves.  Jr.  473; 

Aubert  v.  Maze,  2P.&B.  371. 

• 

Terry,  for  the  plaintiff,  insisted  that  the  second  note  was 
valid,  the  consideration  being  the  moral  obligation  Bradley  was 
under  to  pay  the  money;  that  the  usury  had  been  expunged 
from  the  original  contract,  and  that  this  note  could  not  be  con* 
sidered  a  continuation  of  that  contract:  Wright  v.  Wheeler,  1 
Campb.  165,  in  notis. 

By  Court.  The  statute  against  usury,  on  principles  of  publio 
policy,  renders  void  contracts  upon  usurious  consideration. 
But  the  lender  incurs  no  penalty,  unless  he  actually  takes 
usury;  and  courts  of  equity,  on  relieving  against  oppression  or 
extortion,  order  the  repayment  of  the  sum  really  loaned,  or 
due,  with  the  lawful  interest.  The  moral  obligation  of  the 
borrower  to  repay  the  principal  sum  actually  loaned,  with  the 
lawful  interest,  is  unimpaired.  If  the  lender  will  expunge  the 
usury,  and  the  borrower  voluntarily  assents  to  repay  the  sum 
loaned  with  lawful  interest,  it  is  an  act  of  justice  forbidden  by 
no  principle  of  public  policy,  and  which  constitutes  a  good 
consideration  for  a  new  contract. 

New  trial  denied. 

The  authority  of  this  case  was  recognized  in  Cook  v.  BradUy,  7  Conn.  65f 
WMi  v.  WcuUworth,  30  Id.  157. 


Hartford  Bank  v.  Hart. 

[3DaY,491.J 

Deposit  op  Letter  in  Post-office  Notice  to  Party.— Depositing  a 
letter  in  the  post-office  is  a  fact  from  which  the  jury  may  infer  that 
the  person  to  whom  it  was  addressed  had  notice  of  its  contents. 
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Admissions  op  Members  of  a  Corporation.— The  admissions  of  indi- 
vidual members  of  a  corporation,  a  party  to  the  action,  and  which 
were  not  made  in  the  exercise  of  any  corporate  duty,  cannot  be  re- 
ceived in  evidence. 

Action  against  the  defendant  as  indorser  of  a  promissory  note 
executed  by  one  Joseph  Hart,  and  general  issue  pleaded.  Tho 
defendant  set  up  as  a  defense  that  the  indorsement  was  a 
forgery;  the  plaintiffs  admitted  that  it  was  not  the  handwriting 
of  the  defendant,  but  contended  that  he  had  virtually  author* 
used  it,  and  made  it  his  own. 

Daggett,  Perkins,  Mosely,  and  Root,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

IngersoU,  Goodrich,  B.  Griswold,  and  N.  Tarry,  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  defendant  objected  to  one  of  the  jurors  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  married  the  sister  of  one  W.,  plaintiff  in  another 
action  against  the  defendant,  before  this  court,  to  be  tried  this 
term,  and  depending  upon  the  same  principles  as  this  case. 
Plaintiffs  insisted  that  this  was  not  sufficient  ground  of  chal- 
lenge; especially  as  the  sister  was  then  deceased. 

Swot,  J.,  said  it  had  never  been  determined  in  this  state 
how  far  consanguinity,  or  connection  by  marriage,  would  dis- 
qualify a  juror.  The  courts  have  decided,  however,  that  the 
cousin  of  a  party  cannot  sit  in  the  case.  The  court  excused  the 
juror. 

On  the  trial  plaintiffs'  counsel  stated  that  Joseph  Hart  had 
made  use  of  defendant's  name  on  other  notes  which  had  been 
discounted  at  the  bank,  and  that  notice  of  this  had  been  given 
to  defendant.  To  establish  the  fact  of  notice,  they  offered  to 
prove  by  the  cashier,  that  he  had  put  letters  addressed  to  the 
defendant,  containing  notice,  into  the  post-office. 

Goodrich,  objected  to  the  evidence  offered,  contending  that 
the  putting  a  package  into  the  post-office  was  no  notice  of  its 
delivery;  that  a  letter  might  be  miscarried,  and  it  would  be  im- 
possible for  a  party  to  prove  he  had  not  received  it.  In  the  case 
of  negotiable  instruments,  putting  a  letter  in  the  post-office  is 
sufficient,  not  because  that  proves  notice,  but  because  the  party, 
in  doing  so,  has  discharged  his  duty;  should  the  letter  mis- 
carry it  would  not  effect  him :  Chitty,  95. 

Daggett,  contra.  The  objections  made  go  to  the  weight,  not  to 
the  competency,  of  the  testimony  offered;  information  is  regu- 
larly communicated  by  letters  through  the  post-office. 

The  court  admitted  the  testimony. 
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Swift,  J.,  said:  It  was  perfectly  clear  to  his  mind  that  the 
putting  a  letter  into  the  post-office  is  a  fact  from  which  the  jury 
may  infer  notice. 

Ingersoll,  afterwards  offered  to  prove  that  the  names  of  other 
persons  than  the  defendant  had  been  forged  by  Joseph  Hart, 
on  paper  which  had  been  lodged  at  the  bank,  and  had  lain 
over;  and  that  notice  had  been  put  into  the  post-offices  directed 
to  them. 

The  court  ruled  out  the  evidence.  They  said  the  point  had 
been  before  determined. 

During  the  trial  defendant  offered  to  prove  by  the  admissions 
of  the  president  and  directors  of  the  bank,  that  when  they  dis- 
counted the  note,  they  knew  that  the  indorsement  was  forged; 
and  insisted  that  such  admissions  were  respecting  acts  within 
the  agency,  and  made  by  agents  of  the  corporation. 

Daggett,  contra,  urged  that  a  corporation  can  regularly  do  no 
act  without  writing,  4  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Franchises,  F.  13;  Harg. 
Co.  Litt.  94,  b.  (n)  99;  1  Bl.  Com,  475;  6  Vin.  Ab.  268,  287, 
288;  Eyd.  on  Cor.  1,  256,  268,  449,  450;  that  the  president  is 
agent  for  certain  purpose,  but  not  to  confess. 

By  Coubt.  It  is  clear  that  the  doings  of  a  corporation  can 
•  be  known  only  by  its  corporate  acts.  The  confessions  of  indi- 
vidual members  cannot  be  received.  Though  the  directors 
have  certain  powers,  resulting  from  their  act  of  incorporation, 
and  are,  for  certain  purposes/ agents;  and  though  their  acts, 
when  in  strict  relation  to  their  agency,  are  binding  on  the  cor- 
poration; yet,  as  to  the  matters  attempted  to  be  proved,  it  does 
not  appear  that  they  were  agents. 

The  evidence  is,  therefore,  inadmissible. 


This  case  was  cited  on  the  second  point  as  to  the  evidence  of  individual 
corporators  in  Fairfield  v.  Thorpe,  13  Conn.  181;.  SouthingUm  Society  v. 
Oridky,  20  Id.  2Q4,  and  in  New  York  in  Osgood*.  Manhattan  Bank,  3  Cow. 
263. 
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Ludlow  v.  Bownb. 

[1  JOMVtOV,  1.] 

WAbbacty  of  Ownership.— A  policy  of  insurance  was  effected  on  goods 
from  New  York  to  FranceK  warranted  as  American  property.  The 
goods  were  purchased  and  shipped  in  an  American  vessel,  by  American 
merchants  to  French  merchants,  under  an  agreement  that  the  former 
were  to  deliver  the  goods  at  St.  Vallery,  for  which  they  were  to  be  al- 
lowed a  certain  commission,  taking  on  themselves  all  risks;  the  con- 
signees were  to  pay  the  freight  on  delivery,  and  also  for  the  amount  of 
cargo,  in  bills  on  London,  guaranteed  by  a  commercial  house  in  that 
city.  During  the  voyage,  the  goods  were  captured  by  the  British,  and 
condemned  as  French  property.  It  was  held  that  the  property  of  the 
goods  remained  in  the  consignors  until  delivery  in-  France,  and  thai 
the  warranty  in  the  policy  was  not  broken,  in  regard  to  the  neutral 
character  of  the  property,  so  as  to  vitiate  the  policy. 

Aotioh  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  cargo  of  the  ship  Sis- 
ters, at  and  from  New  York  to  Havre  de  Grace.     A  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiffs  as  for  a  total  loss,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  this  court,  upon  the  following  statement:    On  the  twenty- 
eighth  of  June,  1793,  the  defendants  subscribed  the  policy  for 
three  hundred  pounds,  at  a  premium  of  three  and  one-half  per 
cent.,  the  vessel  and  the  csrrgo  being  both  warranted  American 
property.    The  ship  sailed  on  the  voyage  insured  on  the  nine- 
teenth of  July  following,  and  was  afterwards  captured,  during 
her  voyage,  by  a  British  cruiser,  and  condemned  in  the  British 
admiralty  court  as  French  property.     Of  the  goods  insured, 
three  hundred  and  two  barrels  of  ashes  were  consigned  to  M. 
H;  Poulhain  &  Co.,  and  the  residue  to  Messrs.  Morgan  &  Son, 
merchants,  at  Havre  de  Grace.     The  goods  were  purchased  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  New  York,  and  shipped  by  them  under  an 
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agreement,  the  terms  of  which  appear  from  the  following  letter 
from  one  of  the  plain  tiffs: 

"London,  May  11, 1792. 

"M.  Francois  Poulhain:  By  the  post  to-day,  I  received 
yours  of  the  fourth  instant  directing  me  to  purchase  three  hun- 
dred barrels  ashes  and  some  oil,  on  certain  conditions  mentioned 
to  Messrs.  Michault.  That  we  may  perfectly  understand  each 
other,  they  were,  viz.,  a  commission  of  two  and  one-half  per 
cent,  on  the  amount  of  invoice,  and  additional  commission  of 
three  per  cent,  on  do.  for  the  war  risk.  It  is  not  understood 
that  I  am  to  assume  the  usual,  sea  risk,  but,  for  my  security,  I 
ought  to  make  the  insurance,  in  order  to  prove  the  property 
mine  in  case  of  capture;  this  will  be  two  and  one-half  per  cent. 
I  must  pay  to  have  it  done;  so  that,  taking  on  myself  all  risks, 
and  delivering  you  the  goods  at  St.  Yallery,  save  that  of  the 
freight,  which  you  must  pay,  you  must  allow  me  eight  per  cent 
on  the  amount  of  invoice;  my  bills  are  to  be  paid  sixty  days 
after  the  vessel's  arrival  at  St.  Yallery,  in  London,  the  exchange 
fixed  at  par,  say  one  hundred  pounds  sterling  for  one  hundred 
and  seventy-seven  pounds  fifteen  shillings  and  seven  pence  New 
York  currency,  with  the  guaranty  of  Messrs.  Thelusson  for  the 
payment.  These  are  the  terms  mentioned  to  Messrs.  Michault, 
and  on  which  I  am  willing  to  execute  your  orders.  You  will 
please  send  to  Mons.  Blandel  a  copy  of  this  direction.  When 
I  receive  your  answer,  I  will  write  to  my  house,  and  you  may 
depend  on  my  attention,  and  the  ashes  shipped  in  season.  D. 
Ludlow." 

At  the  time  of  the  shipment  of  the  ashes,  the  plaintiffs  pos- 
sessed funds  of  Morgan  &  Son,  which  were  afterwards  remitted 
to  them;  but  they  held  no  funds  of  Poulhain  &  Co.  The 
amount  of  the  goods  was  charged  to  those  persons  respectively 
in  plaintiffs'  books.  It  was  admitted  that  the  war  between 
France  and  Great  Britain  commenced  on  the  first  February, 
1793.     The  questions  arising  from  these  facts  were  argued  by: 

Earison  and  Hoffman,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Pendleton  and  Radcliff,  for  the  defendants. 

By  Court,  Tompkins,  J.  Two  questions  are  presented  by  this 
case :  1 .  Whether  the  property  in  the  goods  insured  and  shipped 
under  the  contract  stated  belonged,  during  the  transportation, 
to  the  plaintiffs,  or  to  the  consignees  at  St.  Yallery  ?  2.  Whether 
the  contract  be  valid,  according  to  the  established  principles  of 
the  law  of  nations? 
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L  The  goods  in  question  were  purchased  by  the  plaintiffs 
with  their  own  funds,  and  upon  their  own  credit,  and  it  is  not 
controverted,  but  that  they  vested  in  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  de- 
livery to  them  by  the  persons  of  whom  they  were  purchased. 
There  was  no  privity  between  the  French  merchants  and  the 
original  vendors;  nor  could  the  former  be  responsible  to  the 
latter  for  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  for  them.  That  this  prop- 
erty was  not  divested  by  the  subsequent  delivery  of  the  goods 
to  the  captain  will  be  evident,  if  we  attend  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract  under  which  they  were  shipped.  The  goods,  after 
their  arrival  at  the  port  of  destination,  were  not,  at  all  events, 
to  go  into  the  possession  of  the  consignees.  The  French  mer- 
chants were  not  entitled  to  receive  the  goods  until  they  had 
performed  the  precedent  conditions,  as  to  the  payment  stipu- 
lated in  the  agreement.  If  they  had  never  arrived  at  St.  Val- 
lery,  the  Messrs.  Ludlow  could  not  have  resorted  to  the  French 
merchants,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  for  the  stip- 
ulated price;  on  the  other  hand,  had  the  latter  failed  to  per- 
form the  conditions  on  which  the  goods  were  to  be  delivered, 
they  never  could  have  compelled  the  plaintiffs  to  deliver  them. 
Had  a  loss  happened  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  and  the  insurers 
become  insolvent;  had  the  goods  been  destroyed  by  accident  in 
the  warehouse  before  they  were  laden;  had  the  consignees  re- 
fused to  pay  freight;  had  the  failure  of  Messrs.  Thelusson  & 
Co.  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  consignees  to  obtain  the  stip- 
ulated security;  or  had  the  vessel,  by  stress  of  weather,  been 
driven  into  a  different  port,  and  there  terminated  her  voyage, 
the  cargo  would  have  continued  in  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  loss  or 
profit,  in  either  event,  would  have  remained  to  them.  Indeed,  it 
seemed  to  be  conceded  by  one  of  the  defendants'  counsel,  on  the 
argument,  that  the  legal  ownership  of  the  goods  was  in  the  plaint- 
iffs; and  the  ground  of  defense  was  confined  to  the  objection,  that 
this  contract  was  a  mere  cover,  and  fraudulent  and  void,  as  it 
respected  belligerents.  Fraud  ought  not  to  be  presumed;  and 
unless  the  agreement  itself  purports  fraud,  or  is  one  forbidden 
by  the  acknowledged  principles  of  the  law  of  nations,  the  plaint- 
iffs in  this  case  ought  to  recover. 

2.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  a  neutral  may,  without  contra- 
vening any  established  principle  of  the  law  of  nations,  carry  on 
commerce  with  either  of  the  belligerent  parties,  in  the  same 
manner,  and  to  the  same  extent,  as  in  time  of  peace,  except 
in  articles  contraband  of  war,  or  to  a  blockaded  port.  The  de- 
cisions in  the  court  of  admiralty  in  England,  so  much  relied  on 
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by  the  defendants,  have  not  proceeded  on  the  notion  that  a 
neutral  cannot,  flagrante  hello,  contract  to  sell  and  consign  his 
own  goods  to  a  belligerent,  for  a  stipulated  profit,  to  be  paid  on 
delivery.  The  determinations  which  have  been  made  on  con* 
tracts,  somewhat  similar  to  the  present,  are  supported  by  a  rule 
of  evidence  peculiar  .to  those  courts;  a  presumptio  juris  el  de 
jure,  by  which  such  contracts  are  determined  to  be  fraudulent 
and  collusive,  and  made  for  the  purpose  of  covering  the  prop- 
erty of  an  enemy.  They  have  considered  the  capture  as  equiva- 
lent to  a  delivery  to  the  belligerent  to  whom  it  is  consigned, 
and  to  whom  it  is  thus  presumed  to  belong.  Without  arraign- 
ing those  decisions,  it  is  sufficient,  in  the  present  case,  to  say 
that  such  an  arbitrary  rule  of  evidence  is  not  to  be  resorted  to 
here,  and  that  the  contract  in  question  does  not  afford  that  pre- 
sumption; on  the  contrary,  its  provisions  are  of  a  nature  to  ex- 
clude every  reasonable  influence  of  fraud,  and  to  evince  the 
neutrality  of  the  property.  The  checks  interposed,  which  might 
prevent  its  ultimate  delivery  to  the  consignees  at  St.  Vallery; 
the  security  to  be  given,  and  the  conditions  to  be  performed,  in 
order  to  entitle  the  latter  to  receive  the  goods,  and  the  assump- 
tion of  all  risks  by  the  consignors  until  the  delivery  of  the  prop- 
erty, are  satisfactory  evidence,  to  my  mind,  that  the  contract 
was  bona  fide,  and  that,  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties, 
the  ownership  and  the  control  of  the  property  was  to  continue 
in  the  plaintiffs,  who  retained  the  right  wholly  to  refuse  the 
delivery  of  the  goods  in  case  the  consignees  should  fail  to  per- 
form the  conditions  previously  stipulated.  For  these  reasons, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  have  complied  with  their 
warranty,  and  that  they  ought  to  recover  the  amount  insured 
by  the  defendants. 

Spencer,  J.  By  the  contract  entered  into  between  the  plaint- 
iffs and  the  French  merchants,  the  property  in  the  ashes,  in- 
sured and  warranted  to  be  American,  remained  in  the  plaintiffs 
until  its  delivery  to  the  French  houses  at  St.  VaJlery.  The  de- 
livery could  not  be  insisted  on  until  bills  for  the  amount  on 
London,  payable  in  sixty  days  after  the  arrival  of  the  goods  at 
St.  Yallery,  with  the  guaranty  of  the  Messrs.  Thelusson,  had 
been  furnished  by  the  consignees  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  goods  having  been  captured  and  condemned  on  their  way . 
to  St.  Yallery,  there  can  be  no  pretense  to  say  that  the  property, 
at  the  time  of  capture,  did  not  exclusively  belong  to  the  plaint- 
iffs.    The  defendants'  counsel  did  not  controvert  the  proposi- 
tion that  by  the  rules  of  law,  as  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
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French  merchants,  the  property  never  had  been  transferred 
from  the  plaintiffs.  But  it  was  insisted  that  there  was  an  equita- 
ble interest,  by  virtue  of  the  contract,  vested  in  the  consignees, 
which,  from  a  state  of  war  between  France  and  England,  justly 
exposed  the  property  to  capture,  and  that  by  the  law  of  nations, 
property  so  circumstanced  was  liable  to  capture  and  condemna- 
tion, on  the  ground  of  its  being  fraudulently  covered  with  an 
intent  to  evade  capture,  and  to  supply  a  belligerent.  These  two 
propositions  remain  to  be  examined: 

1.  It  is  difficult  to  perceive  in  what  manner  the  French  mer- 
chants had  acquired  a  vested  equitable  interest  in  these  goods. 
The  contract  was  in  its  nature  executory;  and  no  part  of  the 
price  had  been  paid;  they  had  an  expectation  of  receiving  them, 
but  on  no  legal  principles  were  they  clothed  with  the  rights  of 
a  cestui  que  trust.  It  has  been  fancifully  said  that  because  the 
goods  were  consigned  to  them,  the  capture  by  the  English  is  to 
be  deemed  a  delivery  to  the  consignees.  In  the  view  of  9  court 
of  admiralty,  this  may  be  so;  but  most  certainly,  if  the  French- 
men were  amenable  to  our  own  laws,  the  plaintiffs  could  never 
recover  of  them  the  price  of  the  goods  under  that  notion. 
Nothing  but  an  actual  delivery,  or  offer  to  deliver,  would  render 
them  responsible  upon  the  contract. 

2.  The  goods  in  question  not  being  contraband,  within  the 
utmost  latitude  to  which  that  list  has  been  swelled,  were  a  law- 
ful subject  of  commercial  adventure  by  a  neutral  in  time  of  war. 
The  warranty  that  it  was  neutral  has  been  verified.  This  war- 
ranty cannot  be  extended  so  far  as  that  the  property  shall  be 
regarded  neutral  by  belligerents,  but  only  that  it  is  truly  so,  ac- 
cording to  the  code  of  the  law  of  nations. 

The  cases  decided  by  Sir  William  Scott  do  not  bear  an  anal- 
ogy to  the  present.  In  this,  the  property  was  not  absolutely 
to  vest  in  the  French  houses  on  its  arrival  at  St.  Vallery,  cer- 
tain acts  were  to  be  done  on  their  part,  as  conditions  precedent, 
as  the  drawing  of  the  bills  on  London,  with  a  guaranty  for  the 
amount  of  the  cargo.  These  acts  were  contingent,  and  might 
never  be  performed. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  English  courts  of  admiralty,  on 
questions  bearing  a  resemblance  to  the  present,  are  governed 
more  by  ideas  of  political  expediency,  and  of  the  necessity  of 
destroying  any  commerce  with  their  enemy,  than  by  the  law  of 
nations.  The  high  court  of  admiralty  in  England  probably  re- 
garded this  shipment  as  a  fraud  on  belligerents,  in  attempting 
to  evade  capture  and  condemnation;   but  I  do  not  feel  myself 
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bound  by  their  precedents,  nor  required  to  justify  their  solici- 
tude to  condemn,  from  motives  of  policy. 

By  the  law  of  nations,  a  neutral  has  a  right,  with  the  excep- 
tions of  contraband  goods,  and  going  to  a  blockaded  port,  to 
supply  the  belligerents.  This  right,  enforced  by  considera- 
tions of  justice,  as  it  regards  neutrals,  is  not  to  be  frittered 
away,  by  inquiring  whether  a  belligerent  has,  by  one  mode  of 
supply,  or  another,  a  prospect  of  greater  mercantile  advantage. 
The  true  inquiry  is,  is  the  property  of  a  muniment  of  war 
within  the  list  of  contraband,  and  does  it  belong  to  an  enemy, 
or  a  friend?  Thinking,  as  I  do,  that  the  warranty  in  this  case 
has  been  fulfilled,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  the 
goods  belonged  to  the  plaintiffs,  I  must  say  that  they  are  en* 
titled  to  judgment. 

Thompson,  J.  The  questions  presented  by  this  case  are:  1. 
To  whom  must  the  right  of  property  in  the  shipment  be  deemed 
vested  at  the  time  of  capture?  2.  As  to  the  legality  of  the 
contract  made  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  French  merchants. 

1.  The  subject  insured  consisted  of  pot  and  pearl-ashes,  warrant- 
ed American  property.  The  shipment  was  made  under  an  agree- 
ment, and  upon  the  tenns  stated  in  the  letter  of  Daniel  Lud- 
low, of  the  eleventh  of  May,  1792,  contained  in  the  case,  and 
to  which  we  must  resort,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  rights  of  con- 
tracting parties;  and  in  doing  this,  the  contract  must  be  con- 
strued, without  reference  either  to  a  state  of  peace  or  war;  that 
point  will  come  under  consideration  in  the  examination  of  its 
legality. 

According  to  my  understanding  of  the  agreement,  without 
entering  into  a  minute  detail  of  its  several  parts,  the  fair  and 
obvious  import  of  it  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  stipulate  to  take  all 
risks,  of  every  description  whatever,  upon  themselves,  and  to 
deliver  to  certain  French  merchants,  at  St.  Yallery,  in  France, 
a  quantity  of  goods,  upon  certain  conditions  to  be  performed 
on  their  part.  These  conditions  were,  that  they  should  pay  the 
plaintiffs  the  amount  of  the  invoice  price,  with  the  addition  of 
eight  per  cent,  on  such  amount,  the  payment  to  be  made  in 
London,  sixty  days  after  the  vessel's  arrival  at  St.  Yallery,  and 
the  guarantee  of  Messrs.  Thelusson  to  be  given  for  such  pay- 
ment, the  French  merchants  also  paying  the  freight.  Though 
the  case  states  generally,  that  the  cargo  was  consigned  to  the 
French  merchants,  yet  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  contract 
contains  no  stipulation,  that  they  were  to  be  the  consignees. 
This  consignment  must,  therefore,  be  open  to  explanation, 
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whether  made  to  them  on  their  own  account  and  risk,  or  on  ac- 
count and  risk  of  the  consignors.  Here,  then,  arises  the  ques- 
tion: Where  a  shipment  is  made,  under  such  circumstances,  in 
whom  must  the  property  be  deemed  Tested,  until  its  arrival? 
I  think,  clearly  in  the  plaintiffs.  I  cannot  consider  the  plaint- 
iffs as  acting  in  the  character  of  mere  agents.  Part  of  the  al- 
lowance to  be  made  to  them  is,  to  be  sure,  classed  under  the 
denomination  of  commissions,  which,  in  mercantile  language, 
may  generally  be  considered  as  a  compensation  for  the  services 
of  agents  or  factors;  yet  this  circumstance,  of  itself,  is  not 
sufficient  to  restrict  them  to  that  character,  when,  from  the 
general  scope  and  nature  of  the  transaction,  they  are  represented 
as  principals.  The  plaintiffs,  having  funds  in  their  hands  be- 
longing to  one  of  the  French  houses,  could  not,  in  any  manner, 
qualify  their  character.  These  funds  were  not  to  be  applied  to 
the  purchase  of,  or  as  payment  for,  this  cargo. 

By  the  contract,  payment  was  to  be  made  in  London;  besides 
these  funds  have  since  been  remitted;  at  what  particular  time, 
however,  does  not  appear.  The  plaintiffs,  then,  must  be  viewed 
in  the  capacity  of  vendors,  making  a  contract  with  respect  to 
this  shipment,  which  was  to  be  consummated  in  France;  and  the 
most  that  can  be  said  is,  that  they  had  secured  a  market  on 
its  arrival  there.  The  argument  most  urged,  on  the  part  of  the 
underwriters,  is,  that  this  cargo  went  consigned  to  the  French 
merchants,  which,  it  is  said,  vested  in  them  the  right  of  prop- 
erty. I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  controvert  the  general 
proposition,  that  when  goods  are  shipped  on  account  of,  and 
consigned  to  a  foreign  merchant,  the  property  shall  prima  fade, 
be  deemed  vested  in  the  consignee,  subject  to  the  right  of  stop- 
ping in  transitu  in  case  of  insolvency.  In  such  cases,  probably, 
the  master  of  the  ship  ought  to  be  considered  as  the  agent  of 
the  consignee,  and  a  delivery  to  the  former  as  equivalent  to  a  de- 
livery to  the  latter;  neither  can  it  be  denied  that  where  the  con- 
signment is  for  account  of  the  consignor,  the  property  remains 
vested  in  him,  and  he  is  deemed  the  legal  owner:  Evans  v.  Mar- 
tell,  12  Mod.  156.  The  consignment  is  always  subject  to  be 
controlled  and  explained,  according  to  the  understanding  and 
evident  intention  of  the  parties:  Hibberl  v.  Carter ,  1  T.  R.  748. 
So  that,  admitting  it  to  have  been  general  to  the  French  mer- 
chants, if  it  be  manifest  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  vest  in  the  consignees  the  right  of  property,  such 
must  be  considered  as  the  legal  operation  of  the  consignment. 
That  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  property  should 
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remain  vested  in  the  plaintiffs,  cannot,  it  appears  to  me,  admit 
of  a  doubt;  otherwise,  the  consignment  is  at  war  with  the  con- 
tract and  the  whole  tenor  of  the  transaction. 

Whatever  may  be  the  general  roles  of  law,  and  the  ordinary 
course  of  commerce  applicable  to  any  given  class  of  cases,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  these  general  rules  may  be  varied  and. 
modified,  by  special  agreement:  3  P.  Wms.  186;  Godfrey  v. 
Furzo,  1  T.  B.  748.  This  was  admitted  in  its  fullest  extent,  by 
Sir  William  Scott,  in  the  case  of  the  packet  DeBilboa,  2  Rob. 
R.  133.  The  vesting  of  property,  says  Lord  Mansfield,  may 
differ,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  cases:  Davis  v.  Tames, 
5  Burr.  2680.  The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that,  as  between 
vendor  and  vendee,  the  property  is  not  altered  until  the  delivery 
of  the  goods:  Snee  v.  Prescolt,  1  Atk.  245;  Mason  v.  Lickbarrow, 
1  H.  Bl.  Rep.  35;  Ellis  v.  Hunt,  3  T.  R.  469. 

A  distinction  is,  sometimes,  made  between  an  actual  delivery 
to  the  vendee  himself  and  a  constructive  delivery  to  some  inter- 
mediate person.  In  the  latter  case,  when  the  goods  are  at  the 
risk  of  the  vendee,  it  is  equivalent  to  an  actual  delivery:  8  T.  R. 
409.  Every  legal  contract  may,  however,  be  modified  accord- 
ing to  the  will  of  the  contracting  parties;  and,  when  special,  it 
is  to  that  we  must  look,  in  order  to  ascertain  their  rights.  It 
cannot,  I  think,  be  denied  that,  in  the  present  case,  it  was  ob- 
viously the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  entire  dominion  and 
control  over  this  property  should  remain  in  the  plaintiffs  until 
its  arrival  in  France.  The  insurance  was  to  be  made  by  them, 
and  for  their  own  benefit.  The  property  was,  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  expressly  at  their  risk.  If  lost,  the  loss  would 
have  fallen  on  them;  or  if  the  underwriters  had  become  insol- 
vent, the  loss  would  have  been  theirs.  And  Sir  William  Scott 
observes  that  this  is  the  true  criterion  of  property.  He  is  to 
be  deemed  the  proprietor,  on  whom  the  loss  would  fall,  in  case 
of  accident:  2  Rob.  Adm.  R.  135.  This  is  certainly  a  just 
and  rational  criterion  between  the  vendor  and  vendee;  the 
former  is  presumed  to  get  a  compensation  for  the  risk,  and  the 
loss  is,  therefore,  to  be  borne  by  him. 

The  guaranty  of  Messrs.  Thelusson,  for  the  payment  of  the 
plaintiff's  bill  in  London,  may  be  considered  as  a  condition  pre* 
cedent;  and,  if  so,  the  Messrs.  Ludlow  would  have  had  a  right 
to  demand  such  guaranty,  before  the  French  merchants  could 
have  claimed  a  delivery  of  the  property.  The  plaintiffs  appear 
to  have  studiously  guarded  the  contract,  so  as  to  retain  the  con- 
trol over  the  shipment,  until  tbey  should  be  secured  in  the  pay- 
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merit  for  it.  For  this  purpose  they  assumed  all  risks  of  every 
description  until  its  arrival  in  France.  There  was  the  place 
designated  for  the  consummation  of  the  contract.  The  master 
of  the  vessel  must  have  been  their  agent,  and  the  bills  of  lading 
given  on  their  account  and  risk,  in  order  to  retain  the  security; 
that  being  one  of  the  principal  ingredients  in  the  contract. 
That  the  French  merchants  stipulated  to  pay  the  freight  cannot 
be  material,  according  to  the  opinion  of  Sir  William  Scott,  in 
the  case  of  the  packet  DeBilboa;  and,  indeed,  he  admits  in  that 
case,  that  a  contract  like  the  present,  in  time  of  peace,  would 
be  legal,  and  the  right  of  property  remain  vested  in  the  vendor. 
The  parties  have  a  right  to  stipulate  that  the  whole  risk  should 
fall  on  the  consignor,  until  the  goods  came  into  possession 
of  the  consignee,  or  they  may  divide  the  risk  as  they  please. 
Thus  far  I  have  considered  the  transaction  as  between  vendor 
and  vendee,  without  any  reference  to  the  rights  of  third  per- 
sons; and  I  think  I  am  warranted  in  concluding  that,  as  be- 
tween them,  the  property  must,  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  be 
deemed  to  have  vested  in  the  plaintiffs.  If  so,  their  warranty 
has  not  been  broken,  unless  the  contract,  under  which  the  ship- 
ment was  made,  was  illegal  and  void. 

2.  The  second  question  then  arises  as  to  the  legality  of  the 
contract.  The  warranty  that  the  property  was  American  means 
that  it  was  so  by  the  law  of  nations.  This  was  so  determined 
in  the  case  of  Duguet  v.  Bhinelander.  If  I  am  correct  in  the 
conclusions  above  drawn,  that  a  contract  like  the  present  would, 
according  to  the  law  of  nations,  be  legal  in  time  of  peace,  and 
that  according  to  the  established  principles  of  law,  the  property 
would  be  deemed  vested  in  the  plaintiffs  until  an  actual  delivery 
in  France,  I  cannot  suppose  that  a  state  of  war  would  change 
or  vary  the  rules.  I  find  no  such  principles  recognized  in  the  law 
of  nations.  The  general  rule  is,  that  neutrals  have  a  right  to 
carry  on  commerce  with  the  belligerent,  the  same  in  war  as  in 
peace,  except  in  contraband  goods,  and  to  blockaded  ports. 
Contracts  Kke  the  present  have  unquestionably  been  considered, 
by  Sir  "William  Scott,  in  the  British  admiralty  courts,  as  illegal; 
and  were  the  rules  there  adopted  to  govern  the  case  before  us, 
we  should  be  bound  to  pronounce  that  there  had  been  a  breach 
of  the  warranty.  The  warranty,  however,  is  not  to  be  tried  by 
those  rules,  unless  they  are  sanctioned  by  the  law  of  nations. 
That  courts  of  admiralty  are  sometimes  governed  by  special  in- 
structions, which  are  not  in  perfect  conformity  with  the  general 
law  of  nations,  cannot  be  denied.     The  rights  of  neutrals,  as 
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well  as  those  of  belligerents,  are  to  be  regarded  and  protected. 
And  it  is  not  enough  for  the  belligerent  to  say  to  the  neutral, 
that  because  my  right  of  capture  is  taken  away,  jour  trade  is 
illegal.  It  is,  undoubtedly,  the  interest  of  belligerents  to  con- 
sider all  property  bound  to  an  enemy's  country  as  belonging  to 
an  enemy,  and,  of  course,  exposed  to  capture  and  condemna- 
tion; but  they  have  no  right,  in  order  to  effect  this,  to  establish 
arbitrary  rules  of  property;  one  encroachment  leads  to  and 
forms  a  precedent  for  another,  and  if  yielded  to  it  is  difficult  to 
say  where  they  will  end.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
plaintiffs  would  have  had  a  right  to  ship  the  cargo  in  question, 
not  having  made  a  contract  for  its  sale  on  its  arrival  in  France. 
It  was  not  contraband,  nor  bound  to  a  blockaded  port.  What 
have  they  done,  then,  by  this  contract  ?  Nothing  more  than  to 
secure  a  market  on  its  arrival  in  France.  What  injury  is  done 
to  belligerents?  It  is  said  that  their  right  of  capture  is  taken 
away;  and  so  it  would  have  been,  had  the  shipment  been  made 
and  no  contract  previously  entered  into.  If  abridging  the 
chance  of  capture  be  sufficient  to  render  commerce  illegal,  all 
trade  by  neutrals  would  be  so.  Sir  William  Scott  gives  us  no 
authority  to  show  that  a  contract  like  the  one  before  us  is 
illegal,  according  to  the  law  of  nations.  For  aught  that  ap- 
pears to  the  contrary,  the  principle  originated  with  him,  or  grew 
'  out  of  the  special  instructions  of  his  government.  He,  how- 
ever, says  only  that  it  is  a  rule  of  the  prize  courts  that  the 
property  going  to  be  delivered  in  the  enemy's  country,  and  mw 
der  a  contract  to  become  the  property  of  the  enemy  immediately 
on  arrival,  if  taken  in  transitu,  is  to  be  considered  as  enemy's 
property:  3  Bob.  302;  The  Atlas  case  of  the  Sally,  note. 

If,  by  a  rule  of  prize  courts,  he  means  only  a  rule  of  evidence, 
by  which  to  ascertain  the  real  owner,  or  that  a  cargo  taken 
under  such  circumstances  shall,  prima  facie,  be  considered 
enemy's  property,  the  rule,  perhaps,  may  not  be  exceptionable. 
But  I  cannot  give  my  assent  to  it  as  a  rule  controlling  the 
right  of  property.  Property  is,  unquestionably,  frequently 
transported  under  covered  contracts,  and,  in  this  way,  fraud  is 
practiced  upon  belligerents.  It  is  not,  therefore,  matter  of 
surprise  that  their  suspicions  should  be  excited.  But  it  is  no 
just  reasoning  to  say,  that  because  a  transaction  may  be  fraud- 
ulent, it  is  fraudulent.  Every  case  must  stand  on  its  own 
merits;  and  I  see  nothing  in  the  one  before  us  to  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  this  was  a  fraudulent,  or  covered  transaction, 
or  that  the  contract  does  not  represent  the  truth,  with  respect 
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to  the  ownership  of  the  property;  if  so,  and  this  be  a  legal  con- 
tract, a8  I  have  endeavored  to  show,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  discover 
the  grounds  for  saying  there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  war- 
ranty. 

Fraud  would,  no  doubt,  vitiate  the  contract;  and  could  I 
legally  intend,  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  that  this  was  a 
speculation  tainted  with  that  malady,  that  the  property  had 
ever  legally  vested  in  the  French  merchants,  and  that  the  con- 
tract was  a  mere  cloak,  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  belligerents, 
I  should,  most  certainly,  withhold  from  it  my  sanction.  If 
rach  had  been  the  intention  of  the  parties,  why  enter  into  a 
«.  on  tract,  which,  upon  the  face  of  it,  might  have  the  least  ap- 
\  earance  of  unfairness  ?  If  the  contract  does  not  represent  the 
iaal  truth  of  the  transaction  between  them,  security  for  their 
respective  rights  must  depend  on  some  private  and  confidential 
understanding;  in  which  case  the  present  contract  would  be 
idl<*  and  nugatory.  If  fraud  is  to  be  imputed  to  the  parties,  it 
mubt  be  an  inference  of  law,  arising  from  the  contract;  for 
nothing,  dehors  the  agreement,  is  shown  in  the  least  tending  to 
such  a  conclusion,  except  that  it  was  made  during  hostilities 
between  France  and  England;  and  this  does  not  appear  to  me 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  inference. 

I  see  no  impropriety  in  a  French  merchant's  saying  to  an 
American  merchant:  If  you  will  send  your  goods  to  France,  I 
will  purchase  them  of  you,  or  to  agree  beforehand  on  a  stipulated 
price,  to  be  paid  on  their  delivery  in  that  country.  The  French 
merchant  may  not  choose  to  run  the  risk  of  transportation, 
which  the  American  merchant,  for  the  sake  of  the  profits  arising 
out  of  the  contract,  may  be  willing  to  assume.  I  know  of  no 
law,  nor  any  principle  of  reason  or  justice,  that  will  deprive 
him  of  this  privilege,  provided  the  property  continue,  really, 
and  bona  fide,  the  property  of  the  American  merchant,  until  its 
delivery  in  France.  According  to  my  understanding  of  the 
case,  then,  its  whole  merits  depend  on  the  question,  to  whom 
was  the  property  vested  at  the  tune  of  capture  ?  And  in  what- 
ever point  of  light  I  view  it,  I  cannot  resist  the  conclusion  that 
it  was  in  the  plaintiffs.  My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  they  are 
entitled  to  judgment. 

Kent,  C.  J.  There  is  no  dispute  between  the  parties  in  this 
cause  as  to  the  neutrality  of  the  vessel.  The  affidavit  of  John 
Jackson,  which  was  agreed  to  be  received  as  part  of  the  case, 
sufficiently  establishes  that  she  was  American  property.  The 
great  point  is  respecting  the  neutrality  of  the  cargo.     The  ques- 
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tion  is:  Who  were  the  legal  owners  of  the  goods,  after  their 
shipment  and  consignment  to  the  merchants  at  Havre,  the 
plaintiffs  or  their  consignees?    The  plaintiffs  are  directed  bj  a 
French  house  to  purchase  and  transmit  to  them  certain  goods. 
They  make  the  purchase,  charge  their  commission  for  executing 
the  order,  and  ship  the  goods,  under  a  consignment  to  the 
French  house.     The  freight  or  expense  of  transmission  was  to 
be  borne  by  the  consignees,  and  the  risks  attending  the  trans- 
portation depended  upon  a  special  and  peculiar  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties.    This  agreement  deserves  particular  atten- 
tion, as  the  merits  of  the  cause  will  turn  upon  its  construction 
.  and  legal  operation.    It  is  rather  deficient  in  precision;  but  as 
I  understand  it,  the  plaintiffs  expressly  declare  that  they  were 
not  to  assume  the  usual  sea-risks;  but  that  they  ought  to  make 
the  insurance,  in  order  to  prove  the*  property  theirs  in  case  of 
capture;  and  that  they  would  have  to  pay  two  and  one-half  per 
cent,  for  that  insurance,  and,  consequently,  they  charge  that 
advance  to  their  correspondents.    But  they  are  to  have  a  com- 
mission for  the  war-risks.    This  they  ask  as  a  premium  for 
assuming  that  risk;  or,  in  other  words,  a  belligerent  hires  a 
neutral,  at  a  commission  of  three  per  cent.,  to  take  upon  him- 
self the  war-risk;  the  neutral  will  not  assume  the  usual  sea- 
risk;  that  he  expressly  declines;  but,  in  order  to  render  this 
assumption  of  the  war-risk  less  hazardous,  he  says  the  insur- 
ance must  be  in-  his  name,  and  he  charges  only  what  he  will 
have  to  advance  to  effect  it.    The  insurance  was,  therefore,  an 
ordinary  neutral  insurance,  estimated  at  two  and  one-half  per 
cent. ;  and  the  plaintiffs,  no  doubt,  made  it  as  trustees  for  the 
French  merchants,  for  whose  benefit  it  was  to  enure,  if  the 
property  was  lost  by  the  perils  of  the  sea.    The  plaintiffs,  upon 
this  agreement,  were  then  to  make  a  clear  gain  of  five  and  one- 
half  per  cent.,  all  of  which  they  emphatically  term  their  com- 
mission; part  of  it  was  for  their  compensation,  as  agents,  and 
the  residue,  as  a    premium  for  the  war-risks  they  assumed. 
They  ask  no  premium  for  the  ordinary  sea-risks,  because  it  was 
agreed  that  they  were  not  to  assume  them;  and,  of  course, 
those  risks  must  be  borne  by  the  consignees,  who  paid  the  in- 
surance of  those  risks,  amounting  to  two  and  one  half  per  cent. 
This  appears  to  me  to  be  the  real  solution,  the  just  analysis  of 
this  extraordinary  contract.     When,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs,  in 
the  concluding  part  of  their  letter,  speak  generally  of  taking 
all  risks  and  of  receiving  an  allowance  of  eight  per  cent.,  this 
is  easily  explained,  reddendo  singula  singulis,  as  the  antecedent 
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parts  of  the  letter  had  particularly  specified  what  risks  were  to 
be  assumed  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  by  what  means,  and  for  what 
services,  the  allowance  was  to  arise.  Generate  clausula  tton 
porrigUur  ad  ea  qua  antea  specialUer  sunt  comprehensa. 

If  we  consider  this  contract  for  a  moment  independent  of 
these  singular  provisions  about  the  risk,  the  general  rule  of  law 
would  be  that  the  property  vested  in  the  consignees  upon  the 
shipment  and  delivery  to  the  master.    But  as  even  this  prin- 
ciple seemed  to  be  questioned  upon  the  argument,  it  is  proper 
to  look  into  the  authorities  upon  which  it  rests.    A  delivery  to 
an  agent  for,  and  on  behalf  of  his  principal,  will  transfer  the 
property,  equally  with  a  delivery  to  the  principal  himself.  This 
is  an  elementary  rule  in  the  transfer  of  property;  and  the  master 
of  a  vessel  is  considered  as  the  agent  of  the  assignee.    In  the 
case  of  Evans  v.  MarteU,  1  Ld.  Raym.  271;  S.  C,  12  Mod.  156, 
it  was  ruled  by  Lord  Holt,  and  the  court  of  E.  B.,  that  if 
goods  by  a  bill  of  lading  are  consigned  to  A.,  A.  is  the  owner, 
and  must  bring  the  action  against  the  master  of  the  ship,  if 
they  are  lost.     So  in  the  case  of  Godfrey  v.  lurto,  8  P.  Wms. 
185,  the  like  rule  was  laid  down  by  the  attorney-general,  and 
agreed  to  by  Lord  Chancellor  King.    It  was  there  said  that  on 
delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  master  of  the  ship,  the  property 
immediately  vested  in  the  consignee,  who  was  to  run  the  risk 
of  the  voyage.    The  same  point  was  noticed  and  recognized  by 
Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke,  in  the  case  of  Snee  v.  PrescoU,  1 
Atk.  248,  in  which  he  admitted  that,  if  goods  are  delivered  to  a 
carrier  to  be  delivered  to  A.,  and  they  are  lost,  the  consignee 
only  can  bring  the  action,  which  showed  the  property  to  be  in 
him,  and  he  said  it  was  the  same  where  goods  are  delivered  to 
a  master  of  a  vessel,  though  he  allowed,  at  the  same  time,  the 
right  of  the  consignor  to  stop  in  transitu. 

The  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu,  as  between  vendor  and 
vendee,  came  from  the  court  of  equity.  The  first  case  in  the 
books  is  that  of  Wiseman  v.  Vandepuil,  2  Vern.  203,  in  chancery. 
On  the  first  hearing,  the  chancellor  ordered  an  action  of  trover 
to  be  brought,  to  try  whether  the  consignment  vested  the  prop- 
erty in  the  consignee;  and  it  was  then  determined  in  a  court  of 
law,  that  it  did.  But  equity  thought  it  right  to  interpose,  and 
give  relief;  and  since  that  time  this  new  rule  of  stoppage  in 
transitu  has  been  admitted  in  courts  of  law  as  well  as  equity, 
between  consignor  and  consignee,  in  case  of  the  insolvency  of 
the  latter,  and  before  actual  delivery.  This  rule,  however,  is 
not  considered  as  altering  the  strict  right  of  property  which. 
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by  the  old  rale  of  law,  Tested  in  the  consignee  upon  delivery  to 
the  carrier  for  him,  and  at  his  risk.  The  delivery  to  the  carrier 
is  a  constructive  delivery  to  the  vendee,  and  the  goods  are  con- 
sidered in  the  possession  of  the  vendee  the  instant  they  pass  out 
of  the  possession  of  the  vendor,  to  every  other  purpose  but  that 
of  defeating  this  equitable  right  of  reclaiming  the  property, 
upon  the  insolvency  of  the  vendee:  Buller,  J.,  in  Ellis  v.  Hunt, 
3  T.  B.  469.  In  the  late  cases  of  Oppenheim  v.  Russell,  and 
Dutton  v.  Solomonson,  3  Bos.  &  Pull.  48  and  582,  the  court  of 
G.  B.  considered  the  rule  as  well  settled  as  any  in  the  law,  that 
upon  delivery  of  goods  to  any  general  carrier,  the  whole  prop- 
erty immediately  vested  in  the  purchaser,  subject  to  this  right 
of  stoppage,  upon  the  insolvency  of  the  purchaser. 

The  only  additional  case  that  I  shall  mention  is  that  of  Coxe 
v.  Harden,  4  East.  211,  in  the  K.  B.,  and  that  will  be  found 
upon  examination  to  be  a  very  strong  and  pointed  authority. 
It  was  upon  a  purchase  by  agents  abroad  under  orders,  and 
when  the  goods  were  shipped,  the  shippers  drew  upon  their 
principals  for  the  amount,  in  favor  of  third  persons,  payable  in 
sixty  days,  and  gave  notice,  that  they  expected  the  bill  would 
meet  with  due  honor.  The  bill  was  transmitted  at  the  same 
time,  and  in  the  same  manner  with  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading, 
and  the  bill  of  lading  was  to  the  order  of  the  shippers,  and  un- 
indorsed. Under  all  these  circumstances,  however,  the  court 
had  no  hesitation  in  considering  the  property  to  have  vested 
upon  the  shipment.  They  said,  that  a  delivery  to  the  mastet 
of  a  general  ship,  under  a  consignment,  was  a  delivery  to  those 
to  whom,  and  for  whose  use,  the  goods  were  sent,  and  at  whose 
risk  they  were,  during  the  passage;  and  that  the  property  was 
subject  only  to  be  divested  by  the  shipper's  right  of  stopping 
in  transitu,  which  they  termed  a  species  of  jus  posUiminii.  It 
was,  indeed,  contended,  in  that  case,  that  as  the  bill  of  lading 
was  unindorsed,  and  the  bill  of  exchange  for  the  amount  trans- 
mitted concurrently,  it  showed  that  the  shippers  did  not  intend 
to  convey  the  property,  except  conditionally,  in  case  of  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  bill.  But  the  answer  was,  that  the  shipment 
was  at  the  risk  of  the  consignee,  without  any  such  words  of 
condition  annexed.  The  same  answer  may  be  given  to  the  like 
objection  which  the  counsel  raised,  in  this  case,  as  the  ship- 
ment here  was  in  pursuance  of  orders,  without  any  condition 
being  annexed  to  the  delivery,  or  shipment,  relative  to  the  fur* 
nishing  of  the  guarantied  bills  on  London,  and  was,  also,  at  the 
ordinary  sea-risk  of  the  consignees.     This  last  risk  they  must 
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be  deemed  to  have  borne,  as  the  shippers  here  declared  they 
were  not  to  assume  it,  as  it  falls,  of  course,  upon,  the  consignee, 
without  a  special  agreement  to  the  contrary,  as  the  consignees 
were  at  the  expense  of  the  insurance;  and  the  party  who  is  at 
the  expense  of  the  insurance,  is  clearly  at  the  expense  of  the 
risk. 

The  recent  decisions  in  the  English  courts,  I  consider  as  cor- 
rect expositions  of  the  common  law,  for  they  only  illustrate 
more  fully  the  same  principles  which  we  find  recognized  in  the 
time  of  Lord  Holt.  We  have  not,  nor  ever  had,  any  such  rule 
in  our  law,  as  that  to  be  found  in  the  civil  and  French  law, 
2  Just.  1,  41;  and  Potbier,  TraiU  du  Contra*  de  Venie,  n  822, 
by  which  even  a  delivery  does  not  transfer  the  property  with- 
out payment,  unless  a  credit  be  given.  It  would  have  been 
necessary  to  apologize  for  thus  multiplying  cases  to  a  point 
which  appears  to  have  been  so  clearly  and  permanently  settled, 
had  not  this  very  question :  In  whom  was  the  title  after  the  ship- 
pers had  consigned  the  goods  and  delivered  them  to  the  mas- 
ter? been  much  examined  upon  the  argument,  and  very 
different  conclusions  suggested. 

The  question  on  the  right  of  stoppage,  in  transitu,  does  not 
arise  in  the  present  case;  and,  if  it  did,  it  is  admitted  (8  Bos. 
&  Pull.  43,  47)  that  the  right  prevails  only  as  between  con- 
signor and  consignee,  and  does  not  affect  the  rights  of  third 
persons.  The  principle  of  the  court  of  K.  B.,  in  the  case  of 
Lickbarrow  v.  Mason,  is  now  considered  (Abbott,  par.  8,  c.  9,  s.  4, 
4  East,  217)  as  the  true  and  settled  rule  of  law;  which  is,  that 
if  the  consignee  assign  the  bill  of  lading  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  without  notice,  the  property  is  thereby  trans- 
ferred, and  the  consignor  is  divested  of  his  right  to  stop,  as 
against  such  assignee.  The  present  case  is  to  be  considered  in 
the  same  light  as  if  it  were  a  contest  between  the  consignor  and 
third  persons,  who,  by  the  right  of  war,  have  succeeded  to  the 
interest  of  the  consignee.  A  title  by  capture  by  an  enemy  of 
the  consignee,  in  open  war,  is  as  valid  as  if  it  had  been  acquired 
by  assignment,  and  equally  puts  an  end  to  the  claims  of  the 
shipper;  because,  taking  possession  by  the  captor  is  equivalent, 
in  respect  to  the  question  of  property,  to  an  actual  delivery  to 
his  enemy. 

But  we  are  told  that  the  title  to  the  goods  is  in  him  who 
bears  the  risk  of  the  transmission.  If  that  rule  were  to  prevail 
equally  in  time  of  war  as  in  peace,  the  present  case  would  not 
be  affected  by  it,  for  the  risk  was  here  divided  between  the 
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parties.  The  plaintiffs  took,  by  agreement  the  war  risk,  and 
charged  a  commission  for  it.  The  consignees  were  left  to  bear 
the  sea  risks,  and  had  it  insured,  at  their  expense,  though  the 
insurance  was  effected  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  better 
to  secure  themselves  against  the  other  risk. 

The  question,  however,  arises,  whether  the  agreement  to  as- 
sume the  war  risk  was,  in  judgment  of  the  law  of  nations,  a 
valid  agreement,  as  it  respects  the  claims  of  a  belligerent 
captor.  The  English  prize  courts  hold  all  such  agreements, 
made  in  time  of  war,  constructively  fraudulent  and  void;  and 
they  will  not  allow  a  neutral  and  belligerent,  by  a  special 
agreement,  to  charge  the  ordinary  rate  in  time  of  peace,  by 
which  goods,  ordered  and  delivered  to  the  master,  are  con- 
sidered as  delivered  to  the  consignee:  3  Bob.  A.  ft.  800,  in 
notis;  2  Bob.  A.  B.  133.  The  reason  assigned  is,  that  such 
agreements  would  operate  so  as  completely  to  cover  all  bel- 
ligerent property,  whenever  the  neutral  was  disposed,  or  could 
be  hired  to  do  it,  since  the  risk  of  capture  would  be  laid 
alternately  on  the  consignor  or  consignee,  as  the  neutral  factor 
should  happen  to  stand  in  one  or  other  of  those  relations.  The 
admission  of  this  practice  would  certainly  afford  great  oppor- 
tunities, and  great  temptations,  to  fraud.  The  admiralty  prin- 
ciple takes  a  strong  hold  on  the  mind,  since  its  object  is  to 
prevent  fraud,  and  to  cherish  good  faith,  which  is  a  fundamental 
axiom  in  the  code  of  public  as  well  as  municipal  law. 

It  is  not  requisite,  however,  to  place  this  case  within  the  reach 
of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Atlas,  3  Bob.  800,  nor  to  as- 
sume the  rule  in  the  latitude  it  is  there  laid  down;  for  the 
agreement  before  us  strikes  me  as  being  fraudulent,  in  fact, 
and  contrary  to  that  candor  and  good  faith  which  the  law  of 
nations  requires.  The  goods  were  shipped  in  time  of  war,  and 
the  agreement  appears  to  have  been  made  with  an  express  and 
pointed  reference  to  maritime  capture.  For  what  other  pur- 
pose,  I  would  ask,  but  to  cover  the  property  from  capture, 
should  the  plaintiffs  assume  the  war-risk,  and  ask  for  it  a  com- 
mission; and  yet  leave  the  ordinary  sea-risk  to  be  borne  by  the 
French  merchants,  or  by  insurances  made  at  their  expense  ? 
Why  did  the  plaintifis  propose  to  make  the  insurance  in  their 
own  names,  but  to  blind  the  belligerents,  or,  according  to  their 
own  emphatic  language,  to  prove  the  property  theirs,  in  case  of 
capture  ?  If  these  propositions  made  and  assented  to,  do  not 
prove  a  collusive  agreement  to  cover  property,  I  should  be  at  a 
loss  to  know  what  other  combination  of  circumstances  would 
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amount  to  such  proof.  It  appears  to  me,  plainly  and  strongly, 
that  they  were  made  for  that  purpose,  and  no  other;  and  that 
the  agreement  ought,  therefore,  to  be  deemed  voidt  If  so,  it 
then  results  that  the  property  of  the  cargo  was  not  American, 
and  that  the  warranty  is  broken. 

LrvraosroK,  J.,  having  been  concerned  as  oounsel  in  the  cause, 
gave  no  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Holmes  v.  DeCamp. 

£1  Jorao».  M.] 

Suit  bt  Fibm  aftbb  a  Pabtneb's  Decease.— Where  a  partner  had 
died,  and  the  surviving  partners  had  continued  to  trade  under  the  firm 
name,  and  then  an  account  between  a  debtor  and  the  firm  was  stated, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  a  balance  was  due  by  the  debtor  for  goods 
sold  in  the  lifetime  of  the  deceased  partner;  it  was  held  that  the  sur- 
viving partners  could  recover  this  balance,  without  alleging  the  death 
of  the  other  partner  and  the  survivorship;  as  the  stating  of  the  account 
waa  in  the  nature  of  a  new  promise  to  the  survivors, 

Payment  by  Note. — If  a  negotiable  note  or  bill  of  exchange  be  given 
for  a  simple  contract  debt,  the  party  cannot  recover  on  the  original 
contract,  unless  he  proves  the  loss  of  the  note,  or  produces  and  cancels 
it  at  the  trial 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  contained  counts  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  money  had  and  received,  etc.,  and  an  insimul 
compuiassent.  Non-assumpsit  pleaded  with  notice  of  special 
matter  to  be  given  in  evidence. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  and  Charles  Holmes,  who  died 
in  May,  1801,  had,  for  some  time  prior  thereto,  been  partners 
in  trade  under  the  name  of  Charles  Holmes  &  Co.;  that  the  de- 
fendant knew  of  Charles  Holmes's  death  at  or  about  the  time  it 
happened;  and  that  plaintiffs  afterwards  continued  business 
under  the  same  firm  name.  The  plaintiffs  produced  an  account 
stated,  wherein  defendant  admitted  a  balance  of  five  hundred 
and  thirty-two  dollars  and  ninety  cents,  to  be  due  to  plaintiffs 
on  the  twenty-first  of  September,  1802.  In  August,  1802, 
plaintiffs,  by  their  agent,  made  a  settlement  with  the  defendant 
and  one  Seymour,  doing  business  under  the  name  of  Seymour 
&  DeCamp,  by  taking  notes  for  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound, 
for  a  debt  due  plaintiffs  from  them.  Defendant's  account  could 
not  at  that  time  be  ascertained,  as  it*  depended  on  the  result  of 
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oertain  shipments;  bat  he  then  declared  that  he  desired  no  re- 
daction of  his  indebtedness. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit  upon  this 
evidence,  as  Charles  Holmes  was  a  partner  in  the  firm  at  the 
time  the  goods  were  sold,  which  should  have  been  made  to  ap- 
pear in  the  declaration.    The  judge  reserved  the  question. 

Defendant  then  produced  in  evidence  a  power  of  attorney 
from  plaintiffs  and  other  creditors  of  Seymour  &  DeCamp, 
dated  twenty-sixth  August,  1802,  authorizing  one  Dwight  to 
compound  with  Seymour  &  DeCamp  for  their  respective  claims; 
and  further  proved  that  the  attorney  took  a  mortgage,  dated 
October  15,  1802,  payable  in  three  years,  from  Edward  Sey- 
mour to  J.  and  N.  Griffiths,  as  trustees  of  the  creditors,  to 
secure  their  several  debts,  and  also  to  secure  the  debt  for  which 
the  present  action  was  brought.  He  offered  also  to  prove  that 
it  was  understood  by  the  creditors  who  gave  the  power,  that  it 
authorized  the  settlement  of  this  debt  as  well  as  the  joint  debts 
of  Seymour  &  DeCamp;  this  testimony  was  rejected.  Defend- 
ant then  produced  a  written  paper,  from  which  it  appeared  that 
he  had,  on  the  nineteenth  of  January,  1801,  given  to  Charles 
Holmes  &  Co.  his  promissory  note  for  the  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered to  him,  for  which  a  balance  was  now  claimed. 

The  judge  observed  that  if  a  negotiable  note  had  been  given, 
and  was  not  produced,  he  should  consider  it  as  a  bar  to  the  ao- 
tion  on  the  implied  assumpsit;  the  plaintiffs  thereupon  produced 
the  note. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  balance  of  the  ac- 
count, with  interest.  Defendants  moved  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict, and  for  a  nonsuit,  for  the  following  reasons:  1.  That  Charles 
Holmes,  being  a  partner  with  the  plaintiffs  at  the  time  the  goods 
were  sold  to  the  defendant,  his  death  should  have  been  stated, 
and  the  plaintiffs  have  brought  their  action  as  survivors;  2.  That 
the  vote  ought  to  have  been  declared  on;  3.  Because  the  power 
of  attorney  and  the  proceedings  under  it  show  that  this  debt  was 
secured  by  a  mortgage,  not  due  when  the  suit  was  commenced. 

Emolt,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Evertson,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Spenceb,  J.  If  there  had  been  no  count  in  the 
declaration  on  an  insimul  computassent,  I  should  have  consid- 
ered the  first  exception  as  fatal,  notwithstanding  the  cases  cited 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff:  Smith  v.  Barrow,  2  T.  R.  476; 
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Slipper  eld.  v.  Stedsione,  6  T.  R.  493;  French  v.  Andrade,  6  T. 
B.  582.  On  examination,  those  cases  will  be  found  not  to  con- 
tradict the  proposition  that  in  declaring  on  a  debt  contracted 
with  the  plaintiffs  and  another,  since  deceased,  his  death  and 
the  survivorship  of  the  others  should  be  alleged;  for  otherwise 
it  would  not  appear  to  be  the  same  promise.  The  defendant, 
in  September,  1802,  stated  an  account  exhibiting  the  balance  % 
due  from  him  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs.  Formerly,  the  stating 
of  an  account  was  considered  so  deliberate  an  act  as  to  preclude 
any  examination  into  the  items:  lruman  v.  Hunt,  1  T.  R.  40. 
A  greater  latitude  has  of  late  prevailed,  and  many  errors  may 
be  shown  and  corrected;  but  still  the  stating  of  an  account  is 
regarded  as  a  consideration  for  the  promise;  and  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  new  promise. 

Technically  speaking,  a  negotiable  note  is  not  an  extinguish- 
ment of  an  antecedent  debt,  yet  it  has  been  deemed  an  ex- 
tinguishment sub  mode  In  the  court  of  king's  bench  (2  Bac. 
Ab.  tit.  Debt,  O.  290,  Gwillim's  edit.;  see,  also,  Bac.  Ab.  vol. 
1,  281,  note,  and  Kearslake  v.  Morgan,  5  T.  R.  513)  a  negotiable 
note  or  bill  of  exchange  has  been  held  to  be  an  extinguishment 
of  a  simple  contract  debt,  the  defendant  being  liable  to  pay  the 
money  to  a  third  person.  Though  this  principle  is  not  to  be 
found  in  any  adjudged  case,  yet  it  is  so  reasonable  and  neces- 
sary a  rule  in  a  commercial  country  that  I  am  disposed  to  adopt 
it  with  this  qualification:  that  where  a  negotiable  note  has  been 
given  for  a  prior  debt,  not  to  suffer  the  plaintiff  to  recover  on 
the  original  consideration  unless  he  shows  the  note  to  have  been 
lost,  or  produces  and  cancels  it  at  the  trial. 

The  power  of  attorney  to  Mr.  Dwight  did  not,  in  its  terms, 
authorize  him  to  compound  or  take  security  for  the  debt  in 
question;  and  the  testimony  offered  to  prove  that  it  did  give 
him  that  authority  was  of  the  most  slender  kind,  the  mere  un- 
derstanding of  the  general  creditors  of  Seymour  and  De  Camp. 
The  judge,  at  the  trial,  very  properly  rejected  this  evidence; 
and  if  the  plaintiffs  will  now  stipulate  to  cancel  and  file  with 
this  court  the  note  given  to  them  by  the  defendant,  the  present 
motion  ought  not  to  prevail;  otherwise  I  think  it  ought  to  be 
granted. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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People  v.  Sands, 

[1  Jonraov.  78.  J 

Indictment  for  Nuisance,  Defect  in.— On  an  indictment  for  a  nui- 
sance for  keeping  fifty  barrels  of  gunpowder  near  the  dwelling-houses 
of  divers  good  citizens,  and  near  a  certain  public  street,  eta,  it  was  held 
that  the  allegation,  in  this  manner,  did  not  necessarily  import  a  nui- 
sance, otherwise  if  it  had  been  charged  to  have  been  negligently  and 
im  providently  kept 

Indictment  for  keeping  a  nuisance.  There  were  two  counts: 
The  first  stated  that  the  defendants,  on  certain  days  at  Brooklyn, 
near  the  dwelling-houses  of  divers  good  citizens  of  the  state, 
aud  also  near  a  certain  public  street,  did  keep  and  maintain 
and  still  keep,  etc.,  a  certain  house,  and  in  the  said  house  did 
unlawfully  and  injuriously  receive  and  keep,  and  still,  etc., 
fifty  barrels  of  gunpowder,  to  the  great  danger,  damage,  and 
common  nuisance  of  all  the  good  citizens  there  residing,  and 
passing  and  repassing  said  street.  The  second  count  was  for 
unlawfully  and  injuriously  placing  ten  casks  of  gunpowder  on 
a  certain  wagon,  having  iron-bound  wheels,  and  transporting 
the  powder  through  and  along  the  main  street  of  Brooklyn  to 
the  great  danger,  etc. 

The  defendants  were  tried  and  found  guilty.  The  cause 
came  before  this  court  upon  a  certiorari,  when  defendants'  coun- 
sel moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  acts 
charged  in  the  indictment  do  not  amount  to  a  nuisance. 

Bicker,  for  the  people. 
Jones,  for  the  defendants. 

Thompson,  J.  This  case  comes  before  the  court  on  a  motion 
in  arrest  of  judgment.  The  indictment  against  the  defendants 
is  for  a  nuisance.  In  determining  whether  judgment  ought  to 
be  rendered  on  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  we  can  look  only  to  the 
offense  as  charged  in  the  indictment.  We  cannot  judicially 
travel  out  of  the  record  to  inquire  whether  such  facts  do  exist, 
which,  if  charged,  would  warrant  a  conviction  of  the  defend- 
ants. We  are  only  to  determine  whether  the  indictment  be- 
fore us  presents  such  facts  as.  in  judgment  of  law  amount  to  a 
nuisance.  I  am  satisfied  it  does  not.  The  indictment  contains 
two  counts.  [Here  the  judge  stated  the  substance  of  the  first 
/count.]  The  whole  charge  alleged  against  the  defendants 
when  stripped  of  the  formal  parts  of  an  indictment,  is  that  they 
kept  fifty  barrels  of  gunpowder  in  a  house,  near  dwelling- 
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houses  and  near  the  public  street.  The  indictment  is  not  to 
be  extended  by  inference  or  implication.  It  cannot,  therefore, 
be  intended  that  the  house  was  insufficient  to  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  appropriated,  or  that  due  and  ordinary  care  was 
not  used  in  keeping  the  powder.  If  so,  it  appears  to  me  to  be 
too  broad  a  rule  to  adopt  that  fifty  barrels  of  gunpowder,  kept 
in  a  proper  house  near  dwelling-houses  and  near  a  public  street, 
shall,  per  se,  be  deemed  a  public  nuisance.  Such  circumstances 
may  exist  as  to  make  it  a  nuisance;  but  those  circumstances  must 
be -stated  upon  the  indictment:  1  Burr.  337.  The  English 
statute  and  the  statute  of  this  state,  regulating  the  manner  of 
keeping  and  carrying  gunpowder,  are  not  declaratory  acts,  but 
contain  new  provisions  and  restrictions  which  afford  an  infer- 
ence that  the  common  law  stood  in  need  of  some  aid  to  guard 
against  the  evils  apprehended  from  the  keeping  of  gunpowder: 
4  Bl.  Com.  168. 

The  second  count  in  the  indictment,  is  still  more  clearly  de- 
fective than  the  first,  and  needs  only  to  be  stated  to  show  that 
no  crime  is  there  charged  against  the  defendants.  The  allega- 
tion it  contains  is,  substantially,  that  the  defendants  caused  to 
be  carried  through  the  common  and  public  street  in  the  town 
of  Brooklyn,  two  casks  of  gunpowder,  in  a  cart,  the  wheels  of 
which  were  bound  with  iron.  The  manner  in  which  they  were 
secured,  or  the  quantity  of  powder  contained  in  the  casks,  is 
not  stated.  The  sympathy  of  the  law  for  the  fears  of  mankind 
would  be  great  indeed,  if  the  allegation  contained  in  this  count 
would  constitute  a  public  nuisance.  There  is  nothing  stated 
from  which  the  court  can  intend  the  existence  of  real  danger. 
My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  judgment  must  be  arrested. 

LrvTNGSTON,  J.  Whether  a  powder-house,  near  private  dwell- 
ings and  a  public  highway,  be  a  common  nuisance,  is  the  only 
question  on  the  first  count  in  this  indictment.  I  say  powder- 
house,  because  although  the  building  is  not  described  as  such, 
it  may  fairly  be  presumed  from  the  indictment  to  have  been 
erected  and  maintained  for  no  other  purpose.  If  it  had  been  a 
dwelling,  or  any  edifice  in  itself  improper  for  keeping  tbis  arti- 
cle, it  would  have  been  so  stated.  In  addition  to  this,  the  fact 
of  its  being  a  brick  building,  constructed  for  the  storing  of 
powder,  and  secured  by  conductors,  and  every  other  usual 
guard  against  accident,  has  come  to  my  knowledge  in  such  a 
way  as  will  justify  my  now  taking  notice  of  it. 

This  is  the  second  indictment  tried  before  me  for  this  nui- 
sance.    On  the  first  trial  it  appeared  that  the  store  was  strong, 
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built  of  most  suitable  material,  and  well  defended  against  every 
probable  danger;  nor  was  there  any  pretense  of  its  being  neg- 
ligently or  improvidently  kept. 

The  right  of  manufacturing  and  vending  an  article  so  essen- 
tial to  public  defense,  and  of  such  extensive  private  consump- 
tion, will  not  be  denied.  From  this  must  follow  the  right  of 
storing  it  either  for  sale,  or  until  it  be  wanted  for  national,  or 
other  purposes.  The  only  difficulty  is,  to  say  how  and  where  it 
shall  be  placed;  here  no  other  rule  can  be  prescribed  but  by  the 
legislature  without  excluding  its  use  altogether,  than  that  of 
keeping  it  any  where,  at  the  option  of  its  owner;  providing  the 
lives  of  the  surrounding,  or  passing  inhabitants,  be  not  thereby 
exposed  to  probable  danger,  either  from  the  place,  or  manner 
of  keeping  it.  If  mere  possible  injury  be  a  ground  for  a  prose- 
cution, it  will  amount  to  a  total  proscription  of  the  commodity, 
unless  in  very  small  quantities  indeed;  for  who  can  say  that 
lives  may  not  be  lost,  or  houses  destroyed,  by  an  explosion  of 
the  hundredth  part  of  the  quantity  which  is  alleged  to  have 
been  stored  in  this  building;  and  yet,  because  such  an  event  be 
not  impossible,  a  shopkeeper  at  Brooklyn  would  hardly  incur  the 
penalties  of  a  nuisance,  by  keeping  a  reasonable  quantity  at  a 
time,  to  retail,  though  more  real  danger  is  to  be  apprehended 
from  such  practice,  than  from  much  larger  quantities  in  a 
powder  magazine.  In  the  latter  place,  it  is  only  visited  in  the 
day,  and  by  persons  who  will  use  more  than  common  precau- 
tion, from  the  very  circumstance  of  there  being  more  than  an 
ordinary  quantity  collected  in  one  spot,  and  as  they  will  inevi- 
tably be  the  first  and  certain  victims  of  an  explosion.  Except 
when  thus  visited,  there  can  be  but  little  or  no  danger.  It  is 
never  approached  by  fire,  and  from  the  effects  of  lightning  it  is 
protected  by  its  rods.  A  safer  mode  of  keeping  this  article  than 
in  a  building  thus  constructed,  cannot  well  be  devised;  but  if  it 
be  not  permitted  to  place  them  near  to  any  dwellings  or  high- 
ways, which,  by  the  by,  is  not  a  very  definite  term,  who  would 
be  at  the  expense  of  their  erection  ?  If  a  desert  spot,  at  a  great 
distance  from  any  habitation  and  road,  must  be  selected,  the 
additional  expense  of  transportation,  and  danger  of  robbery, 
will  deter  every  one  from  providing  such  repositories;  the  con- 
sequence of  which  will  be,  that  it  must  be  kept  in  houses  or 
places  less  safe  to  those  in  its  vicinity. 

The  danger  of  a  magazine's  exploding,  when  properly  built 
and  secured,  is  remote  indeed;  so  much  so,  that  a  jury  of 
Queen's  county,  by  whom  the  first  traverse  was  tried,  after  a 
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fery  long  examinatioD,  acquitted  the  defendants  on  that  very 
ground;  for  only  one  witness  was  produced  who  had  ever  heard 
of  that  event,  and  that  but  once.  On  the  trial  of  the  second 
indictment,  by  a  jury  from  King's  county,  that  point  was  not 
submitted  to  them,  because  a  majority  of  the  court  determined, 
as  a  question  of  law,  that  a  powder-house  thus  situated,  how- 
ever built  or  maintained,  was  a  nuisance,  so  that  the  fact  of  its 
erection  was  alone  before  them.  I  was  well  satisfied  myself 
from  the  former  investigation,  that  the  probability  of  an  ex- 
plosion was  too  remote  to  justify  the  apprehensions  which  many 
of  the  witnesses,  who  lived  in  the  neighborhood,  seemed  very 
honestly  to  entertain.  The  jury,  who  acquitted  the  defendants, 
were  of  the  same  opinion,  though  many  of  them  must  frequently 
have  passed  the  noxious  building  on  their  way  to  and  from  the 
New  York  market.  This  opinion  acquires  some  strength  from 
the  silence  of  our  books,  and  as  there  does  not  appear  among 
the  various  printed  forms  of  indictments  a  single  precedent  to 
suit  the  present  case.  The  district  attorney  produced  none, 
and  those  to  which  he  referred  only  established  what  was  not 
denied,  that  animals  which  it  is  lawful  to  keep,  and  which  are 
not  nuisances,  per  se9  may,  under  certain  circumstances,  become 
so.  Thus  bulls,  dogs,  and  many  other  beasts,  if  particularly 
vicious,  or  dangerous,  and  carelessly  kept,  are  regarded  as 
common  nuisances.  Precisely  on  this  footing  stand  powder- 
houses.  Of  themselves  they  are  innoxious,  although  not  dis- 
tant from  mansions  or  highways,  unless  negligently  secured  or 
attended. 

The  only  case,  12  Mod.  &2,  whioh  bears  the  semblance  of  an 
authority,  was  decided  at  nfa  prius;  for  that  of  Bex  v.  Taylor a 
2  Btr.  1167,  does  not  state  where  or  how  the  powder-house  was 
kept.  And  whether  the  house,  whose  owner  was  indicted,  was 
a  private  dwelling,  or  one  erected  for  the  purpose,  and  well 
secured,  does  not  sufficiently  appear.  The  point  resolved, 
however,  was  not  that  a  powder-magazine  was  not,  in  itself,  a 
nuisance,  but  that  to  render  it  such,  there  must  be  "  apparent 
danger,  or  mischief  already  done;"  for,  as  Lord  Holt  well  re- 
marks, "  though  gunpowder  be  a  necessary  thing,  and  for  the 
defense  of  the  kingdom,  yet  if  it  be  kept  in  such  a  place  as  is 
dangerous  to  the  inhabitants,  or  passengers,  it  will  be  a  nui- 
sance.'1 This  is  a  rule  too  reasonable  not  to  command  our 
ready  assent,  and  if  the  jury  had  passed  on  this  point,  there 
would  be  no  hardship  in  rendering  judgment  on  the  verdict; 
but  they  were  told  by  me,  in  compliance  with  the  unanimous 
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opinion  of  the  magistrates,  wno  sat  in  the  oyer  and  terminer, 
that  a  powder-house  was,  ipso  facto,  a  nuisance,  and  not  a  wit- 
ness was  examined  to  show  the  apparent  danger  of  the  one  in 
question.  The  transaction  having  passed  exactly  as  is  here 
stated,  it  would  be  folly  to  suppose,  contrary  to  what  I  know 
to  be  the  truth,  that  the  defendants  were  convicted  upon  the 
probable  danger  to  which  the  publio  were  exposed,  especially 
when  the  form  of  the  indictment  is  not  such  as  necessarily  to 
lead  to  this  conclusion.  The  mere  laying  a  thing  to  be  ad  com- 
mune nocumentum  is  not  sufficient,  but  the  court  must  examine, 
says  Mr.  Justice  Fowler,  whether  the  fact  laid  implies  a  nui- 
sance. 

If  the  rule  of  Lord  Holt,  and  which  is  here  adopted,  be  not 
a  safe  one,  it  is  better  that  the  legislature  should  interfere,  than 
to  put  these  buildings  under  the  unlimited  control  of  a  jury  of 
the  vicinage,  who,  however  honest,  will  be  more  or  less  influ- 
enced by  imaginary  fears,  which  artful  men  will  not  fail  to 
cherish  and  increase.  Both  in  England,  and  in  this  country, 
such  interference  has  taken  place,  which  furnishes  a  pretty 
strong  argument  against  powder-houses  being  nuisances  at 
common  law.  By  the  stat.  12  Geo.  Ill,  c.  61,  the  making, 
keeping  and  transporting  of  gunpowder,  is  regulated  under 
heavy  and  various  penalties.  This  act,  whioh  has  not  declared 
any  of  the  offenses  therein  enumerated  a  common  nuisance,  also 
directs  that  powder-houses  should  be  erected  of  the  same  ma- 
terials of  whioh  this  is  composed. 

The  only  act  we  have  relating  to  this  matter,  is  confined  in 
its  operation  to  the  city  of  New.  York;  the  legislature  not  hav- 
ing thought  proper  to  extend  its  provisions  to  other  districts  oi 
the  state.  This  statute  prescribes  penalties  for  keeping  more 
than  a  certain  quantity  in  any  one  place  in  the  city,  except  in 
the  publio  magazine  at  Freshwater,  or  in  a  different  manner 
than  is  there  enjoined,  and  regulates  the  manner  of  its  car- 
riage through  the  city;  but  also  omits  making  any  of  the  of- 
fenses common  nuisances.  It  is  not  hence  contended,  that 
keeping  this  article  in  a  powder-house  properly  constructed, 
may  not,  in  cases  of  gross  negligence,  become  dangerous,  and 
a  nuisance;  but  that  the  storing  of  it  in  this  way,  is  lawful  in 
itself,  and  not  in  every  instance  a  nuisance,  on  account  of  the 
building  being  in  the  neighborhood  of  dwelling-houses  or  con* 
tiguous  to  a  highway. 

The  only  difficulty  I  feel  in  this  cause,  arises  from  the  man- 
ner in  which  it  is  brought  before  us,  and  not  from  any  intricacy 
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in  the  real  question,  which,  from  what  passed  at  the  trial,  I 
know  it  was  the  intention  of  both  parties  to  submit.  But  besides 
the  answers  already  given  to  the  argument  drawn  from  a 
probability  that  the  jury  proceeded  on  the  ground  of  negligence, 
there  is  another,  which  is  suggested  by  a  palpable  defect  in  the 
indictment.  It  states  that  the  defendants  did  "  unlawfully 
receive  and  keep,  and  yet  do  keep,  in  their  house,  fifty  barrels 
of  gunpowder,"  which  is  the  only  alleged  cause  of  the  hazard 
complained  of.  Now,  if  it  be  not  unlawful,  as  has  been  shown, 
to  store  gunpowder  in  this  way,  we  cannot  give  judgment 
against  the  defendants,  without  recognizing  a  principle,  which 
mast  end  in  the  demolition  of  every  powder-magazine  in  the 
state.  It  is  essential  that  every  indictment  of  this  kind,  where 
the  principal  act  is  lawful,  should  state  with  precision,  what 
has  rendered  it  otherwise;  that  is,  from  what  causes  arise  the 
dangers  which  it  is  contemplated  to  suppress  In  this  instance, 
the  prosecutor  ought  to  have  alleged  a  want  of  care  or  some 
negligence  in  the  manner  of  its  storing  or  keeping;  because, 
whether  a  lawful  act  becomes  a  nuisance  in  a  particular  way,  or 
in  consequence  of  inattention,  is  oftentimes  a  question  of  law, 
on  which  a  defendant  is  not  obliged  to  acquiesce  in  the  opinion 
of  a  jury.  But,  of  the  judgment  of  the  court  he  will  be  debarred, 
if  bills  may  be  drawn  in  this  general  way,  and  every  defect 
supplied  by  presumptions  (which,  in  this  case,  are  directly 
against  the  truth),  that  everything  was  proved  necessary  to 
constitute  a  nuisance.  I  take  no  notice  of  the  second  count, 
because  no  attempt  was  made  to  support  it. 

My  opinion  is,  that  it  is  not  unlawful,  except  in  the  city  of. 
New  York,  to  keep  gunpowder  in  a  magazine  properly  con- 
structed and  secured,  though  the  same  be  near  to  dwelling- 
houses  and  a  public  street;  but  that  if,  by  negligence  or  want 
of  care,  it  becomes  dangerous,  the  owner  may  be  indicted;  and 
further,  that  such  negligence,  being  the  gist  of  the  offense, 
should  appear  of  record,  so  that  the  grounds  on  which  a  jury 
proceed  may  not  be  matter  of  conjecture,  but  be  tested  by  the 
acts  laid  in  the  indictment.  No  negligence  or  want  of  care 
being  stated,  and  knowing,  judicially,  that  none  was  proved,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  judgment  must  be  arrested. 

Kent,  C.  J.  The  first  count  in  the  indictment  merely  charges 
that  the  defendant  kept  fifty  ban-els  of  gunpowder  in  a  certain 
house  in  Brooklyn,  near  dwelling-houses  and  near  the  public 
street.  It  does  not  state  the  manner  in  which  the  house  and 
powder  were  kept,  and  the  validity  of  the  count  depends  upon 
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this  general  question,  whether  fifty  barrels  of  powder,  kept  in 
a  house  near  dwelling-houses  and  the  public  street,  is,  per  se, 
a  nuisanoe.  There  is  no  allegation  that  the  house  or  powder 
were  carelessly  kept,  and  we  must  consider  the  case  as  if  it  were 
kept  with  the  greatest  discretion  and  security.  The  indictment 
cannot  be  extended  by  inference  or  implication.  The  only 
question  is,  whether  the  facts  laid  imply  a  common  nuisanoe. 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  they  do  not,  and  that  a  powder- 
house  near  dwelling-houses  may,  or  may  not,  be  a  nuisance, 
according  to  circumstances,  and  which  circumstances  must  be 
explicitly  stated  in  the  indictment,  so  that  the  defendants  may 
be  prepared  to  meet  them,  and  so  that  the  court  may  judge  of 
their  force:  Hawk.,  book  1,  c.  76,  s.  88. 

The  books  contain  very  few  cases  on  the  subjeot.  There  is 
an  anonymous  case  in  12  Mod.  842,  and  said  to  have  been  de- 
cided before  Holt,  .0.  J.,  at  nigi  prtiis,  on  an  indictment  for 
keeping  several  barrels  of  gunpowder  in  a  house  in  Brentford, 
till  they  could  be  conveniently  sent  to  London.  The  indict- 
ment is  not  given,  and  we  cannot,  therefore,  know  under  what 
circumstances  the  powder  was  charged  to  have  been  kept;  but 
from  the  temporary  deposit  of  it,  we  may  infer  that  it  was  not 
deposited  in  a  house  well  prepared  for  its  reception.  In  that 
case  Holt  is  said  to  have  ruled,  that  to  support  the  indictment, 
there  must  be  apparent  danger,  or  mischief  already  done;  and 
that  if  the  house  where  the  powder  was  kept  was  appropriated 
for  that  use  before  the  houses  near  by  were  erected,  it  is  no 
nuisance,  and  that  if  gunpowder  be  kept  in  such  a  place,  as  it 
is  dangerous  to  the  people,  it  becomes  a  nuisance.  This  case, 
as  far  as  it  is  any  authority,  goes  in  confirmation  of  the  princi- 
ple, that  the  time,  place  and  manner  are  all  important  and  es- 
sential in  determining  whether  a  powder-house  amounts  to  a 
nuisanoe;  but  considering  the  loose  manner  in  which  this  case 
is  reported,  and  the  book  in  which  it  is  found,  it  is  not  entitled 
to  much,  if  any,  consideration.  The  case  of  The  King  v.  Zhy~ 
lor,  Str.  1167,  was  also  cited,  but  it  throws  no  light  on  the 
question;  it  states  merely  the  fact  that  the  court  of  king's  bench 
granted  an  information  against  the  defendant,  as  for  a  nuisanoe, 
for  keeping  great  quantities  of  gunpowder,  to  the  endangering 
the  church  and  houses  where  he  lived. 

The  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  British  statute  of  5  Gteo. 
1,  c.  26,  is  certainly  of  very  considerable  weight  in  the  argu- 
ment that  a  powder-house  near  dwelling-houses  is  not  of  itself , 
and  under  all  circumstances,  a  nuisance.  That  statute  recites 
that  great  quantities  of  gunpowder  were  frequently  kept   in 
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warehouses  and  other  places,  in  and  about  the  cities  of  London 
and  Westminster,  to  the  apparent  danger  of  the  inhabitants; 
and  it  enacts  that  from  a  certain  day  thereafter,  it  should  not 
he  lawful  to  keep  above  six  hundred  weight,  at  one  time,  in 
any  warehouse  or  other  place,  within  the  said  cities;  and  it  is 
worthy  of  notice  that  the  statute  also  declares  that  after  a  cer- 
tain day  it  should  not  be  lawful  to  carry  through  the  streets 
more  than  two  thousand  weight  of  gunpowder  at  one  time,  and 
particularly  prescribes  the  mode  of  carriage.  If  the  present 
indictment  be  good,  these  stores  of  gunpowder  within  the  city 
of  London  were  probably  all  nuisances,  as  they  must  have  been 
near  dwelling-houses  and  other  buildings,  as  well  as  near  pub- 
lic streets.  It  can  hardly,  however,  be  supposed  that  if  they 
were  so,  the  frequent  use  of  them  would  have  been  endured, 
and  that  it  would  have  been  deemed  requisite  to  have  declared 
that  after  such  a  day  they  should  be  unlawful.  It  is  not  un- 
frequent  for  a  statute  to  come  in  aid  of  the  common  law,  by 
giving  a  new  remedy,  or  additional  penalties.  The  case  of 
keeping  swine  within  the  paved  streets  of  the  city  of  London, 
where  the  houses  are  contiguous,  is  mentioned  as  an  instance; 
but  the  language  of  the  statute  of  2W.  &  M.  Bess.  2,  c.  8,  s. 
20,  is  in  that  case  very  different.  It  declares  that  for  the  better 
keeping  the  streets,  etc.,  no  person  shall  breed  or  keep  swine 
under  the  pain  of  forfeiting  them,  and  does  not  declare  that  the 
practice  thereafter  shall  be  deemed  unlawful,  for  the  common 
law  had  already  made  such  a  declaration:  2  Salk.  460. 

The  second  count  in  the  indictment  admits  of  much  less 
doubt  than  the  first.  It  contains  only  the  naked  fact  that  the 
defendants  caused  to  be  carried  through  the  street  ten  casks  of 
powder  in  a  cart,  the  wheels  of  which  were  bound  with  iron. 
The  quantity  of  powder  in  these  casks,  or  the  manner  in  which 
they  were  secured  in  the  cart,  is  not  stated,  and  it  appears  to 
me  impossible  to  adjudge  that  the  act  alone  amounted  to  a  nui- 
sance, however  well  the  powder  might  have  been  guarded  from 
accident,  and  however  small  the  quantity  might  have  been. 
The  fears  of  mankind  will  not  alone  create  a  nuisance,  without 
the  existence  of  real  danger:  3  Atk.  750. 

I  am  of  opinion  accordingly  that  judgment  ought  to  be  ar- 
rested 

Tompkins,  J.,  having  been  concerned  as  counsel,  gave  no 
opinion. 

Spencbb,  J.,  delivered  a  dissenting  opinion. 
Judgment  arrested. 
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SCHEMERHORN  V.  VaNDERHEYDEN. 

11  Jonraos,  189.] 

Actioh  on  Pbomise  ok  Behalf  of  a  Third  Person.— A  parol  prom- 
iae  from  one  person  to  another  for  the  benefit  of  a  third,  will  enahle 
such  third  person  to  maintain  an  action  on  the  promise. 

Evidence  as  to  Consideration  in  Deed.— Where  the  consideration  is 
recited  in  a  deed,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  showing  that  a  different 
consideration  than  that  expressed  was  intended. 

Certiorari.     It  appeared  that  the  defendant  in  error,  the 
plaintiff  below,  declared  on  a  promise  made  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error  to  one  J.  C.  Schemerhorn,  to  deliver  a  desk  worth  twenty- 
five  dollars  to  Catharine,  Vanderheyden's  wife.    No  considera- 
tion was  stated  for  the  promise.     Non-assumpsit  was  pleaded. 
On  the  trial,  J.  C.  Schemerhorn  testified  that  Schemerhorn  had 
applied  to  witness  for  an  assignment  of  his  personal  property, 
which  witness  promised  to  make,  but  declared  that  defendant 
must  purchase  a  desk  for  the  plaintiff's  wife,  who  was  witness's 
daughter  and  defendant's  sister.    The  assignment  was  made, 
and  expressed  to  be  in  consideration  of  natural  love  and  affec- 
tion, and  of  a  bond  executed  bj  defendant  Schemerhorn  for  the 
maintenance  of  witness  and  his  wife  during  their  lives.    To  the 
admission  of  parol  evidence  to  show  a  greater  or  different  con- 
sideration than  that  expressed  in  the  assignment,  defendant 
objected;   but  the  judge  ruled  that  parol  evidence  might  be 
given  to  the  jury  in  regard  to  the  desk.     A  verdict  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  two  principal  exceptions  to  the  judgment  below  were:  1. 
That  no  action  could  be  maintained  by  the  plaintiff  on  a  prom- 
ise made  by  the  defendant  to  John  C.  Schemerhorn;  2.  That 
the  parol  evidence  as  to  the  further  consideration  of  the  assign- 
ment, was  inadmissible. 

By  Court.  As  to  the  first  objection,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
where  one  person  makes  a  promise  to  another  for  the  benefit  of 
a  third  person,  that  third  person  may  maintain  an  action  on 
such  promise.  This  was  the  doctrine  of  the  king's  bench,  in 
the  case  of  Dutlon  v.  Pool,  2  Lev.  210,  affirmed  in  error.  The 
same  principle  has,  since  that  time,  been  repeatedly  sanctioned 
by  the  decisions  of  the  English  courts:  Vide  3  Bos.  &  Pull.  149, 
in  the  notes  to  Pigot  v.  Thompson.  But  the  second  objection  is 
well  taken.  The  consideration  for  the  assignment  of  the  per- 
sonal property  of  John  C.  Schemerhorn,  is  expressly  stated  in 
the  deed  of  assignment  itself,  and  the  parties  are  thereby  pre- 
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eluded  from  setting  up  any  greater  or  different  consideration: 
Preston  v.  Merceau,  Black.  R.  1249.  To  allow  of  parol  evidence 
for  that  purpose  would  be  to  extend,  or  substantially  to  vary 
tbe  language  of  a  written  contract.  Though  the  promise  in 
question  may  have  been  made  previously  to  the  assignment, 
yet  after  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  we  must  presume 
that  the  father  and  son  altered  the  consideration  mentioned  at 
first,  and  finally  acted  upon  that  set  forth  in  the  assignment. 
Until  the  assignment  was  nude,  the  promises,  not  being  in  writ- 
ing, were  not  valid  in  law,  and,  therefore,  no  right  of  action 
vested  in  the  cestui  que  trust  in  consequence  of  the  first  agree- 
ment between  the  father  and  son.  That  was  a  preliminary 
agreement,  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  was  waived  when 
the  parties  consummated  their  contract  by  the  written  instru- 
ment. 
Judgment  reversed. 


Promise  fob  Benefit  of  Third  Person.— This  it  the  first  reported 
case  in  this  country,  showing  that  a  person  may  have  a  right  of  action  on  a 
promise  or  agreement  by  another  on  his  behalf.  The  English  case  to  which 
frequent  reference  is  made,  and  which  is  regarded  as  the  first  case  clearly 
establishing  the  doctrine,  is  Dvtton  v.  Poole,  1  Ventr.  318,  332.  There,  a 
father  desired  to  raise  a  portion  for  a  daughter,  and  for  this  purpose  was 
going  to  cut  down  timber  to  the  value  of  one  thousand  pounds  from  his 
estate.  His  son,  the  heir,  agreed  to  pay  the  daughter  one  thousand  pounds, 
and  therefore  the  father  forbore  cutting  the  timber.  The  money  was  not 
paid,  Dutton  and  wife,  tbe  daughter,  brought  the  action  against  the  son, 
the  defendant.  It  was  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  latter  that  no  action  would 
lie  on  behalf  of  the  daughter,  because,  where  the  party  to  whom  the  promise 
is  to  be  performed  is  not  concerned  in  the  meritorious  cause  of  it,  he  cannot 
recover.  But  the  court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  saying  it  might  be 
a  different  case  if  the  money  was  to  have  been  paid  to  a  stranger;  but  here, 
thete  was  such  a  nearness  of  relation  between  the  father  and  the  child, 
and  it  being  a  sort  of  debt  to  the  child  to  have  a  provision  made,  that  there 
was  sufficient  consideration  to  support  the  action.  Now,  here  the  court 
did  not  proceed  quite  so  far  as  do  the  courts  in  cases  that  have  taken  this 
as  a  precedent;  for  they  seem  to  have  supported  the  action  on  the  ground 
of  a  consideration  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  However,  it  is  now  a  well 
settled  doctrine  in  the  American  law  that  a  third  person  can  maintain  an 
action  on  a  promise  made  to  another  on  his  behalf.  Parsons.  1  Contr.  468, 
says:  "  In  this  country  the  right  of  a  third  party  to  bring  an  action  on  a 
promise  made  to  another  for  his  benefit  seems  to  be  somewhat  more  posi- 
tively asserted;  and  we  think  it  would  be  safe  to  consider  this  a  prevailing 
rule  with  us.  Indeed,  it  has  been  held  that  such  promise  is  to  be  deemed 
made  to  a  third  party,  if  adopted  by  him,  though  he  was  not  cognizant  of 
it  when  made."  This  is  fully  supported  by  adjudged  cases  in  this  country: 
Mason  v.  Hall,  30  Ala.  601;  Treat  v.  Stanton,  14  Conn.  454,  following  Dut- 
ton \.  Poole,  and  the  principal  case;  Morgan  v.  Overman  Co.,  37  CaL  537, 
citing  the  principal  case;  Bristow  v.  Lane,  21  111.  194;  Beats  v.  BeaU,  20 
Am.  Dm.  Vol.  IH-flO 
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Ind.  163;  AUen  v.  TJiomas,  3  Mete  Ky.  198;  Bohanan  v.  Pope,  42  Me.  03; 
Felton  v.  Dickinson,  10  Mass.  287;  Arnold  v.  Lyman,  17  Id.  400,  to  which 
many  refer  as  a  leading  case;  Carnegie  v.  Morrison,  2  Met.  318;  Brewer  v. 
Dyer,  7  Cush.  337;  Ru1ding\.  HacheU,  1  Nev.  370;  Lang  v.  iftnry,  64  N. 
H.  63;  Jbsft/*  v.  New  Jersey  Car  Co.  36  N.  J.  L.  141;  Price  v.  TrusdeU,  1 
Stewart,  200;  Lawrence  v.  /bx,  20  N.  Y.  268,  citing  the  principal  case  on 
this  point;  Burr  v.  Beers,  24  Id.  178,  citing  the  principal  case;  Beers  v. 
Robinson,  9  Pa.  St.  229;  £e&w  v.  Fagely,  19  Id.  276;  Jbnef  v.  Thomas,  21 
Gratt.  101;  A'tro&iW  v.  Noyes,  17  Wis.  698. 

Parol  evidence  touching  consideration.— The  authority  of  the 
principal  case  as  to  parol  evidence  not  being  admissible  to  vary  the  consid- 
eration expressed  in  a  deed,  is  undermined  in  New  York.  It  is  now  the 
doctrine  of  that  state,  as  indeed  the  general  doctrine,  that  parol  evidence 
may  bo  admitted  to  show  no  consideration  was  paid  when  the  deed  recites 
and  acknowledges  payment,  and  to  show  additional,  or  less,  or  in  fact  a 
different  consideration.  The  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  principal  case  was 
first  shaken  in  Shephard  v.  Little,  14  Johns.  210;  then  in  Bowen  v.  Bell,  20 
Id.  338.  But  the  leading  case,  which  fully  examines  the  authorities  and 
modifies  the  doctrine  asserted  in  the  early  cases,  is  McCrea  v.  Purmort,  16 
Wend.  460.  Cowen,  J.,  in  an  elaborate  opinion  follows  the  history  of  ad- 
judication on  this  point,  and  finally  shows  that  in  nearly  all  of  our  states 
the  consideration  clause  in  a  deed  is  open  to  the  widest  latitude  of  explana- 
tion. So,  in  this  case  it  was  held  that  where  the  consideration  in  a  deed 
conveying  lands  was  expressed  to  be  money  paid,  it  could  be  shown  by 
parol  evidence  that  the  consideration  instead  of  money  was  iron  of  a  speci- 
fied quantity,  valued  at  a  stipulated  price.  This  case  is  regarded  as  settling 
the  doctrine  in  New  York.  Thus  in  Wiibech  v.  Waine,  16  N.  Y.  638,  the 
court  say:  "By  the  later  cases  it  is  well  settled  that  that  clause  may  be 
contradicted  by  oral  evidence  as  well  in  regard  to  the  amount  expressed  as  to 
the  fact  of  its  payment,  and  also  as  to  the  quality  of  the  consideration :  Shep- 
hard v.  Little,  14  Johns.  210;  Bowen  v.  Bell,  20  Id.  338;  McCrea  v.  Purmort, 
16  Wend.  460;  Adams  v.  Hall,  2  Denio,  306.  If  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Cowen,  in  McCrea  v.  Purmort,  is  to  be  followed,  and  I  do  not  see  why  it 
should  not  be,  the  consideration  clause  is  of  no  greater  effect  than  a  sepa- 
rate receipt  for  the  money,  which  might  always  be  explained.  And  in  Mc» 
Kinster  v.  Babcock,  26  N.  Y.  380;  Barker  v.  Bradley,  42  Id.  320,  the  same 
views  are  asserted,  and  the  authority  of  McCrea  v.  Purmort  fully  indorsed. 
The  Massachusetts  cases  maintain  the  same  doctrine.  In  Wilkinson  v. 
Scott,  17  Mass.  249,  Parker,  C.  J.,  says:  "A  man  is  estopped  by  his  deed  to 
deny  that  he  granted,  or  that  he  had  a  good  title  to  the  estate  conveyed; 
but  he  is  not  bound  by  the  consideration  expressed,  because  that  is  known 
to  be  arbitrary,  and  is  frequently  different  from  the  real  consideration  ox 
tho  bargain. "  And  see  Davenport  v.  Mason,  15  Mass.  85;  Bullard  v.  Briggs, 
7  Pick.  533.  But  in  Miller  v.  Goodman,  8  Gray,  542,  the  court  lays  it  down 
that  an  additional  consideration,  consistent  with  that  which  is  expressed, 
may  be  shown  by  parol  evidence.  This  would  not  seem  to  carry  the  admis- 
sion of  parol  evidence  as  far  as  the  New  York  cases.  In  Connecticut,  see 
Belden  v.  Seymour,  8  Conn.  304;  Collins  v.  TiUou,  26  Id.  368.  In  Goodspetd 
v.  Fuller,  46  Me.  141,  it  is  held  that  the  only  effect  of  the  usual  clause  in  a 
>'  deed  acknowledging  the  payment  of  the  consideration,  is  to  estop  the  grantor 
from  alleging  that  the  deed  was  executed  without  consideration.  For  every 
other  purpose,  it  may  be  explained,  varied  or  contradicted  by  parol  proof. 
And  the  same  doctrine  was  maintained  in  Emmons  v.  Littlefield,  13  Me.  23$ 
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And  Steele  v.  Adams,  1  Greenlf.  1.  And  to  the  same  point,  see  Harrison  v. 
Castner,  11  Ohio  St.  339;  RockhiU  v.  Spriggs,  9  Ind.  30;  Jones  v.  Jones,  12  Id. 
389;  Bolbrook  v.  Holbrook,  30  Vt  632;  Swqffiord  v.  WliippU,  3  Iowa,  261; 
Belles  v.  Brooke,  2  Zabr.  680;  Hamilton  y.  Maguire,  3  Serg.  &  R.  355;  PricA- 
artf  v.  Brown,  4  N.  H.  400;  P«dfc  v.  Vendenberg,  30  CaL  23,  following  the  au- 
thority of  MeOrea  v.  Purmort;  Rhine  v.  EUen,  36  Id.  369. 


Suydam  v.  The  Marine  Insurance  Co. 

'[1  JOHWOV,  181.] 

What  Considebed  a  Loss.— Insurance  was  effected  on  the  cargo  of  a 
vessel  at  and  from  New  York  to  a  port  or  ports  in  the  island  of  Cuba, 
thence  back  to  New  York.  The  policy  contained  the  usual  clause  to 
be  free  from  any  loss  arising  in  consequence  of  illicit  trade,  etc  The 
.  Teasel  arrived  at  her  port  of  destination,  but  was  not  allowed  entrance, 
and  after  waiting  twenty  days,  sailed  for  another  port  in  the  island; 
meeting  on  the  way  adverse  winds,  she  was  compelled  to  put  into  a  port 
of  safety,  but  fearing  pirates,  then  she  went  to  Port  Republican,  in  St 
Domingo,  where  the  cargo  was  forcibly  taken  out,  and  disposed  of  at 
great  loss.  On  receiving  advice  of  this  circumstance,  the  insured  aban- 
doned for  a  total  loss,  and  in  their  letter  assigned  as  a  cause,  that  the 
vessel  had  been  refused  entry  at  her  port  of  destination,  and  the  voy- 
age was  therefore  defeated.  It  was  held  that  the  denial  of  entry  was 
not  a  loss  within  the  policy. 

When  Abandonment  made,  Cause  to  be  Assigned.— When  the  in- 
sured makes  an  abandonment,  he  must  assign  the  true  cause.  If  he 
assign  an  insufficient  cause,  he  is  bound  by  it,  and  cannot  take  advan- 
tage of  a  subsequent  event,  without  a  new  abandonment. 

Action  to  recover  for  a  total  loss  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on 
the  cargo  of  the  sloop  Mason's  Daughter,  at  and  from  New 
York  to  a  port  or  ports  in  the  island  of  Cuba,  and  from  thence 
back  to  New  York.  The  policy  was  for  the  sum  of  twelve  thou- 
sand dollars,  dated  January  7, 1802,  and  contained  the  usual 
printed  clause:  "To  be  free  from  any  loss  which  may  arise  in 
consequence  of  a  seizure  or  detention  for,  or  on  account  of, 
illicit  or  prohibited  trade." 

On  the  trial,  before  Justice  Tompkins,  the  following  facts  ap- 
peared: The  vessel  sailed  from  New  York  January  12,  1802. 
The  master,  who  was  consignee,  was  ordered  to  proceed  first  to 
St.  Jago  de  Cuba  and  dispose  of  so  much  of  the  cargo  as  could 
be  sold  there  to  advantage,  then  to  sail  to  the  north  side  of  the 
island  to  the  port  of  St.  Juan  Los  Kemedios,  and  sell  the  resi- 
due; or  in  case  it  could  not  be  sold  there,  to  go  to  Matanzas. 
The  master  was  furnished  with  passport  received  from  the  presi- 
dent at  Havana,  and  certified  by  the  Spanish  consul  at  New 
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York.  On  arriving  at  Moro  Castle,  the  Teasel  was  not  permit- 
ted to  enter  St.  Jago  de  Cuba;  but  there  being  a  difference  of 
opinion  between  the  governor  and  officer  of  customs  as  to  the 
regularity  of  the  passport,  the  master  was  induced  to  wait 
twenty  days,  when  he  set  sail  for  St.  Juan  Los  Bemedios. 
Meeting  with  adverse  winds,  he  was  forced  into  the  bite  of 
Leogane,  where,  being  afraid  of  pirates,  he  did  not  anchor, 
but  with  the  advice  of  the  crew,  put  into  Port  Republican  to 
wait  for  favorable  winds  to  prosecute  the  voyage.  By  the 
authorities  at  this  port,  the  master  was  compelled  to  land  his 
whole  cargo  and  sell  it  at  a  great  loss.  It  was  proved  that  sev- 
eral American  vessels  had  been  allowed  to.  enter  at  Matanzaa 
with  similar  passports,  and  that  another  American  vessel  had 
entered  at  Havana  in  February,  1802,  without  any  passport 
from  the  Spanish  consul. 

On  the  third  of  April,  1802,  plaintiff  addressed  a  letter  of 
abandonment  to  the  president  of  the  Marine  Insurance  Co.,  in- 
forming him  that  they  had  received  "  advice  from  the  master 
of  the  Mason's  Daughter,  dated  at  Port  Republican  the  seven- 
teenth of  March;  that  presuming  that  he  was  not  permitted  to 
enter  at  St.  Jago  de  Cuba,  the  place  of  destination,  they  consid- 
ered the  object  of  the  voyage  defeated,  and,  therefore,  they 
abandoned,"  etc. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  fourteen  thou- 
sand three  hundred  and  ten  dollars,  subject  to  deductions  by 
the  agreement  of  the  parties. 

Benson  and  Hoffman,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  and  in  support  of  the  motion,  insisted:  1.  That 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  for  any  other  cause  than  the 
supposed  loss  by  reason  of  the  vessel's  having  been  refused  an 
entry  at  St.  Jago  de  Cuba;  2.  That,  from  the  evidence,  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  on  that  ground;  3.  That 
no  judgment  could  be  rendered  on  the  verdict  as  found. 

They  contended  that  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  an  indemnity, 
on  the  ground  of  the  refusal  of  entry,  there  should  have  been  a 
special  provision  to  that  effect  in  the  policy.  The  refusal  arose 
from  irregularity  in  the  papers,  and  the  insured  must  bear  all 
losses,  owing  to  a  failure  to  provide  the  papers  proper  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  voyage.  The  stay  at  Moro  of  twenty  days 
was  a  deviation :  Marsh.  170,  405.  The  verdict  is  informal,  and 
a  mere  nullity.  The  evidence  clearly  shows  the  loss  not  to  have 
been  total. 
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Radcliff  and  Biggs,  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  denial  of  right  of 
entry  is  not  the  only  ground  for  claiming  a  total  loss;  but  that 
fact  alone  may  be  considered  sufficient,  as  it  was  the  direct 
cause  of  the  actual  loss.  The  sloop  carried  all  the  papers  re- 
quired by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  for  an  American  vessel. 
Whether  the  delay  at  Moro  was  unreasonable  or  not  has  been 
submitted  to  the  jury.  The  refusal  of  the  permission  to  enter 
amounted  to  a  technical  loss,  and  the  sale  at  Port  Republican 
was  an  actual  total  loss.  That  an  insufficient  cause  for  aban- 
donment was  stated,  does  not  affect  plaintiffs'  right,  as  there 
was  a  valid  cause  existing. 

By  Court.  Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court.  It  is  said,  here  was  no  abandonment,  or  that  the 
reason  assigned  for  it  was  not  sufficient,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  abandonment  made  was  a  nullity.  A  denial  of  en- 
try at  the  port  of  destination,  without  any  seizure  or  arrest 
by  government,  appears  to  me,  after  considerable  reflection, 
and  many  doubts,  not  a  loss  within  this  policy,  which  con- 
tains an  express  agreement,  "  that  for  a  seizure  or  detention 
on  account  of  prohibited  trade,  there  shall  be  no  remedy." 
How,  then,  can  underwriters,  who  do  not  assume  the  greater 
risk  of  seizure,  which,  in  common  cases,  constitutes  a  tech- 
nical total  loss,  be  answerable  for  a  smaller  one,  proceed- 
ing, too,  from  the  same  cause,  that  is,  an  illicit  trade  ?  But, 
as  the  Mason's  Daughter  had  a  right  to  go  to  another  port, 
and  was  driven  into  Port  Republican  on  her  way  thither,  it  is 
supposed  that  the  abandonment  must  be  considered  as  founded 
on  the  latter  accident,  especially  as  it  was  not  made  until  after 
her  arrival  there,  and  intelligence  of  it  received  here.  But  if 
this  were  really  the  cause  of  abandoning,  it  is  not  the  one  as- 
signed by  the  assured.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  placed  entirely 
on  the  refusal  to  permit  an  entry  at  the  first  port.  It  will 
hardly  be  said,  that  to  constitute  a  valid  abandonment,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  the  true  cause.  Though  no  form  be  prescribed 
for  this  act,  yet  care  should  be  taken  that  it  be  uncondi- 
tional, explicit,  and  on  sufficient  ground,  and,  particularly, 
that  the  accident  occasioning  it  be  described  with  certainty,  so 
as  to  enable  an  underwriter  to  determine  whether  he  is  bound 
to  accept.  If  he  be  not,  he  will,  of  course,  refuse,  and  neglect 
to  take  measures  for  the  preservation  of  the  property,  which  is 
one  object  of  making  an  abandonment.  The  assured  here, 
having  relied  on  matter  which  was  not  a  justifiable  cause,  must 
be  bound  by  it,  and  shall  not  be  permitted  to  avail  themselves 
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of  a  subsequent  accident  without  making  a  new  abandonment. 
Emerigon,  vol.  2,  p.  19,  appears  to  be  of  this  opinion;  he  con- 
siders an  abandonment  absolutely  null,  if,  at  the  time,  there 
was  neither  "a  capture,  nor  shipwreck,  nor  stranding,  nor 
arrest  of  princes,  nor  unnavigability,  nor  a  total  loss;"  and 
adds,  "  an  abandonment  founded  in  error  produces  no  effect." 
Our  opinion,  then,  is,  that  here  was  no  valid  abandonment; 
and  though  it  be  settled  with  us  that  such  an  act  is  never  too 
late,  while  the  loss  continues  total,  yet  we  have  not  said  that  a 
suit  can  be  maintained,  without  any  abandonment  at  all,  or  on 
one  assigning  a  reason  which  justified  a  refusal  to  accept. 

Another  objection  to  a  recovery,  which  applies  as  well  to  a 
partial  as  a  total  loss,  is,  that  the  long  stay  at  St.  Jago  de  Cuba, 
or  at  the  mouth  of  the  river,  amounted  to  a  deviation;  but  the 
jury  having  determined  otherwise,  we  are  satisfied  to  consider 
this  question  at  rest.  I  will  only  add,  that  the  agreement  of 
counsel  to  adjust  the  accounts,  must  have  referred  only  to  the 
case  of  the  defendants  being  liable  for  a  total  loss,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  plaintiffs  have  no  right,  under  that  agreement,  so 
to  model  the  verdict  as  to  give  them  what  would  be  a  compen- 
sation for  a  partial  loss,  admitting  a  right  to  that  extent  to 
exist.  To  ascertain  this  point,  and  what,  in  such  case,  will  be 
a  proper  rule  of  damage,  there  must  be  a  new  trial,  with  costs 
to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit. 

I  observe,  further,  that  it  is  not  intended  to  say  what  would 
be  the  effect  of  a  denial  to  trade,  if  the  voyage  insured  had 
ended  at  St.  Jago  de  Cuba;  that  is,  whether  the  risk  would 
have  ended  there,  or  have  continued  to  another  port.  The 
assured  having  a  right  in  this  case  to  go  elsewhere,  that  ques- 
tion is  not  before  us. 

New  trial  granted.        

Potter  v.  Lansing. 

[1  Jomnox,  215.] 

Damages  fob  Escape.— In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  an  escape  and 
false  return,  on  mesne  process,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  no  more  than 
he  might  have  done  in  the  original  action,  and  his  actual  recovery 
ought  to  be  the  amount  of  his  loss,  in  consequence  of  the  escape. 

Who  has  Right  of  Action  against  Common  Carrier.— Where 
goods  were  shipped  for  the  account  and  risk  of  the  consignee,  he  pay* 
ing  the  freight,  and  it  was  so  expressed  in  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lad- 
ing, a  delivery  to  the  carrier  is  considered  a  delivery  to  the  consignee, 
who  alone  can  maintain  an  action  against  the  carrier  for  a  non-delivery, 
as  by  the  bill  of  lading  the  property  became  vested  in  him. 
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Action  on  the  case  for  an  escape  and  false  return  on  mesne 
process.  The  facts  were :  One  Briggs  was  the  master  of  the 
schooner  Friendship,  and  signed  bills  of  lading  for  a  quantity 
of  goods  shipped  on  board  his  schooner  by  plaintiff,  to  be  de- 
livered to  parties  at  Kingston,  Jamaica.  The  goods  were  val- 
ued at  one  thousand  six  hundred  and  fifty-five  pounds,  nine 
shillings  and  three  pence  in  the  invoice,  which  stated  that  they 
were  shipped  for  the  account  and  risk  of  the  Kingston  mer- 
chants, who  were  to  pay  freight.  Briggs  never  delivered  these 
goods  to  the  consignees,  but  ran  away  with  them.  It  was  shown 
that  a  balance  on  account  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-nine 
pounds,  eleven  shillings  and  three  pence,  was  also  due  from 
Briggs  to  plaintiff.  At  the  suit  of  plaintiff,  Briggs  was  arrested 
by  defendant,  sheriff  of  New  York,  on  a  capias  ad  responden- 
dum, and,  after  being  in  jail  some  weeks,  escaped.  The  defend- 
ant made  a  special  return  of  a  rescue  to  the  writ. 

Defendant  offered  testimony  to  prove  that  plaintiffs  attorney, 
since  deceased,  hearing  of  the  exertions  made  to  retake  Briggs, 
said  that  it  was  no  matter;  that  Briggs  was  not  worth  a  cent, 
and  that  the  defendant  need  not  return  the  writ.  This  testi- 
mony was  rejected. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  Briggs,  while  in  prison,  was  very 
poor,  and  made  his  escape  through  the  contrivance  of  some  vis- 
itors; that  defendant  had  made  diligent  pursuit  after  Briggs, 
and  was  at  considerable  expense  in  endeavoring  to  retake  him, 
but  without  effect. 

The  judge  charged  the  jury  that  he  thought  the  facts  did  not 
justify  the  return  of  a  rescue;  that  the  plaintiff  had  established 
his  right  of  action  against  Briggs  for  the  value  of  the  goods, 
as  well  as  for  the  balance  of  account;  but  that  the  jury  were  the 
judges  of  the  damages  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case; 
that  Briggs's  poverty  might  be  considered  in  mitigation  of  dam- 
ages; and  that  if  the  return  had  been  made  by  defendant  fraud- 
ulently, it  would  be  an  aggravation  of  damages. 

Yerdict  for  plaintiff  for  three  thousand  dollars,  in  which  esti- 
mate the  jury  said  they  considered  both  the  amount  of  invoice 
and  balance  of  account. 

Hoffman  and  Harison,  for  the  defendant,  moved  to  set  aside 
the  verdict,  contending:  1.  That  the  declarations  of  the  attor- 
ney ought  to  have  been  received,  if  not  as  an  excuse  to  the  sher- 
iff, at  least  in  mitigation  of  damages;  2.  That  plaintiff  had  no 
right  of  action.  It  is  well  settled  that  where  goods  are  con- 
signed for  the  account  and  risk  of  the  consignee,  who  is  to  pay 
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freight,  the  property  is  transferred  by  the  bill  of  lading  subject 
only  to  the  right  of  the  consignor  to  stop  in  transitu :  Snee  v. 
Prescoil,  1  Atk.  245;  Evans  v.  MarlleU,  1  Ld.  Baym.  271;  New- 
son  v.  Thornton,  6  East.  22;  Cox  v.  Harden,  4  Id.  211;  Hodgson 
v.  Loy,  7  T.  B.  440;  Dawes  v.  Peck,  8  Id.  330;  Dallon  v.  Solo- 
monson,  3  B.  &  P.  582;  Lichbarrow  v.  Mason,  6  East.  21. 
Should  the  present  plaintiff  recover  the  amount  of  the  invoice, 
Briggs  would  still  remain  liable  to  the  consignees. 

Biggs  and  Radcliff,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  attorney's  declara- 
tions were  nothing  but  a  mere  opinion,  which  had  no  influence 
on  the  sheriff's  conduct,  and  were  properly  rejected;  2.  A  right 
of  action  exists  in  the  consignor,  founded  on  the  contract  with 
the  carrier,  as  well  as  the  action  in  favor  of  the  consignee 
founded  on  the  right  of  property.  Whatever  the  rights  of 
third  persons  may  be,  the  carrier  is  estopped  to  deny  the  con- 
signor's claim.  The  action  may  be  brought  either  in  the  name 
of  the  person  to  whom  the  promise  was  made,  or  in  the  name 
of  him  for  whose  benefit  it  was  intended:  DuUon  v.  Poole,  Sir 
T.  Baym.  302;  Hornsey  v.  Dinoche,  1  Vent  119;  BeU  v.  Cham- 
plain,  Hardre,  321;  Stackley  v  Mill,  Sty.  296.  The  damages  are 
not  excessive;  there  was  undisputed  evidence  of  a  return  false 
in  law  and  fact,  which  is  just  reason  for  increasing  the  damages. 

By  Court,  Tompkins,  J.  The  declarations  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  offered  as  evidence  on  the  trial,  proved  nothing  more 
than  his  opinion  at  that  time  of  the  solvency  of  Briggs.  This 
would  not  be  legal  and  proper  testimony  of  that  fact;  and  had 
the  attorney  himself  been  alive,  and  produced  as  a  witness,  he 
would  not  have  been  permitted  to  give  his  own  surmises,  or  be- 
lief upon  the  subject,  but  must  have  detailed  facts,  that  the 
jury  might  draw  their  inferences  from  them.  The  pro- 
posed testimony  to  establish  the  insolvency  of  Briggs  was  prop- 
erly overruled.  But  the  escape  was  before  the  day  on  which 
the  writ  was  returnable;  and  a  recaption  of  Briggs  by  the 
sheriff  before  the  return,  might  have  been  pleaded,  and  would 
have  shielded  him  in  an  action  for  the  escape.  If,  therefore, 
the  conduct  or  declarations  of  Mr.  Bemsen,  who  was  the  at- 
torney of  Potter,  and  had  the  control  of  the  suit,  had  a  tendency 
to  throw  the  sheriff  off  his  guard,  or  to  induce  him  to  forbear 
to  make  exertions  to  apprehend  Briggs,  such  conduct  or  declara- 
tions ought  to  have  had  an  influence  in  the  cause,  and  should 
not  have  been  excluded.  In  granting  new  trials,  however, 
upon  the  subsequent  discovery  of  testimony,  or  for  the  rejection 
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of  testimony  offered,  we  ought  to  consider  whether  it  would,  or 
ought,  to  vary  the  issue  of  the  cause;  if  it  would  not,  the  court 
will  not  send  the  cause  again  to  a  jury.  In  the  case  now  under 
consideration,  the  declarations  of  Remsen  were  made  after  the 
sheriff  had  used  the  most  active  exertions,  and  had  spent  large 
sums  of  money  to  retake  Briggs,  and  after  his  agents  had  re- 
turned from  Massachusetts,  and  abandoned  the  idea  of  retaking 
him.  Though  not  expressly  stated,  yet  it  is  to  be  inferred  from 
the  case,  that  before  the  declarations  of  Potter's  attorney  were 
made,  the  return  day  of  the  writ  had  passed.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, it  is  evident  that  the  observations  of  the  attorney 
could  have  had  no  tendency  to  prejudice  the  sheriff,  or  relax 
his  exertions,  and  therefore,  if  admitted,  ought  not  to  have 
varied  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

It  is  impossible  to  determine  whether  the  circumstance  of  the 
defendant  having  made  a  false  return  to  the  writ,  operated  on 
the  minds  of  the  jury  to  increase  the  damages.  The  judge  was 
perfectly  correct  in  stating  to  them  that  the  return  was  legally 
false.  But  I  do  not  think  that,  even  if  the  sheriff  knew  it  to  be 
so,  it  ought  to  aggravate  the  damages.  The  true  question  is, 
what  has  the  plaintiff  lost  in  consequence  of  this  escape  ?  The 
alleged  false  return  by  the  sheriff,  neither  adds  to  nor  dimin- 
ishes the  loss;  and,  therefore,  the  solvency  of  Briggs  or  his 
capacity  to  pay,  must  determine  the  quantum  of  damages  sus- 
tained. If  the  circumstance  of  a  false  return  be  a  substantive 
ground  of  damages,  it  would  follow,  that  where  the  person  es- 
caping was  perfectly  solvent,  and  the  sheriff  makes  a  falsq 
return,  the  creditor  might  recover  in  damages  more  than  the 
full  amount  of  his  debt. 

But  the  damages  are  excessive,  for  another  and  much  more 
cogent  reason.  The  jury  founded  their  verdict  upon  Potter's 
right  of  action  against  Briggs,  not  only  for  the  balance  of  the 
account  current,  but  also  for  the  goods  specified  in  the  bill  of 
lading  and  invoice.  It  appears  to  be  an  invoice  of  goods 
shipped  by  John  Potter  for  Kingston,  in  Jamaica,  etc.,  on  ac- 
count and  risk  of  Messrs.  Richard  and  George  Einkead  there, 
and  cartage,  wharfage,  cooperage  and  commissions  are  charged 
by  him  to  the  Messrs.  Kinkead.  By  the  bill  of  lading,  the 
goods  are  to  be  delivered  to  the  latter,  or  to  their  assigns,  they 
paying  freight.  It  is  not  denied,  that  the  bill  of  lading  and  in- 
voice may  be  liable  to  explanation;  but  as  the  case  is  destitute 
of  any  proof,  except  the  documents  themselves,  to  show  the 
relation  between  the  consignor  and  the  consignee,  the  plaintiff 
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must  be  regarded  as  a  mere  agent  purchasing  on  commissions; 
and  any  property  he  might  have  had  in  the  goods  was  divested 
by  the  delivery  to  the  earner,  to  be  transported  at  the  risk  and 
expense  of  the  consignees.  If  his  property  in  the  goods  was 
divested  by  that  delivery,  no  right  of  action  for  them  could 
have  remained. 

In  the  case  of  Dawes  v.  Peck,  8  T:  B.  830,  it  was  held  that 
the  right  of  action  was  to  be  governed  by  the  consideration  in 
whom  the  legal  right  to  the  property  was  vested.  This  prin- 
ciple was  also  adopted  in  Evans  v.  Martlett,  1  Ld.  Baym.  271, 
and  in  Snee  v.  Prescott,  1  Atk.  248.  The  authorities  commented 
upon  in  6  East,  23,  are  decisive  to  show,  that  consignors,  in  the 
situation  of  Potter,  in  this  case,  cannot  bring  the  action  against 
the  carrier.  Potter  was  not  answerable  for  the  act  of  the 
captain,  nor  was  he  liable  to  the  latter  for  the  price  of  trans- 
portation; neither  could  he  receive  any  injury  from  the  non- 
delivery of  the  goods,  except  so  far  as  it  might  prejudice  his 
right  to  stop  in  transitu.  The  consignees  were  liable  to  him  for 
the  price  of  the  goods,  whether  they  arrived  or  not,  and  for 
aught  that  appears  by  the  case,  he  may  already  have  received  of 
Messrs.  Kinkead,  the  invoice  amount.  Nothing  has  been  dis- 
closed to  show  that  he  has  received  any  damage  in  consequence 
of  being  deprived  of  the  power  of  stopping  in  transitu,  or  that 
any  necessity  existed  for  the  exercise  of  that  right.  Even  if  his 
equitable  lien,  or  right  of  stopping  in  transitu,  were  destroyed 
by  the  act  of  the  master,  yet  I  very  much  question  whether  the 
remedy* therefor  would  be  upon  the  contract;  as  I  am  inclined 
to  think  redress  for  that  injury  must  be  sought  in  a  special  ac- 
tion on  the  case,  or  in  an  action  of  trover.  Inasmuch,  then,  as 
Potter  could  not  have  recovered  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  lading 
and  invoice,  in  the  original  action  against  Briggs,  damages 
ought  not  to  have  been  allowed  him  in  this  action,  on  that  ac- 
count. I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  a  new  trial  must  be 
awarded,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit. 

Thompson,  J.  The  principal  question  arising  out  of  this  case 
is,  whether  Potter,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  could  have  main- 
tained an  action  against  Briggs,  on  the  bill  of  lading  signed  by 
the  latter.  To  say  that  he  could  not,  appears  to  me  so  repugnant 
to  the  general  rules  of  law  relative  to  the  rights  of  parties 
arising  out  of  special  contracts,  that  I  should  require  the  most 
unequivocal  and  binding  authority  to  lead  me  to  adopt  such  a 
conclusion.  The  bill  of  lading  specified  that  the  goods  were 
shipped  by  Potter,  and  were  to  be  delivered  to  Messrs.  Richard 
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and  George  Kinkead,  at  Kingston,  Jamaica,  or  their  assigns, 
the}  paying  freight.  It  is  true  the  invoice  stated  the  shipment  to 
be  for  account  and  risk  of  the  Messrs.  Kinkead.  But  the  master's 
contract,  by  his  bill  of  lading,  was  made  with  Potter;  and  the 
stipulation  on  his  part  was  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the  con- 
signees! they  paying  freight;  and  it  does  not,  I  think,  lie  in  his 
mouth  to  call  in  question  the  right  of  property,  as  between  con- 
signor and  consignee.  There  appears  some  little  confusion  and 
contradiction,  in  the  reported  cases  and  decisions  on  this  sub- 
ject. In  the  case  of  Evans  v.  Marilett,  1  Ld.  Baym.  271,  it  ap- 
pears to  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  if  goods  be  con- 
signed by  bill  of  lading  to  A.,  he  is  the  owner,  and  must  bring 
the  action  against  the  master  of  the  ship,  if'  the  goods  be  lost. 
The  same  rule  appears  to  have  been  adopted  in  the  case  of 
Dawes  v.  Peck,  8  T.  B.  830,  and  the  court  there  seem  to  think 
the  right  of  action  vested  in  the  party  who  was  to  pay  the 
freight,  whether  it  be  consignor  or  consignee. 

Lord  Kenyon  says  the  only  case  where  the  consignor  can 
maintain  the  action,  is  where  he  is  answerable  for  the  price  of 
the  carriage.  Yet,  in  the  case  of  Moore  et  al.  v.  Wilson,  1  T. 
B.  759,  the  payment  of  the  price  of  carriage  was  not  considered 
tho  criterion  by  which  to  determine  the  right  of  action.  The 
action  there  was  by  the  consignor  against  the  carrier,  and  it  was 
alleged  in  the  declaration  that  the  plaintiffs  were  to  pay  for  the 
carriage  of  the  goods;  but  on  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  con- 
signee was  to  pay.  Mr.  Justice  Buller  nonsuited  the  plaintiff, 
but  the  nonsuit  was  afterwards  set  aside,  and  Buller  said  he  had 
been  mistaken  in  a  point  of  law;  for  whatever  might  have  been 
the  contract  between  the  vendor  and  vendee,  the  agreement 
for  the  carriage  was  between  the  carrier  and  the  vendor.  And 
in  the  case  of  Davis  <fe  Jordan  v.  James,  5  Burr.  2680,  the  con- 
signors were  permitted,  on  the  trial,  to  maintain  their  action 
against  the  common  carrier.  The  plaintiffs  recovered,  and  on 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  it  was  urged  that  the  consignee  only 
could  maintain  the  action;  but  Lord  Mansfield  said  there  was 
neither  law  nor  conscience  in  the  objection.  The  vesting  of  the 
property  may  differ  according  to  the  circumstance  of  cases,  but 
it  does  not  enter  into  the  present  question.  This  is  an  action 
upon  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  carrier.  The 
plaintiff  was  to  pay  him;  the  action  is  properly  brought  by  the 
person  who  agreed  with  and  was  to  pay  him.  If  the  payment 
of  the  freight  be  an  immaterial  circumstance  in  determining  the 
right  of  action  upon  the  bill  of  lading,  according  to  the  de~ 
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cision  in  the  case  of  Moore  et  al.  v.  Wilson,  before  cited,  then 
the  case  of  Davis  &  Jordan  v.  James  goes  the  full  length  of  giv- 
ing the  consignor  a  right  of  action,  founded  on  the  agreement 
contained  in  the  bill  of  lading.  That  the  payment  of  freight 
cannot  affect  the  rights  of  the  consignor,  appears  to  me  mani- 
fest, that  is  a  matter  of  arrangement  between  the  consignor  and 
consignee;  and  the  reason  why,  by  the  bill  of  lading,  according 
to  the  usual  course  of  business,  the  consignee  is  to  pay  the 
freight,  is  because  none  is  due  until  the  delivery  of  the  goods. 
Upon  the  whole,  considering  the  contradictions  that  appear  in 
the  books  on  this  question,  I  think  it  more  analogous  to  the 
general  rules  of  law  applicable  to  contracts,  to  adopt  the  de- 
cisions which  give  a  light  of  action  to  the  party  with  whom  the 
contract  was  made;  and  must  still  retain  the  opinion,  expressed 
by  me  upon  the  trial,  that  Potter  had  a  good  cause  of  action 
against  Briggs  upon  the  bill  of  lading. 

With  respect  to  my  having  misdirected  the  jury,  in  telling 
them  that  if  the  sheriff  had  been,  in  their  opinion,  guilty  of 
fraud  in  making  the  return  he  did  on  the  writ,  it  was  matter  of 
aggravation,  I  have  only  to  observe,  that  if  the  idea  communi- 
cated to  and  received  by  the  jury,  was  that  they  might  give 
what  is  commonly  called  smart-money,  beyond  the  actual  dam- 
ages of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  undoubtedly  incorrect.  But  I  am 
satisfied  that  no  such  idea  was  communicated  by  me,  or  under- 
stood by  the  jury;  for  they  had  just  been  told  that  they  might 
give  the  plaintiff's  whole  demand,  or  less,  according  as  they 
should  judge  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  would  warrant, 
but  there  is  nothing  that  will  afford  the  inference  that  they  were 
told  they  might  give  more.  Nothing  more  could  have  been  un- 
derstood by  the  expressions  used,  than  that  if  the  sheriff  had 
been  guilty  of  fraud  in  making  the  return,  he  must  have  done 
it  with  a  view  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  remedy  against  him  for 
the  escape,  and  could  not,  therefore,  stand  before  the  jury  in  a 
very  favorable  point  of  view.  The  amount  of  the  verdict  shows 
that  the  remarks  had  not  much  influence  on  the  jury  in  esti- 
mating the  damages. 

My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  a  new  trial  ought  not  to  be 
granted. 

Livingston,  J.  The  contract  to  deliver  the  goods  having  been 
made  with  Potter,  must  confer  on  him  a  right  of  action  for 
their  non-delivery.  It  would  be  without  example  to  deny  a 
party,  to  whom  an  express  promise  is  made,  whether  as  trustee, 
or  in  his  own  right,  a  remedy  for  its  violation.     This  would  pro- 
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duce  the  singular  case  of  a  party  haying  a  right  to  break  an 
engagement,  without  responsibility  to  him  with  whom  it  is 
made,  merely  because  it  is  possible  some  other  person  may 
have  a  remedy  against  him;  or,  what  would  be  more  strange,  it 
would  make  the  very  act  which  consummates  the  bargain  be- 
tween the  shipper  and  master,  that  is,  the  delivery,  destroy  the 
remedy  of  the  former  on  the  contract.  To  whom  the  goods 
belong  is  of  no  importance,  if  it  be  once  conceded,  which  can- 
not be  controverted,  that  the  right  of  property  may  be  in  one, 
while  another,  by  express  agreement,  may  have  a  remedy  for 
some  negligence  or  misconduct  in  relation  to  it.  Whatever, 
therefore,  may  have  been  the  right  of  the  consignees  in  this  in- 
stance, Briggs  cannot  contest  that  of  the  plaintiff,  founded,  as 
it  is,  on  his  own  written  agreement.  Nor  can  any  one  be  in- 
jured by  a  right  of  action,  for  the  same  wrong,  subsisting  in 
different  persons  at  the  same  time  (which,  however  inconven- 
ient, must  sometimes  happen),  as  a  recovery  by  one  will  always 
bar  the  other's  claim.  But  a  right  to  sue  the  master  is  not  only 
matter  of  express  contract  here,  but  were  it  necessary  or  proper 
to  look  beyond  the  agreement  itself,  I  should  say  that  it  was  a 
valuable  one,  conferred  on  the  plaintiff  by  the  bill  of  lading 
(not  one  which  he  held  merely  as  trustee),  and  which  we  ought 
not  to  deprive  him  of,  under  an  idea  of  the  owner  being 
changed,  as  soon  as  the  goods  are  put  on  board.  That  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  of  stopping  them  in  transitu,  in  case  of  the 
bankruptcy  of  the  consignees,  is  conceded.  From  this  will 
necessarily  follow  the  right  of  suing  the  master  in  the  same 
event,  in  case  of  a  delivery  to  the  consignees  after  notice  not  to 
make  it,  or  for  an  indemnity  for  any  misconduct  on  his  part. 
If  he  could  not,  on  such  occasion,  use  his  own  name,  it  is  not 
probable  the  bankrupt's  assignees  would  give  him  an  authority 
to  sue  in  theirs;  so  that,  were  the  master  ever  so  solvent,  he 
would  lose  all  recourse  against  him,  and  be  obliged  to  come  in 
under  the  commission  against  the  consignees.  In  Davis  &  Jor- 
dan v.  James,  5  Burr.  2680,  and  in  Moore  and  others  v.  Wilson, 
1  T.  B.  659,  the  ri&ht  of  a  consignor  to  sue  a  common  carrier 
is  well  settled;  though  in  the  first  of  these  cases  some  stress  be 
laid  on  the  consignor's  paying  the  carrier,  the  true  ground, 
which  is  there  taken,  and  the  one  on  which  it  ought  to  be 
placed,  is  that  of  the  agreement.  To  determine  in  whom  the 
right  of  action  is,  it  is  better  to  look  to  the  party  to  whom  the 
promise  is  made,  than  to  the  person  from  whom  the  considera- 
tion may  proceed.    None  of  the  more  recent  cases,  cited  by  the 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


318  Potteb  v.  Lansing.  [New  York, 

defendant,  impair  these  authorities.  That  of  Dawes  v.  Peck,  8 
T.  R.  330,  which  looks  a  little  that  way,  recognizes  them  both; 
and  Buller  takes  particular  notice  that  in  those  cases  there  were 
special  agreements  between  the  carrier  and  consignors,  which 
did  not  appear  in  the  case  then  decided.  I  take  no  notice  of 
several  other  cases  that  were  cited,  because  they  only  relate  to 
the  question  of  stopping  goods  in  transitu,  and  are  wholly  im- 
pertinent to  the  one  before  us. 

Another  point  relates  to  the  damages,  which  are  said  to  be 
excessive.  On  the  proofs  before  the  jury,  I  should  not  have 
agreed  to  so  large  a  verdict.  But  they  were  the  proper  judges 
of  Briggs's  circumstances,  and  if  they  thought  him  able  to  pay, 
the  sum  they  have  given  is  not  extravagant,  it  being  about  one- 
half  of  plaintiffs  demand  against  him.  I  can  hardly  suppose 
the  jury  gave  larger  damages  on  account  of  the  sheriff's  false 
return  •  The  motion,  therefore,  for  a  new  trial  must  be  denied. 
On  the  other  point,  I  concur  in  the  opinion  with  Mr.  Justice 
Tompkins. 

Kent,  C.  J.,  and  Spencer,  J.,  concurred  in  the  opinion  de- 
livered by  Mr.  Justice  Tompkins. 
New  trial  granted. 


'  In  regard  to  the  role  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  in  this  case,  it  is  seen 
all  the  judges  concur;  and  its  authority  on  this  point  is  well  recognized: 
See  Metcalf  v.  Stryker,  31  N.  Y.  256.  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  p.  512,  ei 
geq.t  discusses  this  subject  at  length,  and  gives  this  as  the  leading  American 
case  on  the  subject  As  to  the  point  of  a  right  of  action  against  a  common 
carrier,  it  is  laid  down  as  sound  doctrine,  that  the  action  should  be  main- 
tained only  by  the  person  who  has  the  right  of  property:  Angell  on  Com- 
mon Carriers,  sec  497.  This  author  says:  "  But  by  the  delivery  of  the 
goods  to  a  carrier  on  behalf  of  the  consignee,  and  if  they  have  been  placed 
at  his  absolute  disposal,  and  no  other  fact  appears,  the  legal  presumption  is 
that  he  is  the  true  owner,  and  the  property  in  the  goods  then  becomes  im: 
mediately  vested  in  him;  and,  therefore,  in  the  event  of  a  loss,  he,  and  not 
the  consignor,  must  bring  the  action,  for  the  consignor  has  his  remedy 
against  the  purchaser."  In  Everett  v.  Saltus,  15  Wend.  474,  the  court  cites 
the  principal  case,  and  lays  it  down,  that  the  true  test  is  the  ownership  of  the 
goods,  to  determine  who  should  bring  the  action  against  the  common  carrier. 
The  doctrine  has  been  fully  recognized  in  a  case  of  much  inportance  in 
New  York:  Thompson  v.  Fargo,  40  N.  Y.  188,  where  it  was  held  that  to 
sustain  an  action  against  a  common  carrier  for  a  failure  to  deliver  goods, 
the  plaintiff  must  be  the  owner  thereof  or  have  some  special  interest  in 
them.  This  doctrine  was  laid  down  also  in  Greene  v.  Clarke,  12  N.  Y.  352, 
where  the  principal  case  is  cited. 
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Schmidt  v.  The  United  Insurance  Company. 

[1  Johtooh,  249.] 

A  Blockade  a  Peril  within  a  Policy.— If  the  port  of  destination  be 
actually  blockaded,  the  insured  may  abandon  as  for  a  total  loss.  The 
interdiction  of  commerce  by  means  of  the  blockade  is  a  peril  within  the 
policy;  and  going  to  another  port  subsequently  to  deliver  the  goods, 
will  be  considered,  after  the  abandonment,  as  done  for  the  benefit  of 
the  insurer.  The  acceptance  of  the  goods  at  another  port  by  the  con- 
signee, under  such  circumstances,  is  for  the  advantage  of  all  concerned, 
and  will  not  prevent  a  recovery  for  a  total  loss  on  the  abandonment 

Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  dated  July  5, 1803,  on  thirty- 
five  bales  of  cotton  on  board  the  American  ship  Orozimbo,  at 
and  from  New  York  to  Hamburg.  The  following  facts  ap- 
peared: On  the  arrival  of  the  ship  on  soundings,  in  the  English 
channel,  she  was  boarded  by  an  officer  of  a  British  man-of-war, 
who  informed  the  master  of  the  Orozimbo  that  the  Elbe  was 
blockaded,  and  indorsed  one  of  his  papers,  forbidding  him  to 
proceed  thither.  When  off  the  Isle  of  Wight,  she  was  again 
boarded  by  an  officer  of  another  British  man-of-war,  who  in- 
dorsed the  register,  and  forbade  the  master  of  the  Orozimbo  to 
go  to  Hamburg,  on  penalty  of  being  made  lawful  prize;  but  ad- 
vised him  to  proceed  to  Portsmouth  to  await  orders  from  the 
owners.  The  master  of  the  Orozimbo  accordingly  went  into 
Spithead,  where  he  received  a  letter,  dated  August  29, 1803, 
from  one  Wilson,  agent  of  the  ship-owner,  advising  him  "  to  go 
to  Embden,  as  the  nearest  neutral  port  to  Hamburg."  The 
ship  arrived  in  the  road  of  Embden  the  ninth  of  September, 
and  the  master  gave  immediate  notice  to  the  owner  in  Ham- 
burg, but  received  no  orders  to  unload  the  cargo  until  the 
twenty-third  of  September.  The  cargo  was  regularly  delivered 
in  good  order  at  Embden;  the  bills  of  lading  were  discharged 
by  the  consignee's  agents,  and  forwarded  to  the  ship-broker  at 
Hamburg,  who  collected  the  freight.  A  general  average  was 
settled  at  Embden  for  injuries  to  the  ship  received  there  during 
a  severe  gale,  and  for  expenses  incurred  by  going  to  England. 
Evidence  that  it  was  generally  known  in  New  York  that  the 
Elbe  was  blockaded  at  the  time  the  Orozimbo  put  into  Spibhead, 
was  introduced,  though  objections  were  made  to  its  admission; 
and  a  witness  testified  that  he  received  a  letter  from  his  cor- 
respondent in  Hamburg,  in  the  autumn  of  1803,  stating  that 
that  place  was  blockaded,  which  fact  witness  thought  was  gen- 
eral^* known  in  New  York. 
Plaintiff  claimed  for  a  total  loss,  and  also  fifty-seven  dollars 
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and  ninety  cents,  his  proportion  of  the  general  average  paid  at 
Embden.  The  jury,  under  the.  direction  of  the  judge,  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  count  for  a  total  loss;  and 
also  on  the  count  for  money  laid  out  and  expended,  for  the 
amount  of  the  average  loss.  On  the  third  count,  for  money 
had  and  received,  the  jury  found  for  the  defendants. 

Hoffman  and  Earison,  for  the  defendants.  1.  There  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  Hamburg  was  blockaded;  but 
admitting  that  fact,  there  was  no  loss,  within  the  terms  of 
the  policy;  Eadkinson  v.  Robinson,  3  B.  &  P.  888.  Mere  ap- 
prehension of  a  blockade  will  not  justify  the  insured  in  leaving 
his  course.  There  must  be  a  blockade  in  fact:  Vos  v.  United 
Insurance  Co.,  2  John.  Cas.  180;  Williams  v.  Smith,  2  Caines, 
11  (2  Am.  Dec.  209).  But  the  voyage  was  not  lost,  as  the  in- 
sured may  go  to  the  nearest  port  he  can  reach  in  safety,  if  pre- 
vented from  reaching  the  place  of  destination;  and  the  accept- 
ance of  the  cargo  at  Embden  is  conclusive  against  the  plaintiff. 
As  the  declaration  was  for  a  total  loss,  evidence  of  a  partial 
loss  at  Embden  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted.  The  claim 
for  a  general  average  cannot  be  supported;  there  is  no  evidenoe 
that  the  plaintiff  laid  out  any  money. 

.  Radcliff  and  T.  L.  Ogden,  for  the  plaintiff.  Being  turned 
away  from  a  blockaded  port  by  a  belligerent  is  a  peril  within 
the  policy:  Marshall,  237,  434;  Park,  24;  2  Molloy,  c.  7,  s.  7; 
The  Eenrick  and  Maria,  1  Bob.  148.  There  was  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  a  blockade  in  fact.  The  voyage  was  defeated  and 
lost;  the  right  to  abandon  in  case  of  an  embargo  is  not  doubted: 
Goss  v.  Withers,  2  Burr.  683;  Roach  v.  Edie,  6  T.  R.  413;  and 
the  peril  in  this  case  is  equally  a  just  cause  of  abandonment. 
The  consignee  is  the  agent  of  the  shipper  to  receive  the  goods 
at  their  place  of  destination;  by  receiving  them  elsewhere  he 
became  the  agent  of  all  the  parties  concerned.  The  adjustment 
of  the  general  average  by  a  competent  tribunal  at  Embden 
ought  to  be  binding  here. 

Thompson,  J.  The  first  question  presented  by  this  case  is, 
whether  a  loss  of  the  voyage,  by  reason  that  the  port  of  destina- 
tion was  blockaded  be  a  peril  within  the  policy;  and,  if  so, 
whether  the  evidence  of  Hamburg  being  blockaded  was  suffi- 
cient. 

The  insurance  was  on  thirty-five  bales  of  cotton  on  board  the 
ship  Orozimbo,  at  and  from  New  York  to  Hamburg.  This  was 
not  an  illicit  trade,  and  the  assured,  according  to  the  general 
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laws  of  trade,  had  a  right  to  make  his  calculations  for  a  sale 
of  the  shipment  at  the  port  of  destination;  and,  for  this  pur- 
pose, insured  the  arrival  of  his  goods  at  that  port.  Our  policies 
are  extremely  broad  and  comprehensive,  and  would  seem  to 
embrace  every  species  of  risk  to  which  ships  and  goods  are  ex- 
posed from  the  perils  of  sea  voyages.    The  underwriter,  by  his 
contract,  stipulates  that  the  goods  shall  not  be  prevented  from 
arriving  at  their  place  of  destination  by  any  of  the  perils  in- 
sured against.     One  of  those  perils  is  the  restraint  of  princes. 
In  the  present  case  there  was,  I  think,  a  total  failure  and  loss 
of  the  voyage  by  a  peril  coming  within  the  meaning  of  the  pol- 
icy, under  the  term,  restraint  of  princes.    By  the  blockade,  the 
vessel  was  prevented  from  going  to  her  port  of  destination,  and 
if  she  had  proceeded,  she  would  have  rendered  herself  liable  to 
capture  and  condemnation:  for  the  master  to  have  proceeded 
to  Hamburg  when  it  was  in  fact  blockaded,  would  have  been  a 
violation  of  his  duty.     The  evidence  offered  with  respect  to 
Hamburg    being    blockaded,    was,  I   think,  competent   and 
proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.     So  far  as  the  protest  of 
the  master  went,  it  was  the  best  possible  evidence,  and  tended 
to  show  an  actual  existing  blockade;  and  the  general  under- 
standing in  New  York  on  the  subject  was  certainly  a  corrob- 
orating circumstance.     These  were  submitted  to  the  jury  as  the 
testimony  from  which  they  were  to  determine  whether  Ham- 
burg was  in  fact  blockaded.     If  a  blockade  be  a  risk  within  the 
policy,  and  Hamburg  was  in  fact  blockaded,  the  assured  was 
not  bound  to  accept  the  cargo  at  any  other  place;  and  unless 
there  had  been  some  acts  on  his  part  that  will  amount  to  an 
acceptance,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  from  the  underwriters  for 
a  total  loss.     The  voyage  being  thus  broken  up,  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  master  to  do  what,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  was  best  and  most  advantageous  for  the  interest  of  the 
concerned.     His  object  in  going  to  Spithead  was  to  obtain  ad- 
vice from  the  agents  of  his  owners.     And  it  was  by  his  advice 
that  he  went  to  Embden,  as  being  the  safest  and  nearest  port  to 
Hamburg.  The  cargo,  it  is  true,  was  accepted  by  the  consignee 
at  Embden;  but  this  I  consider  not  within  the  scope  of  their 
authority,  so  as  to  be  binding  upon  the  assured.  The  consignee, 
in  this  transaction,  must  be  considered  as  a  mere  volunteer,  and 
acting  for  the  benefit  of  whomsoever  it  might  concern.  Perhaps, 
however,  the  acceptance  ought  not  to  be  deemed  a  voluntary 
act  on  his  part,  for  he  urged  that  the  goods  might  be  sent  to  Lu- 
beck,  which  was  absolutely  refused  by  the  master  and  owner  of 
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the  ship.  Nothing  appears  to  show  that  the  proceeds  of  the 
cargo  have  come  into  the  hands  of  the  assured,  or  that  he  has 
done  any  act  whatever  ratifying  the  conduct  of  the  consignee. 
I,  therefore,  see  nothing  to  preclude  him  from  a  recovery  as  for 
a  total  loss.  The  sum  allowed  as  a  general  average  must  be  re- 
jected. 

Livingston,  J.  The  effect  of  an  interruption  by  blockade, 
that  is,  whether  it  be  a  peril  insured  against,  is  the  first  point  in 
this  cause. 

Without  having  recourse  to  the  sweeping  clause  of   "  all 
other  perils,  losses  and  misfortunes,"  which  by  Molloy  and 
some  others,  is  supposed  to  "  insure  against  heaven  and  earth, 
and  to  embrace  every  detriment  that  can  possibly  happen  to  the 
thing  insured/'  it  appears  to  fall  within  the  risk  of  restraint  of 
princes,  or  of  "  men  of  war."    It  is  by  the  latter,  that  a  block- 
ade is  formed,  and  if  they  prevent  the  safe  arrival  of  the  vessel, 
or  turn  her  away,  how  can  it  be  said  that  the  voyage  has  not 
been  defeated  by  a  hazard  insured  against  ?    It  is  not  like  a 
denial  of  entry,  for  that  happens  after  arrival,  and  if  accom- 
panied with  no  restraint  or  detention,  cannot  amount  to  a  loss; 
unless  the  assurer  be  considered,  in  all  cases,  as  warranting  a 
right  to  sell  the  cargo,  whatever  may  be  the  laws  of  the  country 
to  which   the  property  is  sent.     But  it  is  insisted  that  the 
Orozimbo  had  a  right  to  proceed,  and  should  have  gone  on 
until  she  met  with  the  investing  squadron,  and  had  been  turned 
away.     That  American  vessels  under  the  treaty  of  London, 
have  the  right  of  proceeding,  until  turned  away  in  this  manner, 
I  never  doubted,  and  such  has  been  the  decision  of  the  court 
for  the  correction  of  errors;  but  this  is  not  the  only  inquiry 
here.     Properly  to  estimate  the  risk  of  proceeding,  after  the 
indorsement,  which  was  made  on  her  register,  we  must  look  at 
the  construction  which  the  high  court  of  admiralty  of  Great 
Britain  has  put  on  this  part  of  the  treaty. 

The  Columbia,  1  Bob.  Ad.  Be.  154,  a  case  well  known  in  this 
court,  was  captured  without  any  previous  warning,  and  con- 
demned by  Sir  William  Scott,  because  the  blockade  of  Amster- 
dam was  known  in  New  York  at  the  time  of  her  sailing.  On 
ground  then  somewhat  resembling  this,  if  not  stronger,  might 
the  Orozimbo  have  been  condemned,  if  she  had  gone  on,  after 
receiving  advice  of  the  blockade  from  two  ships  of  war  both  at 
no  great  distance  from  Hamburg,  though  not  of  the  blockading 
squadron.  It  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  master's  conduct,  in 
cases  of  this  kind,  if  he  have  good  reason  to  apprehend  that  a 
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capture  will  be  the  consequence  of  going  on.  "  A  just  fear/' 
says  Targa,  chap.  59,  291,  "  is  a  bind  of  violence,  so  that  aban- 
donment of  a  vessel  from  a  doubt  of  not  being  able  to  resist, 
and  especially  of  being  made  a  slave,  is  a  loss  within  the 
policy."  And  Casaregis,  Disc.  23,  N.  84,  after  observing,  that 
in  such  case,  "  a  captain  should  not  rashly  forsake  his  ship/' 
adds,  that  "  it  is  otherwise  if  the  circumstances  are  such  as  may 
excuse  fear,  credulity,  or  even  an  error  of  the  captain:"  "  Secus 
si  ialibus  circumstantiis,  quae  timorem,  credultiatem,  aut  errorem, 
capiianei  excusare  possent."  Emerigon,  vol.  1,  609,  also  men- 
tions several  instances  in  which  fear  of  a  shipwreck,  an  enemy, 
pirates  or  the  like,  which  appeared  just  at  the  time,  though  not 
in  fact  well  founded,  have  justified  a  dereliction  of  the  prop- 
erty. These  principles,  which  appear  reasonable,  apply  to  the 
Orozimbo,  if  we  once  admit  that  capture  is  a  peril  insured 
against.  If  the  master,  from  the  notification  he  received,  and 
the  advice  given  him,  wera  really  afraid  of  condemnation,  if  he 
attempted  to  enter  the  Elbe  (and  such  were  certainly  his  appre- 
hensions, nor  were  they  without  foundation),  he  was  not  bound 
to  proceed.  If  he  had  proceeded,  and  a  loss  had  ensued,  he 
would  have  been  censured,  and  have  furnished  a  better  ground 
of  defense  than  is  now  taken.  I  am  presuming  the  port  of 
destination  to  be  actually  blockaded,  which  sufficiently  appears 
to  have  been  the  case  with  Hamburg,  for  all  the  parties,  on  or 
near  the  spot,  acted  on  that  supposition. 

But  if  it  were  proper  in  the  master  to  change  his  route,  he 
ought,  it  is  said,  to  have  gone  to  the  next  nearest  port,  the 
voyage  not  being  thereby  lost,  and  the  insurance  would  have 
protected  him  thus  far.  This  is  not  so;  the  moment  a  voyage 
is  interrupted  by  a  blockade,  a  right  to  abandon  exists,  and  if 
it  be  seasonably  followed  up,  everything  that  is  afterwards 
done  in  good  faith  by  the  master,  must  be  on  account  of  the 
underwriters.  The  assured  are  not  obliged  to  receive  their 
goods  at  the  next  nearest  port,  or  at  any  other  port  than  the 
one  to  which  the  vessel  was  bound.  They  have  calculated  on 
a  particular  market,  and  if  impeded  in  getting  thither,  a  loss  of 
the  voyage  has  happened,  and  the  property  may  be  cast  on  the 
insurers.  As  to  the  captain,  he  acted  for  the  best;  nor  ought 
a  receipt  of  the  cargo  by  the  consignees  to  prejudice  any  one. 
This  was  an  act  in  which  the  ultimate  owner,  whoever  he  might 
be,  had  an  interest,  and  it  should  not  be  turned  to  the  disad- 
vantage of  parties  at  a  distance,  who  could  not  give  any  new 
orders  respecting  it.    The  only  point  determined  in  Eadkinaon 
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y.  Robinson,  3  B.  &  P.  389,  is  that  if  a  perishable  cargo  be  sold 
at  a  loss,  at  an  intermediate  port,  in  consequence  of  advice  re- 
ceived during  the  voyage,  of  the  port  of  destination  being  shut 
by  the  government  of  the  country,  it  is  not  a  total  loss  within 
the  policy.  This  decision  must  have  proceeded  on  the  ground 
that  an  insurance  does  not  guaranty  a  right  of  entry,  or  to  trade; 
but  if  Naples  had  been  blockaded,  the  court  of  common  pleas, 
without  violating  any  principle  it  adopted  in  that  case,  might 
have  come  to  a  different  conclusion. 

My  opinion  is  that  the  verdict  is  right,  except  as  to  the  sum 
included  in  it  for  the  average  loss  settled  at  Hamburg.  As  this 
must  already  have  been  paid  by  the  consignee  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  goods;  that  is,  out  of  a  fund  belonging  to  the  de- 
fendants, it  ought  not  to  be  recovered  in  this  suit;  the  plaintiff, 
therefore,  must  deduct  fifty-seven  dollars  and  sixty  cents  from 
his  verdict,  and  enter  judgment  for  the  balance. 

Kent,  0.  J.  The  first  question  that  arises  in  this  case,  is  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  of  the  actual  blockade  of  Ham- 
burg, in  August  and  September,  1803.  This  testimony  con- 
sisted: 1.  In  the  notice  of  the  fact  given  to  the  captain  by  an 
officer  of  one  of  the  British  ships  of  war,  after  the  vessel  had 
arrived  on  soundings  near  the  English  channel,  with  a  prohi- 
bition to  proceed  there;  2.  In  the  like  notice  and  prohibition 
given  him  by  an  officer  of  another  ship  of  war  off  the  Isle  of 
Wight;  3.  In  a  letter  written  to  him  from  London  on  the 
twenty-third  of  August,  1803,  by  Thomas  Wilson,  agent  of  the 
owner  of  the  ship,  who  stated  to  him  the  fact,  and  advised  him 
to  go  to  Embden;  4.  In  a  letter  from  William  Boyd,  the  owner 
of  the  ship,  dated  at  Hamburg,  the  third  of  September,  1803, 
and  addressed  to  the  captain  at  Embden,  in  which  the  fact 
seems  to  be  necessarily  implied;  5.  In  the  testimony  of  a  wit- 
ness at  New  York,  who  stated  that  he  received  information  from 
Bremen  that  Hamburg  was  blockaded  in  the  fall  of  1803,  and 
he  supposed  it  was  so  generally  understood  and  known  at  New 
York.  This  evidence  was,  in  the  first  instance,  sufficient  for 
the  jury  to  infer  the  existence  of  a  blockade  at  the  period  in 
question,  as  the  defendants  did  not  attempt  to  meet  or  destroy 
it  by  counter  testimony,  the  verdict  ought  not  now  to  be  ques- 
tioned on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  that  evidence. 

The  next  and  more  important  question  is,  whether  a  blockade 
of  the  port  of  destination  be  a  peril  within  the  policy.  The 
only  case  in  the  English  books  that  appears  to  have  a  bearing 
on  the  question,  is  that  of  Eadkinson  v.  Robinson,  3  B.  &  P. 
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889.  The  court  there  considered  that  the  pork  of  destination 
being  shut,  was  a  peril  acting  collaterally  only,  and  not  directly 
upon  the  subject.  But  that  case  arose  upon  the  special  mem- 
orandum in  the  policy,  which  requires  a  peril  operating  to  the 
total  destruction  of  the  article  insured.  It  is  not  an  authority 
beyond  a  question  arising  upon  that  memorandum;  for  with 
respect  to  the  loss  of  the  yoyage,  by  reason  of  a  blockade  of 
the  port  of  discharge,  the  peril  operates  as  directly  as  any  other 
restraint  or  detention.  The  interdiction  of  commerce  with  the 
port  of  destination  is  stated  by  Emerigon,  vol.  1,  542,  to  be  a 
peril  of  the  sea,  and  if  it  happens  after  the  risk  commences  (as 
we  are  to  intend  it  did  in  the  present  case),  the  insurer  is  re- 
sponsible for  the  consequences  of  it;  but  if  it  existed  before 
the  commencement  of  the  voyage,  the  contract  is  dissolved.  In 
a  question  upon  which  the  English  books  and  decisions  are 
silent,  and  when  the  opinion  of  Emerigon  is  founded,  not  upon 
local  ordinances,  but  upon  general  principles  of  insurance,  I 
cannot  but  consider  him  as  a  great  authority.  Nor  do  I  see 
why  a  blockade  should  not  be  deemed  equivalent  to  any  other 
restraint  or  detention.  It  answers  the  description  of  a  peril 
as  understood  in  a  policy,  and  which  includes  every  peril  arising 
from  a  vis  major,  which  could  not  be  resisted,  or  from  a  casfor- 
tuit,  which  human  prudence  could  not  foresee.  It  equally  inter- 
rupts and  destroys  the  voyage.  Liberty  to  go  to  another 
port  is  changing  the  mercantile  adventure,  and  is  nothing  less 
than  the  compulsory  institution  of  a  new  voyage;  for  if  the  ter- 
mini of  the  voyage  are  changed,  the  identity  of  the  voyage  is 
lost. 

I  do  not  consider  the  act  of  the  consignee  in  receiving  the 
goods  at  Embden  as  binding  upon  the  plaintiff;  for  as  he  re- 
ceived them  there  in  consequence  of  the  peril,  it  was  an  act  of 
necessity;  and  he  received  them  as  agent  for  the  party  in  whom 
the  interest  should  vest,  according  to  the  course  of  events. 

It  appears,  then,  to  me,  that  the  blockade  in  fact  being  es- 
tablished, the  captain  was  forced  out  of  his  voyage  by  the  peril; 
that  his  conduct  in  going  to  England,  and  from  thence  to  Emb- 
den, arose  from  necessity,  and  was  guided  by  the  best  advice 
and  the  best  discretion  that  the  circumstances  of  his  case 
afforded;  and  the  abandonment  having  been  duly  made,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss.  As  to  the 
further  sum,  found  by  the  verdict,  for  the  gross  average,  it  can- 
not be  admitted.  We  have  allowed,  1  Caines,  284,  450,  after  a 
recovery  for  a  total  loss,  a  further  sum  for  expenditures  in 
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laboring  to  save  the  property,  under  the  special  agreement  in 
the  policy,  but  we  have  gone  no  further.  That  sum  most  be 
deducted  from  the  verdict. 

Spknceb,  J.,  delivered  a  dissenting  opinion. 

Tompkins,  J.,  concurred  with  Spencer,  J. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Jackson  v.  Brownell. 

11  JamraoH,  367.] 

Breach  or  Covenant  in  Lease.— A  lease  contained  the  covenant  that 
"in  case  the  leasee  should  suffer  or  permit  more  than  one  family  to 
every  hundred  acres,  to  reside  on,  use  or  occupy  any  part  of  the  prem- 
ises, the  lease  should  he  void,"  etc.  It  was  held  that  letting  parts  of 
the  premises  to  persons  for  a  year  to  cultivate  for  shares,  constituted 
such  persons  tenants;  and  there  being  more  than  one  such  tenant  to 
each  hundred  acres,  the  lease  became  thereby  void.  Persons  occupy- 
ing the  land  in  this  manner  have  an  interest  in  the  land,  and  are  not 
mere  laborers  or  servants  of  the  lessee. 

Ejectment.  Plaintiff  produced,  in  evidence,  a  lease,  dated 
March  15,  1794,  of  two  hundred  and  forty-eight  acres,  the 
premises  in  question,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  exe- 
cuted by  Alexander  Colden,  deceased,  in  favor  of  Ebenezer 
Wilson.  The  lease  contained  the  following  condition:  "That 
in  case  the  lessee,  his  executors  or  administrators,  should  suffer 
or  permit  more  than  one  family  or  tenant  to  every  one  hundred 
acres,  to  reside  on,  use,  or  occupy  any  part  of  the  said  prem- 
ises, that  then  and  in  such  case  the  said  lease  should  be  void, 
and  the  estate  thereby  created  cease  and  determine."  By  agree- 
ment indorsed  on  the  lease,  seventy  acres  were  reserved  to  the 
lessor  for  a  wood  lot.  The  plaintiff's  lessors  were  the  heirs  of 
Colden;  the  defendant  claimed  under  S.  &  R.  Pecham,  as- 
signees of  Wilson.  The  action  was  for  an  alleged  breach  of 
the  condition. 

The  facts  appear  from  the  opinion  of  the  court,  before  whom 
the  cause  now  came  upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  nonsuit. 

Van  Vechten,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Woodworth,  attorney-general,  for  defendant. 

Thompson,  J.  I  think  the  number  of  tenants  is  restricted  to 
two;  no  number  beyond  that  will  comport  with  the  terms  of 
the  lease.     The  clear  import  of  the  restriction  is  that  there 
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shall  not  be  more  tenants  than  so  that  each  one  may  have 
one  hundred  acres  of  land;  and  if  so,  it  appears  to  me  to  result, 
as  a  mathematical  certainty,  that  two  hundred  and  forty-eight 
acres  will  admit  of  only  two  tenants.  The  given  number  of 
acres  being  divided  by  one  hundred,  the  quotient  will  designate 
the  number  of  tenants.  It  is  true  that  courts  have  always  held 
a  strict  hand  over  conditions  for  defeating  leases.  But  when 
parties  have  made  express  stipulations,  which,  in  my  judgment, 
will  admit  of  but  one  interpretation,  not  to  give  effect  to  them 
would  be  making  a  new  contract  for  parties,  instead  of  con- 
struing that  they  have  made  for  themselves. 

How  many  families  or  tenants,  then,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  lease,  have  been  permitted,  at  the  same  time,  to  use  and 
occupy  the  premises  ?  I  think,  clearly  more  than  two.  David 
Hughes  and  William  Butler  resided  upon  the  premises  with 
their  separate  families,  and  improved  separate  parts  of  the  land. 
They  held  under  Reuben  and  Seth  Peckham,  who  were  the  as- 
signees of  the  lessee,  and  the  agreement  between  them  was, 
that  Hughes  was  to  have  half  of  Reuben  Peckham's  part,  and 
Butler  half  of  Seth  Peckham's  part  for  one  year,  the  Peckhams 
retaining  the  residue;  by  this  means  the  premises  had  at  least 
four  separate  and  distinct  occupants,  independent  of  Hall,  who 
was  permitted  at  the  same  time  to  sow  a  distinct  part  of  the 
land  with  wheat.  The  compensation  to  be  made  to  the  Peck- 
hams  for  the  use  of  the  land,  being  stipulated  to  be  a  portion 
of  the  produce  raised,  must  have  the  same  effect  as  if  the  rent 
had  been  reserved  in  money:  Woodfall,  122.  The  provision  in 
the  lease  was  doubtless  to  guard  against  having  too  great  a 
proportion  of  the  land  plowed  and  sowed  the  same  season,  and 
to  prevent  the  waste  of  timber  for  fire  wood;  and  in  this  point 
of  view,  the  restriction  must  be  considered  for  the  benefit  of 
husbandry.  The  manner  in  which  the  premises  have  been  oc- 
cupied and  used  is,  I  think,  clearly  against  the  terms  of  restric- 
tion contained  in  the  lease,  as  well  as  against  what  must  have 
been  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the  parties.  My  opinion, 
therefore,  is  that  the  nonsuit  should  be  set  aside,  and  a  new 
trial  granted. 

Livtng8ton,  J.  There  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  this  condi- 
tion, and  if  there  were,  it  is  not  for  us  to  disregard  it  on  that 
account,  the  lessee  having  chosen  to  submit  to  it.  We  have 
only  to  inquire,  whether  it  has  been  broken?  The  quantity  of 
land  leased,  about  which  there  appeared  to  be  some  dispute, 
was  admitted  in  the  argument  to  be  two  hundred  and  forty- 
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eight  acres;  for,  though  the  landlord  had  a  right  to  cut  wood 
on  seventy  acres,  they  were  to  be  considered  as  among  those 
demised,  subject  only  to  his  privilege.  There  existed  a  right, 
then,  in  the  lessee  and  his  assigns  to  have  two  tenants  or 
families  on,  or  using  the  premises,  at  anyone  time,  if  not  three, 
but  no  more.  The  gravamen,  or  breach  relied  on,  is  that  the 
two  Peckhams,  Hall,  Hughes  and  Butler,  making  five  in  all, 
used  the  land  at  the  same  time. 

Hughes  and  Butler  took  under  the  Peckhams,  who  were  then 
owners  of  the  lease.  The  first  had  half  of  Reuben  Peckham's, 
and  the  other  the  same  proportion  of  Seth  Peckham's  part,  the 
Peckhams  reserving  the  residue  to  themselves,  and  which,  of 
course,  they  must  have  used  as  their  own.  Without  taking  any 
notice  of  Hall,  the  land,  during  this  year,  was  used  by  at  least 
four  tenants.  It  is  of  no  importance  on  what  terms  Hughes 
and  Butler  took  the  land,  whether  on  payment  of  money,  or  on 
a  partition  of  its  produce  between  them  and  the  Peckhams, 
which  is  not  an  uncommon  way  of  letting  farms  in  the  country. 
The  only  question  is,  whether  they  were  tenants,  or  barely 
servants,  under  the  Peckhams.  Each  had  every  character  of  a 
tenant,  and  not  of  a  mere  laborer  for  the  owner  of  the  soil. 
They  took  under  a  contract  to  possess  for  a  year;  they  oc- 
cupied the  same  house;  they  had  an  interest  or  estate  in  the 
land;  they  paid  rent  in  grain;  they  might  bring  their  own 
cattle  on,  and  reap  what  they  pleased  from  it,  for  their  ex- 
clusive benefit,  except  grain,  which  was  to  be  divided;  and, 
what  is  very  important,  they  had  a  right  (it  not  appearing  they 
were  restrained  by  special  agreement),  to  the  use  of  wood  for 
burning,  repairing,  etc.,  and  if  they  continued  in  possession, 
by  mutual  consent,  after  the  end  of  the  first  year,  a  tacit  ren- 
ovation of  the  original  contract  would  have  been  implied,  and 
they  could  not  have  been  dispossessed  without  half  a  year's 
notice  to  quit:  Flower  v.  Darby,  1  T.  R.  159.  "Very  different  is 
the  condition  of  a  jjerson  who  is  hired  for  a  few  days,  to  plow 
or  reap  a  particular  field,  on  having  part  of  the  produce.  He 
enjoys  none  of  these  privileges,  and  can  do  the  land  no  injury, 
except  in  the  mere  working  of  it,  to  which  the  original  lessee 
and  his  assigns  must  be  entitled  to  any  extent.  They  might 
hire  a  hundred  laborers,  but  could  not  divide  the  farm  into  as 
many  shares,  and  grant  to  as  many  persons  a  right  to  pasture 
jfcattle,  to  cut  wood,  etc.,  for  a  whole  year,  as  was  granted  to 
Hughes  and  Butler,  without  a  palpable  violation  of  the  condi- 
tion or  rendering  it  a  nullitv. 
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My  opinion,  then,  is,  that  at  tbe  time  we  are  speaking  of, 
there  were  four  tenants  in  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  those 
premises:  the  two  Peckhams,  with  Hughes  and  Butler;  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  on  this  evidence,  to  a  verdict;  and 
that  the  nonsuit,  of  course,  must  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
had,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Kent,  C.  J.,  Spencer,  J.,  and  Tompkins,  J.,  concurred. 

Nonsuit  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 


Defreeze  v.  Trumper. 

[1  JomnoK,  374.] 

WabbantV  of  Title. — In  a  sale  of  personal  property  there  is  an  implied 
warranty  in  respect  to  the  title  of  the  vendor;  hut  it  is  otherwise  as  to 
the  quality  or  soundness  of  the  thing  sold. 

Certiorari,  from  which  it  appeared  that  Trumper  had  brought 
an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  against  Defreeze,  to  recover 
damages  for  the  sale  of  a  horse,  the  title  to  which  was  after- 
wards proved  to  be  in  a  third  person.  Defreeze  sold  the  horse 
to  Trumper,  as  executrix  in  her  own  wrong,  and  the  adminis- 
trators of  the  estate  of  the  intestate  recovered  the  value  of  the 
horse  against  the  vendee,  in  an  action  of  which  Defreeze  had 
notice.  Trumper  recovered  judgment  for  damages  and  costs; 
and  the  principal  objection  now  considered  by  the  court  was, 
that  the  declaration  did  not  sufficiently  aver,  nor  the  evidence 
establish,  any  warranty  or  fraud  in  the  sale. 

The  case  was  submitted  without  argument. 

Woods,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

P.  W.  Badcliff,  contra. 

By  Court.  We  are  of  opinion  that  an  express  warranty  was 
not  requisite,  for  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  law  will  imply  a 
warranty  of  title  upon  the  sale  of  a  chattel.  This  rule  is  laid 
down  in  the  Commentaries  of  Sir  William  Blackstone,  who  says, 
vol.  2,  451:  "That  by  the  civil  law,  an  implied  warranty  was 
annexed  to  every  sale,  in  respect  to  the  title  of  the  vendor;  and 
so,  too,  in  our  law,  a  purchaser  of  goods  and  chattels  may  have 
a  satisfaction  from  the  seller,  if  he  sell  them  as  his  own,  and 
the  title  prove  deficient,  without  any  express  warranty  for  that 
purpose.  But  with  regard  to  the  goodness  of  the  wares  so  pur- 
chased, the  vendor  is  not  bound  to  answer,  unless  he  expressly 
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warrants  tbem  to  be  sound  and  good,  or  unless  he  knew  them 
to  be  otherwise,  and  hath  used  any  art  to  disguise  them;  or  un- 
less they  turn  out  to  be  different  from  what  he  represented  them 
to  the  buyer."  The  present  decision  does  not,  therefore,  inter- 
fere with  that  of  Seixas  v.  Woods,  2  Caines,  48  (2  Am.  Dec. 
215),  for  the  question  in  that  case  arose  upon  the  quality,  and 
not  upon  the  title  of  the  chattel  sold,  and  the  two  cases  are  dis- 
criminated by  the  distinction  taken  by  Blackstone. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Livingston  v.  Bishop. 

p,  JomraaB,  390.] 

Joint  Trespass,  Recovery.— Where  separate  suite  are  brought  against 
several  defendants  for  a  joint  trespass,  a  separate  recovery  may  be  had 
against  each;  but  the  plaintiff  can  have  hut  one  satisfaction,  and  he 
may  elect  de  melioribus  damnit,  and  issue  his  execution  therefor  against 
one  of  the  joint  trespassers. 

Actions  of  trespass  were  brought  separately,  against  Bishop 
and  five  others,  his  servants,  for  a  joint  trespass.  Fending  the 
actions,  it  was  agreed  that  Bishop  should  be  answerable  for  the 
whole  trespass;  and  in  case  a  verdict  should  be  found  against 
him,  and  this  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  costs  in  the  other  suits,  after  a  trial  and 
recovery  against  Bishop  as  a  joint  trespasser,  for  the  whole 
damages,  then  the  other  defendants  were  to  pay  the  costs  of 
their  respective  suits,  otherwise  not.  A  verdict  was  found 
against  Bishop,  on  which  judgment  was  entered  up,  and  execu- 
tion issued  and  satisfied. 

The  case  was  submitted  without  argument.  ' 

Kent,  0.  J.  On  looking  into  the  books,  with  a  view  to  this 
question,  I  was  surprised  to  meet  with  so  much  contradiction 
and  uncertainty  on  the  subject.  The  cases  are  not  all  capable 
of  being  reconciled  to  each  other,  and  some  of  them  appear  to 
me  not  reconcilable  with  reason.  It  is,  however,  a  proposition 
that  is  not  controverted,  but  everywhere  admitted,  that  for  a 
joint  trespass,  the  plaintiff  may  sue  ail  the  trespassers  jointly, 
or  each  of  them  separately,  and  that  each  is  answerable  for 
the  act  of  ail.  It  would  seem  to  result  from  this  doctrine,  that 
a  trial  and  recovery  against  one  trespasser  is  no  bar  to  a  trial 
and  recovery  against  another.  If  there  can  be  but  one  recovery, 
it  is  in  vain  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  may  bring  separate  suits,  for 
the  cause  that  happens  to  be  first  tried,  may  be  used  by  way  of 
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plea  puis  darrein  continuance,  to  defeat  the  other  actions  that 
are  in  arrear.  The  more  rational  rule  appears  to  be,  that  where 
you  elect  to  bring  separate  actions  for  a  joint  trespass,  you 
may  have  separate  recoveries,  and  but  one  satisfaction;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  may  elect  de  melioribu8  damnis,  and  issue  his 
execution  accordingly;  and  that  where  he  has  made  this  elec- 
tion, he  is  concluded  by  it,  and  that  if  he  should  afterwards 
proceed  against  the  other  defendants,  they  shall  be  relieved  on 
payment  of  their  costs.  This  is  agreeable  to  the  rule  laid  down 
in  Sir  John  Heydon's  case,  11  Co.  5,  where,  in  trespass  against 
several,  one  appeared  and  pleaded  not  guilty  to  a  declaration 
against  him,  with  a  simul.  cum,  etc.,  and  afterwards,  another  ap- 
peared and  pleaded  not  guilty  to  a  like  declaration,  whereupon 
separate  venires  issued,  and  the  issues  were  separately  tried, 
and  separate  and  different  damages  assessed,  and  the  court 
resolved  that  the  plaintiff  had  his  election  of  the  different  dam- 
ages assessed,  which  should  bind  all,  and  that  there  should  be 
but  one  execution. 

The  case  of  Brown  v.  Wotton,  Yelv.  67;  Cro.  Jac.  73;  Moore, 
762,  stands,  however,  opposed  to  this  view  of  the  subject,  and 
it  merits  some  attention.  That  was  an  action  of  trover  for  cer- 
tain goods,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  a  judgment  and  execu- 
tion in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  against  one  I.  S. ,  for  the  same 
goods,  and  the  plea  was  held  good.  The  court  took  a  distinc- 
tion between  a  demand  and  a  recovery  of  a  thing  certain,  and 
of  a  thing  uncertain;  and  they  held  that,  in  the  first  case,  as 
where  two  are  bound,  jointly  and  severally,  in  a  bond,  a  recov- 
ery and  execution  against  one  was  no  bar  against  the  other, 
without  satisfaction;  but  where  the  demand  rests  only  in  dam- 
ages, as  in  trespass,  a  recovery  and  judgment  against  one  was  a 
bar  against  the  other,  for  the  uncertain  demand  is  now  made 
certain  by  the  judgment,  and  the  plaintiff  shall  not  resort  to 
the  uncertain  demand  again.  In  this  case  there  was  a  judg- 
ment and  execution  in  the  first  cause,  and  so  far,  therefore,  as 
the  opinion  of  the  court  goes  to  declare  that  a  judgment  alone 
constituted  a  bar,  the  opinion  was  extra-judicial.  The  princi- 
ple, however,  which  the  court  went  upon,  between  a  demand 
for  a  thing  certain  and  a  thing  uncertain,  applied  equally  to 
both  cases;  and  yet,  afterwards,  in  the  case  of  Claxton  v.  Swift, 
3  Mod.  86;  2  Show.  484,  which  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  and, 
according  to  the  forms  of  law,  equally  sounding  in  damages, 
the  court  held  that  a  recovery  without  satisfaction  against  the 
drawer  was  no  bar  to  a  suit  against  the  indorser  of  a  bill.    The 
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principle  of  the  first  case  may  be  considered,  therefore,  as  in 
some  degree  shaken  by  this  latter  decision;  for,  in  the  language 
of  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Wolton,  "  the  thing  uncertain  is,  in  both 
instances,  made  certain  by  the  judgment,  and  altered  and 
changed  into  another  nature." 

This  case  of  Brown  v.  Wotion  was  clearly  introductory  of  a 
new  rule.  It  is  laid  down  in  Brooke,  Judgment,  pi.  98,  that  if 
two  commit  a  trespass,  I  can  have  several  actions  against  them, 
and  recover  the  entire  damages  against  each,  and  have  execu- 
tion; and  one  defendant  cannot  plead  .that  the  plaintiff  hath 
recovered  against  the  other  for  the  same  trespass,  and  taken 
him  in  execution.  And  in  Morton's  case,  Cro.  Eliz.  30,  it  was 
even  made  a  question  by  one  of  the  judges,  whether  a  judg- 
ment and  execution,  with  satisfaction,  against  one  joint  tres- 
passer, could  be  pleaded  by  another  trespasser;  but  the  court 
held  it  reasonable  that  it  should  be  a  bar.  And  many  cases 
subsequent  to  that  of  Brown  v.  Wotion  seem  to  disregard  it, 
and  to  make  the  satisfaction  against  one  trespasser  the  test  of 
the  plea.  Thus  in  Cocke  v.  Jennet,  Hob.  66,  the  court  held, 
that  if  trespassers  be  sued  in  several  actions,  the  plaintiff  may 
make  choice  of  the  best  damages;  but  that  when  he  has  taken 
one  satisfaction,  he  can  take  no  more,  and  if  he  attempt  it,  an 
audita  querela  will  lie.  Again,  in  the  case  of  Corbet  v.  Barnes, 
Wm.  Jones,  377,  the  court  said,  that  for  one  assault  the  plaintiff 
can  have  several  actions,  and  recover;  but,  when  recovery  is 
had  against  one,  and  satisfaction,  the  plaintiff  cannot  have  a 
second  satisfaction,  any  more  than  where  separate  suits  are 
brought  upon  a  joint  and  several  obligation.  So  late  as  the 
case  of  Bird  v.  Randall,  3  Burr.  1345,  Lord  Mansfield  advanced 
the  same  doctrine,  and  observed,  that  in  case  of  a  joint  tres- 
pass, the  defendants  were  all  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he 
might  proceed  against  any  or  all  of  them  as  he  pleased,  yet  he 
shall  have  but  one  satisfaction  from  them  all. 

I  am,  therefore,  inclined  to  question  the  extent  of  the 
decision  in  Brown  v.  Wotion,  and  to  hold,  that  a  recovery 
against  one  joint-trespasser  is  not  alone  a  bar  to  a  suit  against 
another.  There  must,  at  least,  be  an  execution  thereon,  to 
bring  a  case  within  the  facts  on  which  that  decision  was 
founded ;  and  that,  perhaps,  may  be  deemed  an  election  by  the 
plaintiff,  de  melioribus  damnis,  and  sufficient  to  conclude  him. 
The  trial  and  recovery  in  the  present  case  was,  therefore,  no 
bar  to  the  other  suits  which  were  pending,  and  I  conclude  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  under  the  agreement,  to  the  costs  of  the 
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other  saits.  In  the  analogous  case  of  a  recovery  in  separate 
suits  against  the  drawer  and  indorser  of  a  note,  the  costs  of 
both  suits  were  to  be  paid,  Windham  v.  Wither,  Str.  515.  Our 
statute,  Laws,  sess.  24,  c.  90,  s.  14,  vol.  1, 354,  allows  a  recovery 
of  costs  in  one  of  the  suits  only;  but  this  statute  was  an  altera- 
tion of  the  former  law,  and  it  does  not  apply  to  suits  in  trespass. 
The  case  of  unica  taxatio  damnarum  is,  where  the  trespassers 
are  sued  jointly,  and  they  sever  in  their  pleas,  and  separate 
damages  are  assessed;  and  the  reason  of  this  is,  that  in  judg- 
ment of  law,  the  several  juries  give  but  one  verdict  at  one  time: 
10  Co.  117  a;  11  Co.  7  a.  There  is  no„case,  that  I  have  met 
with,  that  requires  a  single  taxation  of  costs  where  there  are 
separate  suits  in  trespass,  or  that  excludes  the  plaintiff  from  his 
costs  in  all  the  suits  in  this  case,  any  more  than  in  the  case 
of  separate  suits  on  one  obligation,  antecedent  to  our  statute. 
The  fact  annexed  to  the  case,  that  execution  had  been  issued, 
and  satisfaction  received  of  the  judgment  against  Bishop,  is 
not  material,  as  the  present  question  arises  upon  the  agreement. 
The  opinion  of  the  court,  accordingly,  is,  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  his  costs  in  each  of  the  suits,  up  to  the  time  of  the 
agreement,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  present  application.      > 

Thompson  and  Tompkins,  JJ.,  concurred. 
Livingston  and  Spenoeb,  JJ.,  gave  no  opinion. 
Rule  granted. 

Larrabee  v.  Van  Alstyne. 

[1  Jomnav,  807.] 

Bab  to  Do  web. — A  devise  was  mode  by  a  husband  to  his  wife  of  certain 
articles  of  personal  property  and  forty  pounds  in  money,  "in  lieu  and 
stead  of  every  other  claim  and  pretension  to  his  estate. "  It  not  appear- 
ing that  the  wife  had  accepted  this  bequest  in  lieu  of  dower,  it  was 
held  that  it  was  no  bar  to  her  right  to  dower  at  law. 

Doweb.  Demandant's  claim  was  resisted  op  the  ground  that 
by  the  will  of  Cornelius  Van  Alstyne,  the  late  husband  of  Mrs. 
Larrabee,  she  was  barred  of  her  dower.  The  testator  be- 
queathed to  his  wife  certain  articles  of  household  furniture,  and 
forty  pounds  in  money,  declaring  "  that  this  bequest  and  devise 
shall  be  understood  in  no  other  sense  than  to  be  in  lieu  and 
stead  of  every  other  claim  and  pretension  my  said  wife  can  or 
may  have  on  my  estate."  Thirty-seven  pounds  had  been  paid 
to  Mrs.  Larrabee,  but  it  was  not  proved  on  what  account  it  was 
paid. 
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The  case  was  submitted  without  argument. 

Spenceb,  J.  The  bequest  to  the  wife  is  not  expressed  to  be 
in  lieu  or  recompense  of  dower;  and  it  is  questionable  whether, 
if  such  were  the  expression,  and  if  the  collateral  recompense 
had  been  paid,  the  heir  could  have  defended  himself  at  law.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  decide  that  point;  I  consider  it  well  settled, 
that  to  bar  this  claim,  the  devise  must  expressly  declare  the 
thing  to  be  given  in  bar  of  dower:  2  Ch.  Cas.  24;  2  Vern.  365; 
Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  218,  219.  Had  the  will  gone  so  far,  and  if  even 
the  donation  of  a  sum  of  money  would  furnish  a  defense,  yet 
here  the  tenant  fails,  on  the  ground  that  the  sum  given  has  not 
been  paid.     The  demandants  must  have  judgment. 

Thompson,  J.  The  first  question  that  arises  is,  whether  this 
is  to  be  considered  a  bequest  in  lieu  of  dower.  I  am  inclined 
to  think  it  must;  though  the  testator  does  not  expressly  say 
that  it  is  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower,  his  meaning  and  intention  can- 
not be  misunderstood;  he  declares  it  to  be  in  lieu  of  every  other 
claim  and  pretension  to  his  estate.  To  ascertain  the  intention 
of  the  testator  is  a  cardinal  rule  in  the  construction  of  wills, 
and  such  intention,  when  discovered,  must  be  carried  into  ef- 
fect as  far  as  is  practicable;  when  it  is  manifestly  the  intention 
of  the  testator  that  the  devise  or  bequest  to  his  wife  shall  be  in 
lieu  of  dower,  she  has  her  election  to  take  either  the  one  or  the 
other,  but  cannot  have  both.  Whether,  in  the  present  case, 
Mrs.  Larrabee  did  accept  the  legacy  or  not,  under  such  circum- 
stances as  to  determine  her  election,  may,  perhaps,  admit  of 
doubt;  but,  admitting  her  to  have  made  her  election,  I  should 
not  consider  it  a  bar  of  dower  at  law.  It  is,  I  think,  a  well- 
settled  rule  that  collateral  satisfaction  is  not  pleadable  at  law  in 
bar  of  dower.  To  render  a  provision  to  the  wife  by  will  a  legal 
bar  of  dower,  it  must  consist  of  lands  given  or  assured  unto  her 
for  life;  but  a  sum  of  money,  or  other  chattel  interest,  given  by 
will  in  lieu  of  dower,  will,  if  accepted  by  the  wife,  after  her 
husband's  death,.constitute  an  equitable  bar  of  dower;  and  this 
seems  to  be  the  distinction  recognized  in  all  the  cases  on  the 
subject.  It  is  a  rule  of  chancery  to  give  the  widow  her  election 
to  accept  of  the  testamentary  provision,  or  to  refuse  it,  and  be- 
take herself  to  her  dower  at  law;  and  even  to  allow  her  this 
election  after  acceptance  and  enjoyment,  for  a  considerable 
time,  of  the  testamentary  provision,  if  it  appears  that  she  acted 
without  full  knowledge  and  understanding  of  her  true  situation 
and  rights,  and  of  the  consequence  of  her  acceptance:  Go.  Litt. 
36  b.,  and  Hargrave's  Notes;  9  Vin.  249;  lEq.Cas.Abr.  218;  3 
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Bac.  Abr.  Gwillim's  edit.  383,  and  the  numerous  eases  cited  in 
the  notes.  My  opinion,  therefore,  is  that  the  plaintiffs  are  en- 
titled to  judgment. 

Kent,  0.  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

Livingston,  J.  If  the  legacy  had  been  accepted,  and  receipts 
given  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  will,  a  doubt  would  hardly 
be  entertained  of  the  widow's  being  barred  of  dower,  notwith- 
standing certain  dicta  that  such  an  estate  cannot  be  defeated 
by  collateral  recompense.  At  present  it  is  certain,  and  it  is 
strange  that  it  should  ever  have  been  doubted,  if  a  widow  ac- 
cept of  any  matter  under  a  will,  be  it  land,  money  or  goods,  in 
lieu  of  dower,  that  she  is  thereby  barred;  and,  in  my  opinion, 
this  may  be  pleaded  either  at  law  or  in  equity.  The  only  case 
which  seems  to  deny  this  position  is  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence, 
2  Vern.  365.  The  single  point,  however,  there  determined, 
and  even  that  was  reversed,  was,  that  though  a  devise  be  not 
declared  to  be  in  bar  of  dower,  yet,  if  it  appear  it  was  so  in- 
tended, it  shall  have  that  effect.  The  chancellor  adds  that  "*a 
collateral  satisfaction  may  be  a  good  bar  in  equity,  though  not 
pleadable  at  law."  This  evidently  means  that  it  belongs  only 
to  a  court  of  equity  to  say  whether  a  devise  be  really  made  in 
bar  of  dower;  but  if  a  widow  accept  it  as  such,  and  give  a  re- 
ceipt or  release,  that  court  has  no  right  to  prevent  its  being 
pleaded  at  law.  A  case  of  this  kind  is  not  to  be  found;  why 
may  not  a  widow  release  a  right  of  dower,  as  well  as  any  other 
right,  and  on  what  consideration  she  pleases?  Whether  she 
receives  a  cent  or  more,  so  that  she  be  not  imposed  on,  is  noth- 
ing to  the  purpose.  Such  releases  are  every  day  executed,  but 
I  never  supposed  that  their  validity  could  be  examined  and  es- 
tablished only  in  a  court  of  equity,  any  more  than  a  bond  or 
other  instrument  executed  by  a  widow.  There  can  be  no  risk, 
therefore,  in  saying  that  if  a  woman  acknowledge  in  writing  an 
acceptance  of  any  valuable  consideration  whatever  in  lieu  oi 
dower,  she  shall  not  afterwards  be  permitted  to  sustain  a  suit 
fer  it  here. 

But  the  difficulty  in  this  cause  arises  from  the  tenant's  having 
no  evidence  on  what  account  his  payments  were  made,  or  that 
they  were  in  full;  he  ought  to  have  satisfied  the  jury  on  these 
points,  and  not  having  done  it,  the  verdict  cannot  be  disturbed. 

Tompkins,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  demandants. 

See  Evans  v.  Webb,  1  Am.  Dec.  308,  and  Hamilton  v.  Buchcalier,  Id 
350,  for  decisions  upon  a  similar  point. 
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Kbnny  v.  Clarkson. 

|1  Jonwow,  885.] 

Insubable  Interest.— A  British  vessel  was  purchased  from  merchants 
in  Jamaica,  but  the  purchaser  being  unable  to  pay  the  entire  purchase- 
money,  it  was  agreed  that  she  should  remain  in  the  name  of  the  orig- 
inal owners,  until  the  balance  was  paid,  when  they  should  give  a 
regular  bill  of  sale.  The  purchaser  took  possession,  and  appeared  as 
owner  of  the  vessel.  In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  effected  on 
the  vessel  in  the  name  of  the  purchaser,  it  was  held  that  he  had  an 
insurable  interest. 

Right  to  Insure  when  Bottomry  Bond  Exists.— The  owner,  although 
there  be  a  bottomry  bond  on  the  vessel,  may  insure  his  interest  gen- 
erally, but  the  holder  of  a  bottomry  bond  must  specially  insure  his 
interest. 

Proof  of  Foreign  Laws. — The  common  law  of  a  foreign  country  may  be 
proved  by  respectable  and  intelligent  witnesses,  but  foreign  statutes 
cannot  be  proved  by  paroL 

Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  British  sloop  Betsey, 
the  plaintiff,  master,  on  a  voyage  at  and  from  Charleston,  S.  0., 
to  Jamaica,  valued  at  two  thousand  dollars.  The  jury  found 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial  before  Thompson,  J.  A  motion  for 
a  new  trial  was  made,  from  which  the  following  facts  appeared: 

In  December,  1799,  the  plaintiff  purchased  of  Douglas,  Stew- 
art &  Minot,  at  Jamaica,  the  vessel  insured  by  the  defendants, 
for  three  thousand  dollars,  at  which  time  he  paid  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  dollars  in  part.  No  bill  of  sale  was  executed, 
but  it  was  agreed  by  the  parties  in  writing,  that  the  vessel 
should  continue  in  the  name  of  the  vendors,  who  were  to  deliver 
the  register  and  a  bill  of  sale  to  plaintiff  when  he  paid  the 
residue.  Plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  the  vessel  from  the  day 
of  the  purchase  until  the  time  of  the  insurance  and  subsequent 
loss.  While  on  the  voyage  insured,  the  sloop  was  captured  by 
a  French  privateer,  carried  to  Guadaloupe,  and  there  condemned 
as  enemy's  property. 

Defendants  introduced  depositions  taken  under  a  commission, 
to  prove  that,  by  the  statutes  of  Great  Britain,  a  British  vessel 
could  not  lawfully  be  transferred  from  one  British  subject  to 
another,  so  as  to  enjoy  all  the  advantages  of  a  British  Teasel, 
without  a  new  register  in  the  name  of  the  purchaser.  A  motion 
for  nonsuit  being  overruled,  defendants  then  called  upon  plaintiff 
to  produce  two  certain  instruments,  one  called  a  bottomry  bond, 
the  other  an  affidavit  of  plaintiff,  which,  having  examined,  they 
refused  to  read  in  evidence.  Plaintiff's  counsel  then  read  the 
documents  against  defendants'  objection;  and  it  appeared  that 
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the  plaintiff,  on  May  24, 1800,  had  mortgaged  the  Betsey  and 
her  cargo  to  A.  &  J.  McClure,  of  Charleston,  for  one  thousand 
and  seventy-five  dollars  and  fifteen  cents,  advanced  by  them 
for  necessary  repairs  and  expenses.  The  instrument  contained 
a  clause  authorizing  the  McClures  to  insure  the  vessel  for  two 
thousand  dollars  on  plaintiffs  account,  which  they  were  to  re* 
ceive  in  case  of  loss;  and  the  insurance  was  accordingly  effected 
in  New  York,  in  plaintiff's  name.  From  the  affidavit  it  ap- 
peared that  a  prior  insurance  had  been  made  at  Kingston  for 
three  thousand  dollars,  which  had  been  paid,  and  that  the  ves- 
sel cost  the  plaintiff  seven  thousand  four  hundred  dollars,  in- 
cluding repairs,  which  was  said  to  be  her  value. 

The  judge,  in  his  charge,  said  that  the  .plaintiff  had  an  in- 
surable interest  in  the  vessel;  that,  as  between  the  assurer  and 
assured,  it  was  not  essential  that  the  transfer  of  the  properly 
should  have  been  according  to  the  forms  of  the  British  statutes; 
that  the  plaintiff,  being  the  purchaser,  and  in  possession,  and 
having  paid  the  consideration  money,  had,  at  least,  an  equitable 
interest.  But  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  in  possession  as  master  under  the  former 
owner,  or  as  master  and  owner.  He  further  stated,  that  the 
right  to  insure  was  not  taken  away  by  the  instrument  of  bot- 
tomry, which,  however,  was  not  technically  a  bottomry  bond; 
that  the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest  beyond  the  amount 
of  the  bond;  and  that  the  value  of  the  vessel  was  a  question  for 
the  determination  of  the  jury;  that  by  the  terms  of  the  policy 
all  prior  insurances  were  to  be  deducted,  and  the  defendants 
having  resorted  to  the  plaintiff's  affidavit,  in  order  to  show  such 
prior  insurance,  the  whole  must  be  taken  together;  that  though 
the  vessel  cost  three  thousand  dollars,  it  did  not  appear  what 
was  her'condition  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  nor  what  repairs 
had  been  made,  and  she  might  have  been  worth  much  more  at 
the  time  of  the  insurance. 

The  points  raised  by  counsel  appear  from  the  opinion. 

Pendleton  and  Earison,  for  the  defendants. 
Evertson  and  Benson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  Court,  Spenoeb,  J.  It  has  been  objected  that,  by  the 
25th  Geo.  m,  c.  60,  the  certificate  of  registry  not  having  been 
inserted,  the  bill  of  sale  was  utterly  null  and  void.  It  has  also 
been  objected,  that  the  plaintiff  having  given  a  bottomry  bond 
to  A.  &  J.  McClure,  for  two  thousand  dollars,  which  sum  they 
were  authorized  to  get  insured  on  the  vessel,  there  was  no  in- 
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surable  interest  but  the  bottomry.  With  respect  to  the  effect 
of  the  British  statute,  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  observe,  that 
it  has  been  proved  only  by  parol;  for  though  courts  of  law  will 
receive  evidence  of  the  common  law  from  intelligent  persons  of 
the  country  whose  laws  are  to  be  proved,  I  think  there  exist 
strong  reasons  against  such  proof  of  foreign  statutes,  and  this 
distinction,  undoubtedly,  prevails  in  the  English  courts.  All 
the  evidence  in  the  case  shows  manifestly  that  the  plaintiff  had 
a  reasouable  and  almost  certain  expectation  of  procuring  all  the 
muniments  necessary  to  give  him  a  title  even  under  the  British 
statute;  he  had  paid  nearly  two-thirds  of  the  amount  of  the 
purchase-money,  he  had  the  full  dominion  of  the  vessel,  and, 
according  to  the  cases  of  Le  Cras  v.  Hughes,  and  Grant  v. 
Parkinson,  Marshall,  84,  111,  219,  his  interest,  independent  of 
the  question  arising  on  the  bottomry,  was  insurable. 

That  a  bottomry  interest  cannot  be  insured  but  eo  nomine, 
has  been  decided  in  this  court;  the  McClures,  therefore,  could 
not  have  been  otherwise  insured.  The  case  of  Williams  v. 
Smith,  2  Gaines,  14  (2  Am.  Dec.  209), is  directly  against  the  ob- 
jection raised  here.  In  that  case  a  vessel  was  insured  after 
being  bottomed,  and  it  was  holden  that  the  bottomry  did  not 
take  away  the  right  to  effect  an  insurance  for  the  owner.  The 
circumstance  of  ignorance  in  Williams  of  the  giving  the  bot- 
tomry when  the  insurance  was  effected,  could  have  had  no  influ- 
ence on  the  question.  The  plaintiff,  then,  in  my  judgment,  had 
an  insurable  interest. 

The  opinion  I  have  already  expressed  on  the  bottomry,  ren- 
ders it  unnecessary  to  examine  the  second  objection;  because  I 
have  gone  on  the  principle  that  there  was  a  bottomry,  when,  if 
the  paper  read  by  the  plaintiff  without  proof  were  evidence, 
there  appears  to  have  been  none.  I  must  not,  however,  be  un- 
derstood as  sanctioning  the  course  adopted  at  the  trial,  in  ad- 
mitting the  paper  to  be  read  without  proof,  because  notice  had 
been  given  to  produce  it,  and  it  had  been  called  for  and  perused. 
The  case  of  Lawrence  db  Whitney  v.  Van  Home  &  Clarkson,  1 
Caines,  276,  settles  nothing;  the  then  chief  justice  expressing 
no  decided  opinion  on  the  question,  and  the  rest  of  the  court 
were  equally  divided.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  notice  to  pro- 
duce a  paper,  and  calling  for  its  inspection,  ought  to  be  consid- 
ered as  analogous  to  a  bill  for  discovery,  where  most  certainly 
the  answer  is  not  evidence  but  for  the  adverse  party.  I  think 
it  our  duty  to  adopt  such  a  course  as  will  not  needlessly  drive 
parties  into  equity  for  discovery;  1  mention  thus  much,  that  we 
may  not  be  misunderstood  on  this  point  of  practice. 
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I  can  perceive  no  impropriety  in  the  judge's  charge  in  say- 
ing: "  As  the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  such  prior 
insurances,  have  resorted  to  the  plaintiff's  affidavit,  the  whole  of 
it  must  be  taken  together."  The  soundness  of  that  position 
has  not  been  controverted;  but  the  counsel  suppose  that  it  ought 
to  have  been  also  observed  that  the  jury  were  not  bound  to  be- 
lieve that  part  of  it,  which  stated  that  the  vessel,  when  she 
sailed  on  the  voyage  insured,  was  worth,  and  had  cost,  seven 
thousand  dollars.  If  verdicts  were  to  be  set  aside  because  the 
judge,  in  delivering  a  charge,  omitted  comments  which  might 
have  been  proper,  there  are  but  few  verdicts  that  would  stand 
the  test.  It  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the  jury  could  have  under- 
stood the  judge  that  they  were  to  believe  every  part  of  the  affi- 
davit; but  that  they  might  believe  it  or  not,  in  their  discretion. 

With  respect  to  the  last  point,  it  appears  that  there  was  a 
prior  insurance  to  the  amount  of  three  thousand  dollars.  The 
bottomry  is  stated  by  Mitchell  to  be  two  thousand  dollars,  and 
the  value  of  the  vessel  seven  thousand  dollars.  What  was  the 
rate  of  premiums  does  not  appear.  If  these  sums  be  added  to 
the  probable  premiums,  there  would  remain  a  sufficient  sum  to 
warrant  this  insurance,  had  it  been  an  insurance  on  interest. 
That  this  was  a  valued  insurance  at  two  thousand  dollars,  can- 
not affect  the  question;  the  valuation  is  only  conclusive  between 
the  parties  to  this  policy.  The  only  evidence  that  the  valuation 
of  this  vessel  was  seven  thousand  dollars  is  derived  from  the 
plaintiff's  affidavit,  which,  it  must  be  remembered,  was  read  by 
the  defendants  to  the  jury,  who,  it  seems,  believed  that  fact.  I 
see  no  reason  to  differ  from  the  conclusions  drawn  by  the  jury, 
and  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  a  new  trial  ought  not  to  be 
granted. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


MUMFORD  V.  McPHERSON. 

[1  Jomraox.  413.] 

Parol  Warranty. — Where  the  parties  to  a  bill  of  sale  of  a  ship,  reduced 
their  agreement  to  writing  by  a  bill  of  sale,  it  was  held  that  no  action 
would  lie  on  a  parol  warranty  made  at  the  time  of  sale,  and  when  no 
fraud  was  alleged. 

Action  on  a  warranty  on  the  sale  of  the  moiety  of  a  ship. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Bogevt  and  Benson^  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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T.  A.  Emmet,  for  the  defendants. 

By  Court,  Thompson,  J.  This  is  an  application  to  set  aside  a 
nonsuit  granted  at  the  trial.  The  warranty  alleged  to  have  been 
made  is,  that  the  ship  was  completely  copper-fastened.  Upon 
the  trial,  the  bill  of  sale  was  produced,  which  contained  no 
warranty.  The  plaintiffs  then  offered  to  prove  by  parol,  that  one 
of  the  defendants,  after  the  bill  of  sale  was  executed,  and  be- 
fore it  was  delivered,  did,  to  a  question  put  by  one  of  the  plaint- 
iffs, express  himself  to  the  effect  of  the  warranty  contained  in 
the  declaration.  The  plaintiffs  also  offered  to  prove  that  the 
defendants,  in  advertising  the  ship  for  sale,  had  described  her 
as  composition-fastened,  complete  for  coppering.  This  testi- 
mony was  overruled,  and  the  question  now  presented  is,  whether 
it  ought  to  have  been  admitted,  and  was  sufficient  to  maintain 
the  action. 

The  plaintiffs  were  rightly  nonsuited.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  there  was  any  fraud  in  this  case.  The  action  is  founded 
upon  a  supposed  warranty.  .  Had  the  plaintiffs'  claim  rested  on 
a  deceit  in  the  sale,  the  advertisement  offered  might  have  been 
admitted,  as  a  circumstance  tending  to  establish  the  fraud;  but 
it  could  have  no  relevancy  to  the  establishment  of  a  warranty 
that  depended  upon  the  contract  between  the  parties.  But 
admitting  a  parol  warranty  to  have  been  fully  proved,  no  action 
could  have  been  maintained  upon  it.  The  contract  between 
the  parties  was  reduced  to  writing,  and  contained  in  the  bill  of 
sale,  and  recourse  must  be  had  to  that  instrument  to  ascertain 
its  extent.  It  cannot  be  a  safe  or  salutary  rule  to  allow  a  con- 
tract to  rest  partly  in  writing,  and  partly  in  parol.  Wherever 
it  is  reduced  to  writing,  that  is  to  be  considered  as  the  evidence 
of  the  agreement,  and  everything  resting  in  parol  becomes 
thereby  extinguished.  The  plaintiffs  must,  therefore,  take 
nothing  by  their  motion:  Seixas  v.  Woods,  2  Caines,  48  (2  Am. 
Dec.  215). 

Judgment  of  nonsuit. 


Fosdick  v.  Cornell. 

[1  Jghvsoh,  440J 

Devise— Limitation  in  Fee.— A  testator,  after  charging  his  estate  with 
the  payment  of  a  debt,  providing  for  his  wife,  etc.,  devised  his  real 
estate  to  his  four  sous  and  a  daughter,  Elixabeth,  and  then  added: 
"  Further,  my  mind  and  will  is,  that  if  any  of  my  said  sons,  William, 
Jacob,  Thomas  and  John,  or  my  daughter  Mary,  shall  happen  to  die 
without  heirs  male  of  their  own  bodies,  that  then  the  lands  shall  re- 
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torn  to  the  survivors  to  be  equally  divided  between  them.*1  It  was 
held  that  these  words  did  not  create  an  estate  tail,  but  a  limitation 
over  in  fee  to  the  survivors,  on  the  failure  of  the  male  heirs. 

Tbbbpa8s.  By  the  pleading  the  title  to  the  freehold  -was  put 
in  issue,  and  a  verdict  taken  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court  on  the  following  case:  The  locus  in  quo  was 
a  tract  of  meadow  and  beach  known  as  Bockaway  Beach,  and 
formerly  belonged  to  Richard  Cornell,  under  whom  both  par- 
ties claimed.  The  plaintiffs  claimed  under  the  will  of  William 
Cornell,  son  of  Richard,  as  the  legal  representatives  of  the  de- 
visees of  William.  The  defendant  claimed  under  the  will  of 
Richard  Cornell,  on  the  ground  that  the  devise  to  William  was 
in  tail.  The  will  of  Richard  was  dated  November  7,  1693.  The 
testator  first  binds  his  estate  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  debt, 
and  directs  that  if  the  executors  did  not  pay  the  debt,  that  then 
his  estate  should  be  sold  for  that  purpose,  and  the  surplus 
divided  among  his  four  sons.  He  then  devises  to  his  son  Wil- 
liam and  his  heirs  forever,  the  premises  in  question,  and  after 
devising  other  real  estate  to  his  other  sons  and  his  daughter 
Elizabeth,  in  fee-simple,  and  making  provision  for  his  wife  and 
daughter  Mary,  he  adds  the  following  clause:  "Further,  my 
mind  and  will  is  that  if  any  of  my  said  sons,  William,  Jacob, 
Thomas  and  John,  or  my  daughter  Mary,  shall  happen  to  die 
without  heirs  male  of  their  own  bodies,  that  then  the  land  shall 
return  to  the  survivors,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them." 
William,  after  the  death  of  his  father,  entered  on  the  premises 
in  question,  and  afterwards,  in  1742,  by  his  will,  devised  the 
same  to  his  sons,  William  and  John,  in  fee.  The  plaintiffs  are, 
in  regard  to  the  premises  in  question,  the  legal  representatives 
of  William  and  John;  and  the  defendant  and  one  Smith,  men- 
tioned in  the  pleadings,  are  the  legal  representatives  in  the 
male  line  of  descent  of  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  William,  the 
elder  son  of  Richard. 

The  only  question  between  the  parties  was  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  this  clause  in  the  will,  and  it  was  agreed  that  if  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  William,  the  son  of  Richard,  did  not 
take  an  estate  tail  by  reason  of  the,  devise  to  him,  that  then 
judgment  might  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs;  if  otherwise,  a 
new  trial  was  to  be  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event  of  the 
suit. 

8.  Jones  and  Biggs,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Hopldn*  and  Radcliff,  for  the  defendant. 
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By  Court,  Thompson,  J.  The  determination  of  this  question 
will  depend  on  the  interpretation  to  be  given  to  the  devise  over 
to  the  surviving  devisees;  if  this  were  to  take  effect  only  on  an 
indefinite  failure  of  male  issue,  William  took  only  an  estate 
tail.  But  if,  from  the  context,  or  the  whole  will  taken  together, 
it  may  be  construed  to  take  effect  on  the  failure  of  male  issue, 
during  the  life  of  the  first  taker,  or,  as  applied  to  the  present 
case,  during  the  life  of  William,  the  devise  over  is  good  as  an 
executory  devise,  and  will  not  in  any  way  affect  or  qualify  the 
prior  clause  in  the  will,  wherein  a  fee-simple  is  devised  to  Wil- 
liam. This  is.  a  question  of  construction,  depending  on  the 
intention  of  the  testator;  and  from  the  whole  will  taken  to- 
gether, I  cannot  entertain  a  doubt  that  he  meant  to  provide, 
that  in  case  any  of  the  devisees  named  in  this  clause  should  die 
without  leaving  male  issue  at  the  time  of  his  death,  his  portion 
should  be  divided  among  the  survivors.  Neither  do  I  think 
that  there  is  any  stubborn  or  rigid  rule  of  law  that  will  militate 
against  this  construction.  The  cases  in  the  books  on  this  ques- 
tion furnish  us  with  many  nice  distinctions,  all,  however,  made 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
which  is  considered  a  cardinal  rule  in  the  construction  of  wills. 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Wilmot  said,  that  he  would  lay  hold  of  the 
most  trifling  circumstance  to  give  effect  to  the  apparent  inten- 
tion of  the  testator:  KeUy  v.  Fowler,  Fearne's  Ex.  Dev.  236, 
245.  In  the  case  of  Pell  v.  Brown,  Cro.  Jac.  590,  which  Lord 
Kenyon,  in  the  case  of  Porter  v.  Bradley,  3  T.  B.  146,  terms 
the  foundation  of,  and,  as  it  were,  the  magna  charia  of  this 
branch  of  the  law,  the  devise  was  to  Thomas  and  his  heirs  for- 
ever, and  if  Thomas  died  without  issue  living  William,  then  the 
devise  was  over  to  William.  This  was  considered  a  devise  in 
fee  to  Thomas,  and  not  an  estate  tail;  the  words  living  William 
were  thought  sufficient  to  make  the  devise  over  to  William  an 
executory  devise.  In  the  case  of  Hughes  v.  Sayer,  1  P.  Wms. 
534,  the  testator  had  devised  his  personal  estate  to  A.  and  B., 
and  upon  either  of  them  dying  without  children,  then  to  the 
survivor.  This  was  held  a  good  devise  over,  for  the  words  dy- 
ing without  children  must  be  taken  to  be  children  living  at  the 
death  of  the  party,  and  could  not  mean  an  indefinite  failure  of 
issue;  and  the  reason  assigned  was,  that  the  immediate  limita- 
tion over  was  to  the  surviving  devisee;  and  it  was  not  probable, 
that  if  either  of  the  devisees  should  die  leaving  issue,  the  sur- 
vivor would  live  so  long  as  to  ^ee  a  failure  of  issue,  which  in 
law  was  such  a  limitation  as  might  endure  forever. 
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If  the  reason  assigned  for  the  decision  in  tbis  case  be  solid, 
it  applies  with  full  force  to  the  one  before  the  court,  for  here 
the  limitation  over  is  to  the  surviving  devisees.  The  only  differ- 
ence between  the  two  cases  is,  that  the  one  relates  to  personal, 
and  the  other  to  real  estate,  which,  it  is  contended,  requires  a 
different  rule  of  construction,  according  to  the  adjudged  cases. 
I  find  no  distinction,  however,  with  respect  to  the  effect  which 
the  words  surviving  devisees,  or  any  other  words,  or  parts  of 
the  will,  are  to  have  in  ascertaining  tbe  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor. It  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  Forth  v.  Chapman,  1  P.  Wms. 
667,  the  lord  chancellor  thought  the  words,  leaving  no  issue, 
ought  to  receive  a  different  construction  when  applied  to  real, 
than  when  to  personal  estate;  that  as  (o  the  former,  the  words, 
ex  vi  termini,  ought  to  be  considered  to  mean  an  indefinite  fail- 
ure of  issue,  and,  as  to  the  latter,  a  failure  of  issue  living  at 
the  death  of  the  first  taker.  The  soundness  of  the  distinction 
has  been  much  questioned. 

In  the  case  of  Porter  v.  Bradley,  3  T.  B.  145,  Lord  Eenyon 
rejected  it,  and  said  that  it  would  be  very  strange  if  these 
words  had  a  different  meaning  when  applied  to  real  and  per- 
sonal property.  If  such  a  distinction  existed  in  the  law,  it 
would  not  agree  with  the  rule  lex  plus  laudatur,  quando  rations 
probalur ;  but  it  was  not  founded  in  law.  In  that  case,  the 
court  decided  that  if  lands  be  devised  to  A.,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs forever,  and  if  he  die  leaving  no  issue  behind  him,  then 
over,  the  limitation  over  is  good  by  way  of  executory  devise. 
In  the  case  of  Roe  v.  Jeffrey,  7  T.  R.  589,  the  devise  was  very 
analogous  to  the  present.  It  was  to  T.  F.  and  his  heirs  for- 
ever; but  in  case  he  should  depart  this  life,  and  leave  no  issue, 
then  to  return  to  E.  M.  and  S.,  or  the  survivor  or  survivors  of 
them,  to  be  equally  divided  betwixt  them,  share  and  share  alike. 
This  was  held  a  good  executory  devise,  for  the  testator  must 
have  meant  the  devise  over,  on  failure  of  issue  living  at  the 
death  of  the  first  taker.  The  principal  reason  assigned  for  this 
conclusion  was,  that  the  devise  over  was  to  persons  then  in  ex- 
istence, and  Lord  Kenyon  here  takes  an  opportunity  of  observ- 
ing that  he  was  not  prepared  to  unsay  what  he  had  said  in 
Porter  v.  Bradley,  respecting  tbe  distinction  taken  in  Forth  v. 
Chapman.  Without,  however,  expressing  any  decided  opinion 
relative  to  the  correctness  of  this  distinction,  I  think  it  is  fairly 
to  be  collected  from  tbe  provisions  in  tbe  whole  will,  that  tbe 
testator  in  the  case  now  before  the  court,  intended  that  the  de- 
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vise  over  should  take  effect  in  case  the  first  taker  should  die 
-without  a  son  living  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  it  was 
not  to  depend  upon  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue.  The  former 
part  of  the  will,  in  which  the  premises  in  question  are  devised 
in  fee-simple  to  William,  is  totally  distinct  and  independent  of 
the  clause  in  question;  and  though  this  devise  may,  by  subse- 
quent provisions,  be  confined  and  restricted,  so  as  to  carry  only 
an  estate  tail,  yet,  in  order  to  give  it  that  effect,  it  ought  to 
appear  clearly  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  testator. 
But  there  is  nothing  in  the  whole  will,  except  the  particular 
clause  in  question,  that  tends  in  the  least  to  show  that  the  tes- 
tator meant  to  give  to  his  son  William  an  estate  tail.  He  had 
parceled  out  his  estate  among  his  children  as  he  thought  just 
and  right,  giving  them,  in  the  first  instance,  a  fee-simple  in- 
terest, which  shows  pretty  clearly  what  his  intention  was  with 
respect  to  the  estate  he  meant  to  devise.  It  is  most  probable, 
if  he  had  intended  to  devise  an  estate  tail,  that  he  would  have 
done  it  in  the  first  instance,  and  not  have  left  it  to  be  raised  by 
implication.  The  devise  over,  also,  being  to  the  surviving  de- 
visees, among  whom  was  his  daughter  Mary,  to  whom  he  had 
not  in  any  other  way  devised  any  real  estate,  is  another  strong 
circumstance,  according  to  the  authorities  cited,  to  show  that 
the  clause  in  question  was  only  intended  to  provide  for  the  con- 
tingency of  any  of  the  devisees  dying  without  leaving  heirs  male 
living  at  the  time  of  their  death.  The  opinion  of  the  court, 
therefore,  is  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


In  Anderson  x.  Jackson,  16  Johns.  382,  this  subject  underwent  an  elaborate 
examination  in  tbo  court  of  errors,  and  the  authority  of  the  principal  case 
was  affirmed  by  the  majority  of  the  court  But  the  minority,  in  which  was 
Chancellor  Kent  himself,  denied  its  authority.  It  is  worth  observing  what 
was  then  said  by.  Chancellor  Kent  Referring  to  the  case  he  says:  "  I  was, 
at  that  time.  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court;  and  though  I  did  not 
give  the  opinion,  I  will  not  shelter  myself  under  that  silence.  I  am  free  to 
say  that  I  partook  of  its  error.  But  I  should  bo  unworthy  of  public  con- 
fidence, if,  with  more  experience  and  more  examination,  having  detected 
myself  in  error,  I  should  now  be  ashamed  to  confess  it  I  discovered  years 
ago  that  the  case  of  Fosdick  v.  Cornell  was  decided  upon  mistaken  grounds. 
The  court,  however,  have  this  apology  for  themselves,  that  without  much 
examination,  and  without  looking,  as  they  ought  to  have  done,  deeply 
into  the  subject,  they  were  led  astray  out  of  tho  beaten  track,  by  such  a 
distinguished  leader  as  Lord  Kenyon. "  Notwithstanding  what  is  here  said, 
tho  principal  case  has  received  the  highest  indorsement,  both  in  the  federal 
and  New  York  courts.  In  Jackson  v.  CJiew,  12  Wheat  163,  Thompson,  J.t 
after  adverting  to  what  was  said  by  Chancellor  Kent  in  Anderson  v.  Jackson, 
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says:  "If  this  should  be  admitted  (which  I  certainly  do  not  mean  to 
admit),  it  is  an  error  which  has  been  repeatedly  sanctioned  by  all  the  courts 
of  that  state  for  the  last  twenty  years,  that  it  has  ripened  into  a  settled 
rule  of  law."  Its  authority  is  affirmed  in  Lippett  v.  Hopkins,  1  Gall.  460; 
Cfcryrffc  v.  Phyfe,  19  N.  Y.  368;  Oilman  v.  Reddmgion,  24  N.  Y.  1* 


Wheelwright  v.  Depeyster. 

p.  Johmox,  4T1.1 

Title  of  Puechaseb. — There  being  no  markets  overt  here,  a  purchase 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  without  notice  vests,  no  higher  title 
in  the  vendee  than  was  possessed  by  the  vendor,  and  in  the  case  of  a 
purchase  made  in  a  foreign  country,  the  general  principle  of  law  applies, 
unless  some  local  law  be  shown  which  would  affect  the  property. 

Invalid  Sale  by  Prize  Court  in  Neutral  Territory.— A  sale  of 
captured  goods  by  order  of  a  prize  court  of  the  captor  established  in  a 
neutral  country,  does  not  change  the  title  of  the  property,  since  such 
court  is  without  jurisdiction. 

Jurisdiction  of  Prize  Court.— The  decision  of  a  prize  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  is  conclusive  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  property, 
and  a  court  of  common  law  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  question  of  prize, 
but  the  inquiry  may  be  made  as  to  the  competency  of  the  prize  court 
to  give  a  decree,  when  a  condemnation  for  prize  is  set  up  as  a  source  of 
title. 

Trover  by  Joint  Owner. — One  joint  owner  of  a  chattel  may  bring 
trover  or  trespass  for  his  separate  interest,  and  the  defendant  cannot 
take  advantage  at  the  trial  of  the  non-joinder  of  the  other  parties,  but 
must  plead  it  in  abatement 

Trover  for  a  quantity  of  coffee.  The  following  facts  ap- 
peared in  evidence:  The  plaintiffs  were  owners  of  the  schooner 
Peggy,  and  of  a  greater  part  of  her  cargo,  consisting  of  coffee, 
in  barrels  and  bags,  marked  S.  P.,  and  with  the  master  owned, 
jointly,  another  portion  of  the  cargo,  being  coffee  without 
marks.  The  coffee  had  been  purchased  by  the  plaintiffs  at  St. 
Marks,  St.  Domingo,  which  was  at  the  time  in  a  state  of  revolt 
from  the  French  government.  On  her  voyage  homeward  to  the 
United  States,  the  Peggy  was  captured  in  February,  1804,  by  a 
French  privateer,  and  carried  to  St.  Jago  de  Cuba.  The  coffee 
in  question  was  purchased  on  account  of  the  defendants,  of  a 
Spanish  merchant  at  St.  Jago  de  Cuba,  laden  on  board  the  Two 
Brothers,  whose  master  knew  nothing  of  plaintiffs'  claim,  and 
was  received  by  the  defendants  in  May,  1804. 

The  defendants  offered  in  evidence  the  proceedings  of  the 
French  agency  at  St  Jago  de  Cuba,  and  the  condemnation  of 
the  Peggy  and  her  cargo  by  a  French  admiralty  court  at,  St. 
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Domingo.  From  documents  duly  authenticated,  it  appeared 
that  after  a  prods  verbal  and  examination  of  the  master  and 
mate,  a  survey  of  the  Peggy  was  ordered  by  the  French  agency 
at  St.  Jago  de  Cuba;  and  it  being  reported  that  the  vessel  was 
leaky  and  her  cargo  in  danger  of  being  spoiled,  it  was  ordered 
to  be  sold  provisionally,  the  proceeds  to  abide  the  final  decision. 
The  Spanish  merchant,  vendor  of  the  defendants,  purchased 
the  whole  cargo,  and  after  the  sale  to  the  defendants,  a  sentence 
of  condemnation  was  passed  on  the  coffee,  at  St.  Domingo, 
upon  a  proces  verbal  drawn  up  at  sea,  and  one  at  St.  Jago  de 
Cuba,  the  cause  assigned  therefor  being  a  contravention  of  the 
arrets  of  the  French  government,  as  to  the  trade  with  the  revolted 
parts  of  St.  Domingo.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  and 
overruled.  Defendant  then  offered  to  prove,  that  by  permis- 
sion of  Spain,  the  French  agency  at  St.  Jago  de  Cuba  was  em- 
powered to  act  as  stated  in  the  documentary  evidence;  but  this 
was  also  rejected.  Spain  was  not  at  war  with  any  power  at 
that  time. 

Spencer,  J.,  charged  the  jury,  that  the  property  of  the  coffee 
remained  in  the  plaintiffs  and  had.  not  been  changed,  either  by 
the  purchase  made  by  the  defendants,  or  by  any  of  the  acts  and 
proceedings  of  the  captors,  or  the  French  tribunals;  that,  in 
ascertaining  the  damages,  they  ought  to  take  into  calculation  not 
only  the  coffee  exclusively  owned  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  a  moiety  of 
that  part  also  owned  by  them  jointly  with  the  master.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  accordingly. 

S.  Jones  and  Hoffman,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  based  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  following  grounds:  1.  That  the 
property  in  the  coffee  became  vested  in  the  defendants  by  the 
purchase;  that  the  English  doctrine  of  sales  in  market-overt,  di- 
vesting the  rights  of  the  original  owner  was  applicable:  2  Bl. 
Com.  449;  2  Co.  Inst.  219,  220;  5  Co.  84;  2.  That  prize  goods 
may  be  lawfully  sold  by  the  captors  in  a  neutral  country  with 
the  consent  of  the  neutral  power:  Bynkershoek  Ques.  Juris. 
Publici,  lib.  1,  chap.  15;  Vattel,  liv.  3,  c.  7,  s.  132;  Martens 
on  Captures,  etc.,  s.  36;  McMasters  v.  Shoolbred,  1  Esp.  Cas. 
237;  3.  That  belligerents  may,  with  the  consent  of  the  neutral 
power,  carry  prizes  into  neutral  ports  and  proceed  against  them 
there  for  offenses  against  the  laws  of  neutrality;  4.  That  a  prize 
in  a  neutral  port  may  be  condemned  by  tribunals  in  the  country 
of  the  captor:  Henrick  and  Maria,  4  Rob.  Adm.  R.  43;  The 
Christopher,  2  Id.  209;  5.  That  a  subsequent  condemnation  was 
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sufficient  to  validate  a  prior  provisional  sale;  6.  That  the  court 
erred  in  rejecting  evidence;  7.  That  this  question  being  one  of 
prize  or  no  prize,  belongs  exclusively  to  the  prize  court:  Le 
CatLX  v.  Eden,  Douglas,  596,  and  note;  8.  Misdirection  to  the 
jury. 

Harison  and  D.  A.  Ogden,  for  the  plaintiffs.  Counsel's  points 
and  authorities  are  comprised  in  the  opinion. 

By  Court,  Kent,  C.  J.  This  cause  was  very  ably  argued  by 
the  counsel,  and  the  several  points  submitted  have  received,  as 
they  merited,  the  attentive  consideration  of  the  court. 

It  was  contended  that  a  bona  fide  purchase  by  the  defendants 
at  St.  Jago,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  without  notice, 
was  an  equivalent  to  a  purchase  in  market-overt  under  the  Eng- 
lish law,  and  bound  the  property  against  the  party  who  had 
right.  As  no  local  law  is  alleged,  or  proved,  this  question  must 
be  governed  by  the  general  principles  of  the  law  of  sales,  which 
we  are  to  presume  until  the  contrary  be  shown,  are  received 
and  adopted  in  all  commercial  countries,  at  St.  Jago  as  well  as 
New  York.  It  was  the  maxim  of  the  civil  law  that  nemoplus  juris 
in  alium  transferre  potest  quam  ipse  habet;  and  this  plain  dictate  of 
common  sense  is  considered  by  Pothier,  Traiie  du  Contrat  de  Vente, 
part  1,  n„  7;  and  Erskine,  Inst,  of  the  Law  of  Scotland,  vol.  3, 
481,  as  a  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  contract  of  sale  in  France 
and  Scotland;  and  there  is  good  reason  to  conclude  that  it  prevails 
in  most  of  the  countries  in  Europe  which  have  felt  the  influence 
or  obeyed  the  precepts  of  the  civil  law.  Lord  Karnes,  in  his 
Historical  Law  Tracts,  tit.  History  of  Property,  vindicates  this 
principle  in  the  transfer  of  chattels,  and  observes  that  when 
notions  of  property  were  slight,  a  bona  fide  purchase  of  stolen 
goods  gave  a  good  title  against  the  original  owner;  but  that  in  the 
progress  of  society,  property  acquired  such  stability  and  energy, 
as  to  affect  the  subject  wherever  found,  and  to  exclude  even  an 
honest  purchaser,  when  the  title  of  his  vendor  was  discovered  to 
be  defective.  It  was  also  a  principle  in  the  English  common 
law,  that  a  sale  out  of  market-overt  did  not  change  the  property 
against  the  rightful  owner;  and  the  custom  of  the  city  of  Lon- 
don, which  forms  an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  has  always 
been  regarded  and  restricted  by  the  courts  with  unusual  jeal- 
ousy and  vigilance:  Comyn's  Dig.,  tit.  Market,  E.  The  effect 
of  such  a  purchase  made  here  is  not  strictly  before  us,  but  I 
have  no  difficulty  in  saying  that  I  know  of  no  usage  or  regula- 
tion within  this  state,  no  Saxon  institution  of  markets-overt, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


348  Wheelwright  v.  Depeysteb.      [New  York, 

which  controls  or  interferes  with  the  application  of  the  common 
law.  The  purchase  by  the  defendants  did  not,  therefore,  of 
itself,  and  without  reference  to  the  title  of  the  vendor,  give 
them  an  indefeasible  right  to  the  goods  in  question. 

The  original  title  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  coffee  being  made 
out  upon  the  trial,  and  not  contested  here,  we  are  next  to  in- 
quire, whether  the  power  and  proceedings  of  the  agent  of  the 
French  government,  established  at  St.  Jago,  were  competent 
to  authorize  a  sale  of  the  coffee.  This  agency  would  appear  to 
have  been  a  prize  tribunal  with  limited  and  provisional  powers. 
There  was  a  proems  verbal  received,  and  examinations  taken  by 
its  authority,  and  a  survey,  sale  and  deposit  of  the  proceeds 
ordered,  and  the  agency  is  stated  to  have  been  established  for 
such  purposes.  It  also  appears  that  at  the  time  of  the  bringing 
of  the  vessel  into  St.  Jago  as  a  prize,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  Spain  was  a  neutral  power,  and  t^hat  there  had  not  been 
any  judicial  condemnation  of  the  cargo;  but  only  an  order  of 
this  agency  for  a  provisional  sale.  I  need  not  question  a  pro- 
visional sale  in  cases  of  necessity,  under  the  orders  of  a  com* 
patent  court;  but  I  deny  the  legality  of  the  power  exercised  at 
St.  Jago.  The  object  of  such  tribunals  in  neutral  ports,  is 
probably  to  facilitate  the  sale  and  increase  the  profits  of 
prizes;  but  the  object  is  not  to  be  attained  by  such  means. 
Ausis  tcUibus  istis  non  jura  subserviunt.  Neutral  ports  are  not 
intended  to  be  auxiliary  to  the  operations  of  the  parties  at  war, 
and  the  law  of  nations  has  very  wisely  ordained  that  a  prize 
court  of  a  belligerent  captor  cannot  exercise  jurisdiction  in  a 
neutral  country.  All  such  assumed  authorities  are  unlawful, 
and  their  acts  void.  This  was  so  considered  by  the  English 
court  of  admiralty,  in  the  case  of  The  Flad  Oyen,  1  Bob.  Adm. 
114,  and  by  the  court  of  K.  B.,  in  the  case  of  Havelock  v.  Rock- 
wood,  8  T.  B.  268.  Lampredi,  De  Commercio  Neutrali,  etc., 
sec.  14,  lays  down  the  same  rule,  by  saying  that  the  judgment 
of  condemnation  ought  to  be  rendered  out  of  the  territory  of 
the  neutral  power.  The  proper  and  regular  court  to  condemn, 
says  the  highly  respected  and  authoritative  Answer  to  the  Prus- 
sian Memorial,  is  the  court  of  that  state  to  which  the  captor 
belongs;  and  that  questions  of  prize  are,  and  can  be  cognizable 
only  in  such  court,  and  consequently,  that  the  erecting  foreign 
courts,  or  jurisdictions  elsewhere,  to  take  cognizance  thereof, 
is  contrary  to  the  known  practice  of  all  nations.  The  Austrian 
ordinance  of  neutrality  of  the  seventh  of  August,  1803,  art.  17, 
refers  to,  and  admits  as  valid,  condemnations  only  by  the  judi- 
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cial  authorities  of  the  countries  of  the  captors;  and  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Glass  v.  The  Sloop 
Betsey,  3  Dallas,  6,  declared  that  no  foreign  power  could,  of 
right,  institute  any  prize  court,  or  judicature  of  any  kind, 
within  the  United  States,  unless  warranted  by  treaty.  From 
these  cases,  from  the  reason  and  fitness  of  the  thing,  and  from 
the  manifest  inconvenience  and  abuse  which  would  result  to 
neutral  rights,  as  well  as  to  those  of  the  powers  at  war,  from 
the  toleration  of  a  contrary  practice,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  rule 
which  I  have  stated  is  correct  and  just,  and  supported  by  the 
soundest  authority.  The  proceedings  of  the  French  agency  at 
St.  Jago  are,  then,  to  be  put  out  of  view  as  being  coram  non 
judice,  and  we  are  to  consider  the  sale  as  made  without  any 
judicial  sanction. 

Such  a  naked  sale  by  a  captor,  even  of  property  professedly 
belonging  to  an  enemy,  is  void  in  law,  and  incapable  of  divest- 
ing the  title  of  the  original  proprietor.  It  is  requisite  that  a 
sentence  of  condemnation  be  given  by  a  court  of  the  sovereign  of 
the  captor  before  a  title  to  the  prize  can  be  transferred :  1  Peter's 
Adm.  Decis.  27;  2  Id.  345, 346;  3  Bob.  Adm.  B.  29.  This  excel- 
lent rule  has  been  long  known  and  established  in  the  English  ad- 
miralty, as  appears  by  the  case  of  Terremolin  v.  Sandys,  Carth. 
423;  12  Mod.  143;  and  it  seems  now  to  be  equally  recognized  on 
the  continent  as  part  of  the  law  and  practice  of  nations.  The 
case  of  the  Flad  Oyen,  1  Bob.  Adm.  B.  114,  and  of  the  Henrick 
and  Maria,  4  Id.  43;  Heinec.  de  nav.  ob.  vet.  mer.  veh.  comm., 
sec.  16;  Azuni's  Maritime  Law,  vol.  2,  p.  242.  Our  own  gov- 
ernment, also,  adopted  the  rule,  during  the  revolutionary  war, 
and  bound  itself  to  observe  it.  With  respect  to  the  capture  of 
neutral  vessels,  under  the  pretense  of  a  violation  of  neutral 
duty,  or  contravening  the  decrees  of  a  foreign  government,  as 
-was  the  instance  in  the  case  before  us,  the  necessity  of  a  previ- 
ous trial  and  judgment  is  still  more  urgent  and  palpable,  and 
that  necessity  is  universally  ^admitted. 

We  are  next  led  to  examine  the  effect  of  the  sentence  of  con- 
demnation at  St.  Domingo,  subsequent  to  the  sale  at  St.  Jago. 
This  sentence  was  intended  to  act  retrospectively,  and  to  cure 
all  defects  in  the  proceedings  before  the  French  agency; 
but  it  does  not  appear,  and  from  the  case  we  cannot  intend, 
that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  under  the  order  of  St.  Jago,  were 
deposited  in  any  other  place  than  St.  Jago,  and  the  admiralty 
at  St.  Domingo  proceeded  to  exercise  jurisdiction  over  the  cargo, 
and  to  adjudge  it  lawful  prize,  when  the  subject-matter  of  their 
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sentence  was  within  the  territory  of  a  neutral  power.  An  im- 
portant and  delicate  question  then  arises,  whether  we  are  bound 
in  such  cases  by  the  decision  of  a  prize  court.  Such  a  court 
acts  in  rem  only,  and  it  cannot  exercise  a  competent  or  efficient 
authority  unless  it  have  possession  of  the  subject.  Possession 
must  be  essential  to  its  jurisdiction.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  prize 
court  to  give  a  prompt  and  fair  hearing  to  all  parties,  and  to  re- 
store instantly,  if  upon  a  summary  examination  there  does  not 
appear  sufficient  ground  to  proceed.  But  how  can  this  hearing 
be  had  and  this  restoration  made  and  enforced,  when  the  sub- 
ject-matter in  controversy,  and,  perhaps,  the  captors  and  cap- 
tured, are  in  a  foreign  country?  The  admission  of  a  practice 
so  incompatible  with  the  very  constitution  of  a  prize  court, 
would  lead  to  the  greatest  confusion.  Suppose  a  foreign  prize 
court  should  sustain  a  libel  against  a  vessel  lying  within  one  of 
our  own  harbors,  and  should  proceed  to  try,  condemn  and  sell 
the  same,  would  any  person  hesitate  to  say  that  such  a  jurisdic- 
tion was  inadmissible?  That  such  a  proceeding  was  coram  non 
judice?  To  sustain  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case  would  be  the 
height  of  injustice  and  absurdity.  The  old  rule,  mentioned  by 
Bynkershoek,  of  allowing  belligerents  to  carry  their  prizes  into 
neutral  ports,  and  to  sell  them  there,  was  founded  on  the  doc- 
trine that  bringing  the  prize  ivjra  prcesidia,  did  of  itself  wort 
a  transfer  of  title.  But  the  alteration  in  the  sense  and  practice 
of  nations,  by  requiring  a  judicial  condemnation  before  a 
change  of  title  can  take  place,  has  done  away  the  former  in- 
dulgence as  incompatible  with  the  new  improvement;  an  im- 
provement which  has  become  an  essential  and  most  salutary 
control  over  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  maritime  capture. 
Valin,  who  published  his  Commentaries  in  1760,  considered  it 
then  as  having  become  the  law  of  nations  that  prizes  could  not 
be  carried  into  a  neutral  port,  unless  in  cases  of  necessity,  with- 
out a  violation  of  neutrality,  and  this  prohibition  was  in  one  of 
the  established  ordinances  ol  the  marine:  Ord.  de  la  Marine  des 
Prises,  art.  14,  and  Valin,  ibid.  Among  the  regulations  of 
congress  upon  this  subject,  in  the  year  1781,  they  acknowledged 
their  obedience  to  the  law  of  nations,  according  to  the  general 
usages  of  Europe;  and  they  undoubtedly  declared  their  under- 
standing of  those  usages  when,  in  the  same  year,  they  ordered 
all  prizes  to  be  kept  safe  without  sale,  until  they  had  been 
passed  upon  by  a  competent  court,  and  that  ail  prizes  were  to 
be  brought  for  a  judicial  determination  before  a  prize  court 
within  the  United  States,  or  within  the  dominion  of  an  ally  of 
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America:  Journals  of  Congress,  vol.  7,  68, 189.  The  case  cited 
from  March,  Shermoulin  v.  Sands,  p.  110,  is  interesting,  inas- 
much as  it  contains  so  early  a  recognition  in  England  of  the 
modern  rule,  that  a  prize  must  be  brought  infra  prcmdia  of  the 
power  by  whose  subject  it  was  taken,  or  the  property  would  not 
be  altered,  and  the  sale  would  be  void. 

Sir  William  Scott,  in  the  case  of  the  Henrick  and  Maria,  4 
Bob.  Adm.  B.  43,  admitted  that  upon  principle,  and  according 
to  the  better  opinion  and  practice,  the  prize  ought  to  be  brought 
within  the  ports  of  the  sovereign  of  the  captor,  or  within  those 
of  an  ally  of  such  sovereign,  and  that  possession  founded  the 
jurisdiction;  but  he  observed  that  the  English  admiralty  had 
gone  too  far  in  sanctioning  condemnations  in  England,  of 
prizes  abroad  in  a  neutral  port,  to  permit  him  to  recall  the 
vicious  practice  of  the  court  to  the  acknowledged  principle. 
We  are  fortunately  under  no  such  embarrassment  in  the  pres- 
ent case;  and  though  precedents  have  controlled  Sir  William 
Scott,  ego  tamen  Scevolas  assentior;  and  we  are  at  liberty  to  con- 
sider the  condemnation  at  St.  Domingo  as  void,  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  the  court  over  the  subject. 

It  has  been  strongly  urged  that  this  court  is  concluded  by  the 
sentence,  and  has  no  authority  to  inquire  into  its  extent  and 
force,  because  the  question  of  prize  and  all  questions  incident 
thereto  belong  to  the  exclusive  cognizance  of  the  admiralty 
courts.  It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  all  this  to  observe,  that  we 
are  not  inquiring  into  the  question  of  prize.  The  plaintiffs 
prove  a  property  in  the  coffee,  and  the  defendants  justify  under 
a  capture,  condemnation  and  sale  abroad;  but  before  the  de- 
fense can  be  received,  it  must  appear  that  the  condemnation 
was  by  a  court  having  competent  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  and 
so  far,  we  have  of  necessity  an  incidental  jurisdiction.  It 
would  be  a  monstrous  doctrine,  to  hold  that  we  are  concluded 
by  every  assumed  authority.  We  are  not  to  examine  into  the 
validity  of  the  capture,  but  we  must  look  so  far  as  to  see 
whether  the  condemnation  was  by  a  tribunal  competent  to  pro- 
nounce it  in  the  given  case;  and  if  that  is  once  ascertained,  I 
agree  that  we  must  admit  the  defense  to  be  conclusive.  In  the 
case  of  Oddy  v.  Bovill,  2  East,  473,  a  similar  question  arose  as 
to  the  legality  of  a  French  prize  court  sitting  in  Spain,  and  no 
objection  was  raised  as  to  the  competency  of  the  king's  bench 
to  sustain  the  inquiry;  and  in  the  case  of  Havehck  v.  Bockwood, 
the  same  court  did  not  hesitate  to  declare  that  the  French  court 
of  admiral ty  at  Bergen  was  illegal.     It  is  the  practice  of  the 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


352  Wheelwright  v.  Depeysteb.      [New  York, 

courts  of  law,  in  oases  of  insurance,  to  reject  the  decisions  of 
foreign  prize  courts,  if  it  appear  that  they  proceeded  upon  local 
ordinances,  or  on  grounds  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations: 
Mayne  v.  WaUer,  and  Saioucci  v.  Johnson,  cited  in  Park,  and  ad- 
mitted as  valid  in  Oeyer  v.  Aquilar,  7  T.  R.  696.  I  cannot 
entertain  a  doubt  but  that  we  have  authority  to  inquire  and  are 
bound  to  say,  whether  the  foreign  court  was,  by  the  law  of  na- 
tions, competent  to  pass  the  sentence  in  question,  and,  having 
determined  that  it  was  not,  that  such  sentence  cannot  prevail  in 
the  present  case. 

The  only  remaining  point  in*  the  case  is,  whether  damages 
ought  to  have  been  assessed  for  the  moiety  of  the  coffee  which 
belonged  to  the  plaintiffs  conjointly  with  the  master.  This 
question  admits  of  no  difficulty.  It  appears  to  be  settled  in 
the  books,  that  in  actions  of  trover  and  trespass,  the  plaintiff 
may  sue  separately  for  his  aliquot  share  or  proportion  of  inter- 
est in  a  chattel,  and  that  the  defendant  may  give  the  joint  in- 
terest of  others  in  evidence,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  but  that 
he  cannot  avail  himself  of  the  omission  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
unite  the  other  tenants  in  common  with  him  in  the  suit,  other- 
wise than  by  pleading  it  in  abatement.  He  cannot  take  advan- 
tage of  it  at  the  trial:  Skinner,  640;  6  T.  R.  766;  7  Id.  280;  5 
East,  420;  1  B.  &  P.  70-75. 

The  hardship  of  this  case  upon  a  bona  fide  purchaser  is  cal- 
culated, upon  the  first  impression,  to  strike  the  imagination. 
It  was  contended  by  the  counsel,  that  such  purchasers  ought  to 
have  been  favored;  but,  as  an  English  judge  has  somewhere 
observed,  arguments  upon  the  hardship  of  a  case  are  only  quick- 
sands in  the  law,  which,  if  admitted,  would  soon  choke  and 
destroy  all  established  principles.  A  steady  adherence  to  rule 
in  these  cases,  by  requiring  the  purchaser  of  captured  property 
to  look  at  his  peril  to  the  title,  and  to  derive  it  under  a  compe- 
tent sentence,  will  tend  to  check  the  intemperate  avidity  and 
irregular  proceedings  of  belligerent  captors. 

The  opinion  of  the  court,  therefore,  is,  that  the  defendants 
take  nothing  by  their  motion. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifls. 
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Bebeb  v.  The  Bank  of  New  York. 

[1  Jouraov,  839.] 

Bights  of  Assignee  of  Chose  in  Action.— A  purchaser  of  a  chose  in 
action  can  have  no  higher  or  better  title  than  the  person  from  whom 
he  bays,  and  he  takes  it  subject  to  all  the  equities  existing  against  it 
in  the  hands  of  his  assignor. 

Satisfaction  of  Judgment  by  Assignor.— Where  the  assignor  of  a 
judgment  had  given  satisfaction  thereof,  and  it  had  been  entered  on 
record,  it  was  held  that  third  persons,  who  on  the  faith  of  such 
satisfaction  lent  money  to  the  debtor,  taking  confession  of  judgment 
as  security,  acting  in  good  faith,  and  in  reliance  on  the  record,  and 
without  notice  of  the  assignment,  were  entitled  to  have  the  assignee 
enjoined  from  proceeding  on  the  judgment,  and  have  him  account  as 
trustee  for  what  he  had  collected. 

Equitable  Relief  under  General  Prayer.— A  party  will  not  be  de- 
nied relief  by  a  court  of  equity  merely  because  he  is  mistaken  in  the 
specific  relief  prayed  for,  but  if  his  bill  contains  a  prayer  for  general 
relief,  the  court  will  give  the  relief  required  by  the  facts  of  the  case. 

Ground  for  New  Trial.— The  rule,  both  at  law  and  equity,  is  to  refuse 
a  second  trial  where  the  propriety  of  a  verdict  is  not  impeached  as  against 
law  or  evidence,  though  there  be  material  evidence  for  the  party 
against  whom  the  verdict  had  passed  which  was  not  adduced;  unless 
it  be  shown  to  have  been  discovered  after  the  trial,  or  unless  the  ver- 
dict has  been  obtained  by  fraud  or  surprise. 

Appeal  from  an  interlocutory  order  of  the  court  of  chancery. 
The  facts  are  as  follows:  By  virtue  of  a  warrant  of  attorney, 
John  Wardell,  on  July  8,  1800,  entered  up  judgment  in  his 
favor  against  Joseph  Eden  upon  a  penal  bond  in  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  thousand  dollars,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of 
fifty  thousand  dollars.  To  secure  a  debt  due  from  Wardell  to 
Nathaniel  Olcott,  the  former  assigned  to  him  this  judgment 
against  Eden,  which  judgment  Olcott, '  on  August  1, 1800,  as- 
signed absolutely  to  Roe,  who  in  turn  assigned  it  to  the  respond- 
ents, on  October  7,  1800,  by  whom  notice  in  writing  of  the 
assignment  was  given  to  Eden  on  October  9, 1800. 

In  July  and  August,  1800,  Eden  paid  to  Wardell  all  the 
money  due  on  the  judgment,  save  four  hundred  and  sixty-seven 
dollars,  which  was  paid  on  October  6,  1800;  and  on  the  tenth 
of  October,  Wardell  acknowledged  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 

In  the  same  October,  the  respondents,  the  Bank  of  New 
"York,  applied  to  the  supreme  court  to  have  the  satisfaction  ac- 
knowledged by  Wardell  vacated,  on  the  ground  of  fraud;  in 
April  following  the  application  was  granted,  and  the  respond- 
ents sued  out  a  fieri  facias  upon  the  estate  of  Eden,  which  was 
satisfied  to  the  amount  of  fourteen  thousand  and  seventy-six 
Am.  Xtao.  Vol.  m— at 
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dollars  and  fifty-four  cents,  and  as  to  the  residue  returned 
nulla  bona. 

In  June  following  the  issuance  of  the  writ  of  fieri  facias, 
Bebee  and  Barlow  filed  their  bill,  from  which  it  appeared  that 
on  October  11, 1800,  Eden  and  his  brother  had  executed  a  penal 
bond  in  the  sum  of  forty  thousand  dollars,  conditioned  for  the 
payment  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  to  Barlow,  together  with  a 
warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment,  which  was  accordingly 
entered  up;  that  Bebee  was  jointly  interested  with  Barlow; 
that  the  money  on  which  the  judgment  had  been  obtained  had 
been  loaned  to  Eden  after  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  of 
Wardell  against  Eden  had  been  regularly  acknowledged;  that 
they  had  received  no  'satisfaction  on  their  judgment ;  and 
claimed  a  restitution  of  the  moneys  in  the  hands  of  the  Bank 
of  New  York,  recovered  by  virtue  of  the  fieri  facias.  Olcott, 
who  had  become  bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  were  made  parties 
defendant,  but,  after  filing  their  answers  separately,  joined  no 
further  in  the  proceedings  with  the  respondents. 

It  appeared  that  prior  to  the  assignment  by  Olcott  to  Roe, 
Wardell  had  settled  his  account  with  Olcott,  giving  him  three 
promissory  notes  in  payment  for  the  balance,  which  were  soon 
after  transferred  by  Olcott,  and  had  since  been  paid,  except  the 
sum  of  one  thousand  two  hundred  dollars  due  on  one  of  them. 

The  chancellor  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  directed  a 
trial  of  feigned  issues  to  determine  whether  Eden  had  notice 
of  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  prior  to  October  7, 1800, 
and  to  ascertain  what  payment  had  been  made  by  Eden  on  such 
judgment  before  receiving  notice  of  the  assignment.  The  jury 
found  that  Eden  had  no  notice  until  October  9, 1800,  and  prior 
thereto  had  paid  Wardell  fifty  thousand  dollars  on  the  judg- 
ment. 

At  the  trial  of  these  issues,  Olcott  was  offered  as  a  witness  in 
behalf  of  the  respondents,  and  rejected  on  objections:  1.  That 
he  was  defendant  in  the  suit  in  chancery,  and  no  measures  had 
been  taken  to  have  his  name  struck  out  of  the  bill;  and,  2.  That 
having  assigned  absolutely  a  judgment  he  had  received  merely 
as  collateral  security,  he  had  been  guilty  of  fraud,  and  would 
be  liable  for  costs. 

On  motion  of  the  respondents,  the  chancellor  granted  a  new 
trial  of  the  issue,  to  admit  the  testimony  of  Olcott,  which,  he 
ruled,  had  been  improperly  rejected,  and  from  this  order  the 
complainants  took  their  appeal  to  this  court,  where  the  case  was 
argued  on  its  merits. 
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Baldwin,  Badcliff  and  Hoffman,  for  the  appellants. 
Benson  and  Harison,  for  the  respondents. 

Tompkins,  J.  The  appeal  in  this  cause  is  from  an  order  of 
his  honor,  the  chancellor,  awarding  a  new  trial  of  the  feigned 
issue.  The  pleadings  and  proofs  being  now  before  us,  the 
counsel,  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  this  court,  have 
argued  the  cause  at  large  upon  the  merits.  Independently 
of  the  objections  to  the  particular  order  appealed  from,  the  ap- 
pellants insist  that  a  feigned  issue  was  unnecessary;  and  that 
they  are  entitled  to  a  decree  in  their  favor,  for  the  following 
reasons:  1.  Because  the  judgment  of  Wardell  was  satisfied  on 
record,  when  the  appellants  fairly,  and  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, obtained  theirs;  and  that  they,  therefore,  have  a 
prior  and  superior  right  to  satisfaction;  2.  Because  the  right  of 
Olcott,  and  the  assignees  of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Wardell, 
was  extinguished  by  the  payment  of  the  consideration  for  which 
it  was  given;  and,  3.  Because  the  payment  by  Eden  was  before 
he  had  notice  of  the  assignment  of  the  judgment. 

If  either  of  these  grounds  be  tenable,  it  will  be  unnecessary 
to  decide  upon  the  objections  to  the  form  of  the  order  for  a 
new  trial.  My  observations  will  be  confined  to  the  first  and 
second  points,  both  of  which  I  consider  as  conclusive  in  favor 
of  the  appellants. 

The  consideration  of  Barlow's  judgment  was  not  impeached 
by  the  answer  of  the  respondents,  and  it  was  not  incumbent, 
therefore,  upon  the  appellants  to  go  into  evidence  of  it.  But 
if  such  evidence  were  necessary,  it  may  be  collected  from  the 
pleadings  and  testimony.  The  bill  avers  a  consideration;  the 
answer  does  not  deny  it;  and  the  testimony  of  Eden,  uncon- 
tradicted upon  that  point,  explicitly  proves  it. 

It  will  not  be  denied  that  if  any  fraud  were  practiced  by  Eden 
and  Wardell,  against  the  bank,  in  the  acknowledgment  of  satis- 
faction, and  the  appellants  were  apprised  of  it  when  their  judg- 
ment was  obtained,  the  first  point  relied  upon  by  them  cannot 
be  maintained.  It  is,  however,  alleged  in  the  bill,  that  Barlow's 
judgment  was  obtained  when  that  in  favor  of  Wardell  was  sat- 
isfied on  record,  and  upon  a  supposition  that  nothing  was  due 
thereon.  Should  it  be  essential,  therefore,  to  aver  in  the  bill, 
want  of  notice,  the  above  allegation  substantially  amounts  to 
it.  In  my  opinion,  however,  an  averment  of  notice  is  neces- 
sary in  those  cases  only  where  the  party  possessing  an  equitable 
right  applies  for  relief  against  such  persons  as  have  obtained  a 
legal  right.    In  such  cases,  to  obtain  the  relief  sought,  it  is 
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essential  to  aver,  that  the  legal  estate  was  acquired  with  notice 
of  the  equitable  right.  There  it  is  an  affirmative  allegation,  and 
susceptible  of  proof;  in  this  case,  it  would  have  been  the  aver- 
ment of  a  negative,  which  could  not  have  been  proved,  and, 
therefore,  ought  not  to  be  required. 

The  fact  of  notice  was  indispensable  to  support  the  defense 
of  the  respondents,  and  it,  therefore,  became  requisite  for  them 
to  set  up  and  prove  that  the  appellants  had  notice  of  the  equit- 
able claim.  Accordingly,  in  the  answer,  they  insist  that  War- 
dell,  Eden  and  the  appellants,  combined  to  deprive  the  respond- 
ents of  their  security  under  the  judgment  to  Wardell.  This 
charge  necessarily  implies  that  Bebee  and  Barlow  had  notice  of 
the  assignment  to  the  bank.  The  replication  put  that  fact  in 
issue;  and  had  it  been  established  by  proof,  the  appellants 
could  not  have  maintained  their  first  point.  What  evidence  is 
afforded  to  establish  the  fraudulent  combination  imputed,  by 
the  answer,  to  the  appellants  ?  The  answer  itself  is  not  evi 
dence  of  notice,  because  it  is  not  verified  by  oath,  and  because, 
if  it  had  been,  it  could  not  be  received  as  proof  of  matter  in 
avoidance,  which  can  only  be  established  by  testimony  aliunde. 
Exclusive  of  the  answer,  there  is  nothing  in  the  cause  having 
the  remotest  tendency  to  prove  the  notice  or  combination 
charged  in  it;  unless  the  particular  relief,  sought  for  by  the  bill; 
is  construed  into  an  admission  of  notice.  The  relief  prayed  for 
is,  that  an  injunction  issue,  and  that  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
Wardell  may  stand  as  a  security  for  such  sum  only  as  may  ap- 
pear to  be  really  due  thereon  from  Eden.  The  specific  relief 
prayed  is  not  set  forth  in  the  case  presented  to  this  court;  nor 
have  the  counsel  for  the  respondents  argued  the  cause  upon  the 
ground  that  an  admission  of  notice  is  thereby  implied.  Had 
the  respondents  entertained  an  opinion  that  notice  was  conceded 
by  the  bill,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  they  would  have  relied  and 
insisted  upon  it  in  their  answer  as  a  conclusive  defense.  But 
whatever  might  have  been  their  impression  on  that  point,  it  is 
sufficient  to  say,  that  admissions  which  will  conclude  a  com- 
plaint, are  only  to  be  sought  for  in  that  part  of  the  bill  which 
contains  a  state  of  the  case,  or  title  upon  which  he  relies  for 
relief.  Even  a  mistake  in  the  special  prayer  of  the  bill,  provided 
there  be  a  general  prayer  for  such  other  relief  as  the  nature  of 
the  case  may  require,  as  there  is  in  this  bill,  will  not  deprive 
the  party  of  that  relief  to  which  the  nature  of  his  case  entitles 
him:  Mitford,  88;  2  Mod.  91,  92.  If,  therefore,  in  this  ease,  the 
appellants,  when  they  filed  their  bill,  were  advised  that  the 
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particular  relief  solicitied  by  them  was  the  utmost  they  could  ob- 
tain in  consequence  of  the  order  of  the  supreme  court,  in  rela- 
tion to  WardelTs  judgment,  that  misapprehension  of  their  rights 
ought  not  to  prejudice  them.  They  are,  therefore,  in  my  opin- 
ion to  be  regarded  as  bonafide  incumbrancers,  without  notice, 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  their  prior  right  to  satisfac- 
tion is  evident,  unless  the  proceedings  of  the  supreme  court,  in 
vacating  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  to  Wardell,  deprives 
them  of  that  right.  The  effect  of  those  proceedings  will  now 
be  considered. 

The  respondents,  being  assignees  of  a  chose  in  action  only, 
never  possessed  a  legal  lien  upon  the  property  of  Eden.  Sub- 
sequent to  the  entry  of  satisfaction,  they  surely  had  no  such 
lien;  and  it  is  equally  indisputable  that  Barlow's  judgment,  ob- 
tained prior  to  the  order  to  vacate  the  satisfaction,  did  give  him 
a  legal  lien.  When  the  supreme  court  interposed  its  authority, 
it  assumed  equity  powers;  and  the  proceedings  there  cannot  be 
deemed  to  have  any  greater  operation  than  a  similar  interfer- 
ence of  the  court  of  chancery  would  have  had.  It  is  an  invari- 
able rule  in  equity,  that  where  one  party  has  obtained  a  legal 
advantage,  and  in  equity  is  equal,  not  to  disturb  the  legal  right. 
In  this  case  the  appellants  had  not  only  fairly  obtained  a  legal 
superiority,  but  appear  to  me  to  have  had  the  equity  on  their 
side,  inasmuch  as  they  loaned  their  money  expressly  upon  the 
security  of  their  judgment;  whereas  the  bank  obtained  their 
assignment  to  avert,  if  possible,  the  loss  of  a  previously  exist- 
ing debt,  created  by  the  imprudence  of  their  agent.  Under 
such  circumstances,  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  court  of 
chancery  would  have  postponed  the  legal  lien  of  a  party  not 
before  the  court,  having  no  notice  of  its  proceedings,  and  not 
heard.  Both  the  counsel  and  the  supreme  court  seem  to  have 
viewed  the  effect  of  the  order  to  vacate  the  satisfaction  of  War- 
dell's  judgment  in  the  same  light  in  which  I  have  considered 
it;  because  a  leading  reason  assigned  to  induce  that  court  sum- 
marily to  interfere,  was  to  prevent  the  intervention  of  new 
liens.  But  it  would  not  have  been  material  to  press  an  imme- 
diate vacatur  of  the  satisfaction,  if  such  new  liens  would  not 
have  been  entitled  to  prior  satisfaction.  The  court  intended  to 
place  Eden,  Wardell,  and  the  assignees  of  Wardell's  judgment, 
who  were  the  only  parties  before  them,  in  statu  quo  ;  and  to  give 
their  order  a  greater  operation,  or  to  conclude  third  parties  by 
it,  would  produce  manifest  injustice.  They  surely  never  in- 
tended to  decide  upon  the  rights  of  persons  who  were  without 
notice  of  the  application,  and  unheard. 
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With  respect  to  the  second  point,  it  is  observable  that  Olcott's 
answer  admits  the  truth  of  WardelTs  testimony  as  to  the  object 
of  the  assignment  to  Olcott.  The  judgment  was  to  be  held  by 
him  as  collateral  security  only.  Neither  this  fact,  nor  the  fact 
of  payment  by  Wardell  to  Olcott,  of  the  debt  intended  to  be 
secured,  will  be  affected  by  the  determination  of  the  feigned 
issue.  We  must,  therefore,  decide  them  upon  the  proofs  as 
they  now  stand.  I  have  before  observed  that  Wardell  and 
Olcott  unite  in  saying  that  the  assignment  was  made  for  a  spe- 
cific purpose  only.  But  they  are  at  variance  in  regard  to  the 
sum  intended  to  be  secured,  and  with  respect  to  the  payment 
of  that  amount.  Upon  this  point,  however,  Wardell  is  clearly 
entitled  to  credit.  He  not  only  specifies  the  particular  notes 
which  the  assignment  was  intended  to  secure,  but,  in  his  ac- 
count with  Olcott,  states  to  whom  they  were  transferred  and 
paid.  This  enabled  the  opposite  party  to  detect  the  falsehood, 
if  any,  in  the  relation  of  Wardell.  On  the  other  hand,  Olcott's 
answer  contains  a  mere  averment  of  a  conjectural  balance,  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment  to  Roe,  without  referring  to  any  ac- 
counts, admissions  of  Wardell,  notes,  or  other  documents,  to 
support  the  truth  of  his  statement.  Besides,  to  gloss  over  his 
conduct  in  regard  to  Roe,  must  have  been  a  powerful  motive 
operating  on  his  mind.  If  he  had  admitted  that  nothing  was 
due  from  Wardell  to  him,  when  he  assigned  the  judgment,  he 
would  thereby  have  charged  himself  with  a  gross  imposition 
upon  Roe.  To  avoid  this  imputation,  he  introduces  his  belief, 
at  that  time,  which  belief  is  not  afterwards  fortified  by  any 
documents  or  proof.  The  purpose  of  the  assignment,  and  the 
payment  of  the  consideration  of  it  by  Wardell  are,  to  my  mind, 
satisfactorily  established.  In  Dairies  v.  Austen,  1  Yes.  Jr.  249, 
it  is  laid  down  by  the  lord  chancellor,  as  a  universal  rule,  that 
a  purchaser  of  a  chose  in  action  must  always  abide  the  case  of 
the  person  from  whom  he  buys.  If,  then,  the  consideration, 
for  which  the  judgment  was  assigned  to  Olcott,  were  satisfied, 
all  his  right  was  extinguished;  and,  therefore,  Roe  and  the  re- 
spondents, according  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  above  case, 
acquired  no  right  by  the  assignments,  if  they  were  made  after 
payment  by  Wardell;  and  if  the  notes  were  paid  subsequent  to 
those  assignments,  that  payment  extinguishes  their  right. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  a  feigned  issue  was  unneces- 
sary; and  that,  as  the  respondents  have  by  their  answer  ad- 
mitted the  receipt  of  the  proceeds  of  Eden's  real  estate,  they 
are  to  be  regarded  as  trustees  for  the  appellants  for  the  amount 
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due  upon  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Barlow,  and  ought  to  ac- 
count for  the  same  accordingly;  and  that  the  order  of  his  honor, 
the  chancellor,  awarding  a  feigned  issue  must  be  reversed. 

Spenceb,  J.  I  forbear  to  repeat  the  facts  and  circumstances 
of  this  case;  they  have  been  so  often  mentioned  that  no  mem* 
ber  of  the  court  can  be  unacquainted  with  them. 

The  supreme  court,  in  vacating  the  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment of  Wardell  against  Eden,  exercised  a  jurisdiction  until 
very  recently  within  the  acknowledged  province  of  a  court  of 
equity  alone.  The  protection  of  the  rights  of  an  assignee  of  a 
chose  in  action  by  courts  of  law  is,  perhaps,  essential  to  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice;  it  certainly  avoids  great  expense  and 
delay  to  suitors,  and  it  therefore,  as  far  as  this  case  goes,  meets 
my  decided  approbation.  But  when  a  court  of  common  law 
does  interpose  to  protect  a  party  vested  only  with  an  equitable 
right,  and  such  interposition  affects  the  rights  of  third  persons, 
some  known  standard  must  be  resorted  to  to  test  the  effect  of  their 
proceedings.  There  is  none  so  appropriate  as  that  furnished 
by  considering  the  proceeding  as  having  taken  place  in  a  court 
of  equity.  It  is  a  universal  and  established  principle,  as  well 
in  that  court  as,  indeed,  in  all  others,  that  no  man  is  to  be  con- 
demned unheard;  the  rights  of  none  can  be  immediately  af- 
fected by  a  judicial  proceeding  to  which  he  is  not  a  party.  This 
proposition  is  so  just  an  essential,  that  I  should  think  it  weak- 
ened by  citing  authorities  in  its  support.  It  comes  home  to  the 
common  sense  of  every  man;  it  is,  and  must  be,  a  first  prin- 
ciple. The  appellants,  or  those  they  represented,  were  never 
called  on,  by  any  citation  or  process,  to  defend  their  rights  be- 
fore the  supreme  court,  when  the  satisfaction  was  vacated.  The 
respondents'  counsel,  unable,  and  I  trust,  unwilling,  to  assert 
that  the  order  of  that  court  affected  a  party  not  before  it,  re- 
sorted to  reasoning  to  induce  this  court  to  believe  the  appellants 
guilty  of  laches  in  not  appearing,  and  as  thereby  forfeiting  their 
rights,  because  they  might  have  heard  of  the  pendency  of  the 
motion  to  vacate  the  satisfaction.  It  would,  I  think,  be  ex- 
travagant in  this  court  to  suppose  a  fact,  which,  if  it  were  ma- 
terial, and  could  be  proved,  has  not  been  made  out.  It  would 
be  introducing  a  new  principle  in  judicial  proceedings  to  re- 
quire of  a  party  to  volunteer  his  appearance.  This  objection  is 
so  obviously  untenable  as  to  require  no  further  notice. 

As  it  regards  the  appellants,  then,  I  consider  the  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment  as  unaffected  by  the  proceedings  between  the 
bank  and  Eden.    It  follows  that  the  appellants  have  the  legal 
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lien  on  the  real  estate  of  Eden.  It  then  remains  to  be  exam- 
ined whether  the  appellants  have  equal  or  superior  equity  to 
the  respondents.  If  it  should  appear  that  they  have  either,  their 
right  to  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  of  Eden,  to  the  extent 
of  their  judgment,  necessarily  results.  It  has  been  urged  that 
the  circumstance  of  Barlow's  lending  money  to  Eden  on  the 
very  day  the  satisfaction  was  entered,  affords  suspicion.  I  agree 
that  it  is  a  circumstance  somewhat  extraordinary;  but  I  do  not 
think  it  warrants  me  in  imputing  to  them  an  act  of  fraud  on  the 
party;  fraud  is  odious  and  not  to  be  presumed.  Had  there 
been  no  proof  of  the  money  advanced  by  Barlow,  I  should  con- 
sider the  giving  the  bond  and  confessing  judgment  as  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  fairness  of  the  debt;  but  when  we  recur 
to  the  evidence,  we  find  Joseph  Eden  testifying  expressly  that 
Barlow  lent  him  eight  thousand  dollars  in  cash,  and  his  notes 
and  checks  to  the  amount  of  twelve  thousand  dollars  more. 
This  testimony  is  uncontradicted,  and  it  being  an  important 
fact  in  the  cause,  the  respondents,  if  they  would  have  contro- 
verted it,  should  have  gone  into  adequate  proof.  In  vain 
are  we  told  that  Barlow  and  Bebee  were  men  of  bad  character, 
and  incompetent  to  advance  to  Eden  to  that  amount.  These 
are  facts  which  must  be  proved  before  they  can  produce  any 
effect;  whilst  they  rest  on  suggestion  they  have  no  influence. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  bank  got  hold  of  the  assign- 
ment of  WardelTs  judgment  against  Eden  as  a  plank  by  which 
to  save  themselves  from  the  losses  sustained  from  Roe,  who  ob- 
tained it  to  mitigate  the  loss  occasioned  by  Olcott.  Neither  the 
bank  nor  Roe  made  any  advances  on  the  faith  of  that  assign- 
ment. As  it  regards  the  appellants,  it  was  not  until  after  search 
at  the  proper  office,  that  they  advanced  their  money  on  the 
faith  of  the  security  afforded  by  the  real  estate  of  Eden. 
When  the  appellants  gave  credit  to  Eden,  they  had  a  lien  on  his 
real  estate.  This  lien  has  been  taken  away,  but  in  such  a  man- 
ner only  as  to  change  the  remedy;  it  still  exists  in  the  view  of 
a  court  of  equity.  The  appellants  having  equal,  and,  I  think, 
superior  equity  to  the  respondents,  and  having  the  legal  prefer- 
ence, I  consider  them  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate 
of  Eden,  on  every  principle  of  justice  and  equity.  And  here  I 
might  terminate  my  inquiries;  but  the  importance  of  the  cause, 
both  as  to  principle  and  value,  demands  of  me  the  examination 
of  some  other  points. 

It  is  material,  in  ascertaining  the  rights  claimed  by  the  bank, 
to  consider  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  assignment  by  Wardell 
to  Olcott,  that  by  him  to  Roe,  and  by  Roe  to  the  bank. 
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It  is  an  incontrovertible  proposition,  that  the  assignee  of  a 
chose  in  action  takes  it  subject  to  all  the  equities  it  was  liable 
to  in  the  hands  of  the  assignor;  or  in  plainer  language,  the 
"purchaser  must  abide  by  the  case  of  the  seller:"  2  Yem. 
192;  1  Eq.  Abr.  45;  1  Yes.  Jr.  249.  The  reason  and  justice  of 
this  rule  is  obvious;  the  holder  of  a  chose  in  action,  excepting 
such  as  are  made  negotiable  for  the  advancement  of  commerce, 
cannot  alienate  anything  but  the  beneficial  interest  he  possesses; 
he  cannot  vest  the  legal  right  to  sue  for  and  enforce,  in  the 
name  of  the  assignee,  the  payment  of  a  debt,  secured  by  a  bond 
or  judgment.  When,  therefore,  Wardell  made  the  assignment 
to  Olcott,  he  took  the  judgment  subject  to  all  equities  existing 
between  Eden  and  Wardell;  and  when  the  subsequent  assign- 
ments were  made,  Roe  and  the  bank  respectively  assumed  the 
situation  and  stood  in  the  place  of  Olcott,  as  related  both  to 
Wardell  and  Eden.  It  would  be  absurd  to  pretend,  that  be- 
cause the  assignment  to  Olcott  was  general  in  its  terms,  he 
could,  therefore,  transfer  a  greater  interest  than  he  held  in  the 
judgment.  Had  Roe  and  the  bank,  instead  of  taking  the  as- 
signment for  better  or  worse,  and  with  the  hope  of  realizing 
something,  which  they  clearly  did,  made  advances  to  the  whole 
amount,  the  legal  consequence  would  be  the  same.  In  the 
present  case,  they  have  not  the  pretext  for  saying  they  were  im- 
posed on  by  the  generality  of  the  assignment  to  Olcott,  because 
they  gave  no  new  credit.'  A  bond  on  which  there  are  no  indorse- 
ments, carries  on  its  face  strong  presumption,  if  it  be  a  recent 
one,  that  it  is  unpaid;  still,  an  assignee  must  abide  by  the  case 
of  his  assignor,  if  it  has  been  paid.  If  it  be  illegally  obtained, 
the  obligor  will  avoid  it.  It  becomes  necessary,  then,  to  in- 
quire for  what  purpose  the  assignment  was  made  to  Olcott,  and 
whether  that  purpose  had  been  satisfied. 

Wardell  is  the  only  witness  who  speaks  directly  to  these 
facts.  He  says,  that  the  judgment  was  assigned  to  secure  to 
Olcott  the  payment  of  twenty-five  thousand  five  hundred  dol- 
lars he  then  owed  him,  and  for  which  he  also  gave  three 
promissory  notes;  that  these  notes  Olcott  negotiated,  and  that 
they  have  been  paid,  or,  at  all  events,  Olcott  is  not  responsible 
on  them  as  indorser.  In  support  of  the  fact  that  the  judgment 
was  assigned  only  as  a  security  for  the  notes,  he  presents  an  ac- 
count current  with  Olcott,  by  which  there  appears  a  balance 
due  to  Wardell.  To  oppose  these  facts,  Olcott' s  answer  is 
resorted  to.  It  admits  the  fact  that  the  assignment  was  made 
to  secure  the  notes,  and  that  they  had  been  negotiated;  but  it 
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asserts  that  it  was  also  to  secure  to  him  future  advantages  and 
responsibilities;  and  he  adds,  that  Wardell  being  indebted  to 
him  as  he  believed,  at  least  in  twenty  thousand  dollars,  and  he 
being  indebted  to  Roe,  he  made  the  assignment  as  security  to 
him.  If  Olcott's  answer  receive  all  the  credit  due  to  the  deposi- 
tion of  a  witness,  and  his  character  and  conduct  had  been  fair, 
still  I  think  WardelTs  testimony  entitled  to  superior  credit.  He 
furnishes  his  data  for  saying  that  he  owed  Olcott  nothing  beyond 
the  three  notes.  Qn  the  other  hand,  whether  Olcott,  in  stating 
the  debt  from  Wardell,  includes  in  his  estimate  the  notes,  or  on 
what  grounds  he  made  the  assertion,  we  know  not.  He  has 
produced  no  books,  no  documents,  to  support  him,  but  is  vague 
and  indefinite.  Wardell's  competency  as  a  witness  has  been 
questioned;  I  perceive  no  reason  to  doubt  either  his  com- 
petency,  or  his  disinterestedness;  his  interest,  if  anyi  is  to  up- 
hold the  judgment,  and  his  testimony  goes  to  destroy  it.  He 
then  swears  against  his  interest,  and  this,  instead  of  invalidat- 
ing, strengthens  his  credit.  It  is  alleged  that  he  fraudulently 
entered  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  This  depends  on  the 
verity  of  his  evidence  as  to  the  nature  of  the  assignment  to  Ol- 
cott; if  it  was  as  he  states  it,  then,  on  .the  payment  of  the  notes, 
he  alone  was  entitled  to  acknowledge  satisfaction. 

Feeling  myself  constrained  to  yield  the  greater  credit  to 
Wardell,  it  follows  that  the  object  of  his  assignment  to  Olcott 
was  fulfilled  by  the  payment  of  the  notes;  and  from  the  prin- 
ciples I  have  before  laid  down,  Olcott's  interest  in  the  judg- 
ment ceased,  and  those  deriving  title  under  him,  being  invested 
with  no  other  or  greater  right  than  he  had,  can,  neither  on 
legal  or  equitable  principles,  pretend  to  a  right  emanating  from 
one  who  ceased  to  have  any.  I  will  only  observe,  that  by  the 
assignment  to  Olcott,  he  acquired  an  equitable  interest  com- 
mensurate with  the  object  for  which  it  was  made.  His  transfer 
of  the  assignment  vested  his  assignee  with  his  equitable  in- 
terest, and  no  more.  The  assignment  of  an  assignment  acquires 
no  negotiable  quality,  and  the  last  assignee  cannot,  it  appears 
to  me,  be  clothed  with  a  greater  title  than  the  first  assignor. 
On  either  and  both  of  these  grounds,  I  am  fully  of  opinion, 
the  appellants  are  entitled  to  the  decree  of  this  court,  for  the 
money  produced  by  the  sale  of  Eden's  real  estate.  It  neces- 
sarily follows,  that  the  issue  to  try  whether  Eden  had  notice  of 
the  assignment  to  Olcott,  and  what  sums  were  paid  by  him  to 
Wardell  and  the  periods  of  those  payments,  was  irrelevant  and 
immaterial. 
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I  am  nevertheless  disposed  to  bestow  some  consideration  on 
the  order  appealed  from.  After  the  first  order  for  the  trial  of 
the  feigned  issue,  and  a  verdict  for  the  appellants,  which 
affirmed  the  payments  by  Eden,  and  negatived  the  notice  to 
him  of  the  assignment  by  Olcott,  a  second  trial  was  ordered,  on 
the  ground  that  Olcott  was  a  material  witness,  and  through  the 
mistake  or  inattention  of  the  respondents9  counsel,  had  not 
been  struck  out  of  the  bill.  If  his  name  being  in  the  bill  did 
really  incapacitate  him  as  a  witness,  I  think  the  respondents 
concluded  by  their  mistake  or  inattention.  The  rule  both  at 
law  and  in  equity,  is  to  refuse  a  second  trial  where  the  propriety 
of  the  verdict  is  not  impeached  as  against  law  or  evidence, 
though  there  be  material  evidence  for  the  party  against  whom 
the  verdict  has  passed,  which  was  not  adduced,  unless  it  be 
shown  to  have  been  discovered  after  the  trial,  or  unless  the  ver- 
dict has  been  obtained  by  fraud  or  surprise:  1  Yes.  Jr.  134.  If 
mistake  in  practice,  or  inadvertence  in  attention  furnished 
reasons  for  a  new  trial,  it  would  encourage  litigation,  and 
reward  ignorance  and  carelessness  at  the  expense  of  the  other 
party.  The  materiality  of  Olcott's  testimony  was  well  known 
before  the  trial,  because  in  his  answer  he  alleges  that  soon  after 
the  assignment  he  gave  notice  to  Eden.  The  respondents 
cannot  pretend  that  by  fraud  or  surprise  they  were  prevented 
from  having  his  name  struck  out  of  the  bill.  I  am  inclined, 
however,  to  think  that  notwithstanding  his  name  was  in  the 
bill,  he  was  a  competent  witness.  Most  clearly  Olcott  had  no 
interest  in  the  cause;  his  contingent  right  in  the  surplus  of  his 
estate  he  released  to  his  assignees,  no  decree  could  possibly 
pass  against  him;  but  he  might,  it  has  been  said,  have  possibly 
been  punished  in  costs.  From  the  time  of  Lord  Hardwicke, 
courts  of  law  have  been  liberal  in  the  admission  of  witnesses; 
and  where  the  interest  is  not  immediate  or  certain,  they  admit 
the  witness  as  competent,  and  suffer  the  objection  of  a  remote, 
contingent,  or  possible  interest  to  go  to  his  credit.  On  the 
score  of  authority,  I  think  Olcott  a  good  witness.  The  cases  of 
Cotton  v.  LuitereU,  of  Piddock  v.  Brown,  and  Man  v.  Ward,  1 
Atk.  451;  3  P.  Wins.  289;  2  Atk.  228,  are  strongly  in  favor  of 
his  admission.  Did  the  cause  rest,  therefore,  on  the  propriety 
of  a  new  trial,  I  should  be  for  affirming  the  decree.  The  other 
points  on  which  I  have  observed,  render  any  investigation  of 
the  facts  forming  the  feigned  issue  unnecessary  and  superfluous. 

From  a  suggestion  made  by  an  honorable  member  of  the 
court,  I  have  taken  the  trouble  to  examine  the  bill  and  answer, 
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having,  in  forming  my  opinion,  presumed  that  the  parties  would 
present  every  fact  in  their  respective  cases  most  favorable  for 
themselves.  The  bill,  it  is  true,  states  ail  the  circumstances 
attending  the  transaction,  and  particularly  the  various  assign- 
ments of  the  judgment  in  WardeU's  favor  against  Eden,  and  it 
concludes  with  a  special  prayer,  that  that  judgment  may  not  be 
deemed  a  lien  beyond  the  balance  due  on  it  from  Eden  to  War* 
dell.  It  also  contains  a  general  prayer  for  such  relief  as  in  equity 
and  good  conscience  the  party  is  entitled  to.  In  the  whole  course 
of  the  very  elaborate  and  ingenious  arguments  submitted  by  the 
respondents'  counsel,  no  stress  was  placed  on  either  of  these 
points.  It  was  not  pretended  that  the  appellants  had  notice  of 
the  situation  of  WardeU's  assignee,  or  that  they  knew,  when 
they  lent  their  money,  that  the  bank  was  interested  in  the  judg- 
ment. Most  clearly,  there  is  no  evidence  to  warrant  such  ar- 
guments. I  do  not  think  that  we  are  called  upon  to  be  astute 
in  finding  out  formal  objections  which  never  occurred  to  the 
counsel,  to  deprive  the  party  of  a  just  right,  or  to  turn  them 
round;  but  since  they  have  been  stated,  I  will  briefly  proceed 
to  discuss  them.  It  by  no  means  follows,  that  because  the  ap- 
pellants, when  they  filed  their  bill,  knew  the  situation  of  the 
bank,  that  they  had  that  knowledge  when  they  lent  their  money 
and  took  their  judgment.  Neither  does  their  omission  to  state 
their  ignorance  of  those  facts  at  the  time  of  the  loan,  justify  a 
presumption  of  such  knowledge,  especially  after  the  bank  had, 
in  their  answer,  charged  them  with  collusion  with  Wardell  and 
Eden,  to  injure  them,  and  to  deprive  them  of  their  security 
under  WardeU's  assignment,  and  have  wholly  failed  to  sub- 
stantiate the  charge.  This  allegation  of  collusion  made  by  the 
bank,  was  put  in  issue  by  the  appellants'  replication,  and  the 
onus  probandi  was  thrown  on  the  bank.  If,  therefore,  it  would 
have  been  more  technical  to  have  denied  notice  in  the  bill,  sub- 
stantially that  point  has  been  at  issue,  and  is  found  for  the  ap- 
pellants. It  may  be  true,  that  if  A.  contract  in  writing  with  B. 
for  the  purchase  of  land,  and  0.  takes  a  conveyance  subse- 
quently, and  a  bill  be  filed  against  him  for  a  specific  perform- 
ance, charging  collusion  with  B. ,  0.  must,  in  his  answer,  not  only 
make  out  that  he  is  a  fair  bona  fide  purchaser,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  but  without  notice  of  A.'s  interest.  The  distinc- 
tion is  manifest  between  a  bill  and  an  answer.  Every  com- 
plainant has  a  right  to  a  full  answer  to  the  facts  charged;  and 
when  charged  and  not  denied,  it  may  be  deemed  an  admis- 
sion of  the  facts.     The  complainant's  bill  is  no  evidence  for 
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him,  and  his  omission  to  state  a  fact,  cannot  furnish  evidenoe 
of  the  fact,  especially  when  insisted  on  as  a  defense,  and  not 
established. 

With  respect  to  the  prayer  for  a  specific  relief,  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  probably  the  appellant's  counsel  in  drawing  the 
bill  might  have  had  full  confidence  in  the  fact  of  Eden's  paying 
of  the  judgment,  or  nearly  so,  without  notice,  and  he  might, 
and  probably  did,  suppose  the  vacatur  entered  by  the  supreme 
court  conclusive  on  the  appellants.  It  would  be  rigorous, 
when  a  party  had  proved  himself  entitled  to  the  decree  of  a 
court,  to  say  to  him:  "  You  ought  to  be  relieved,  but  you  put 
your  right  on  a  false  basis/'  Fortunately,  for  the  justice  of  the 
case,  this  is  not  law.  "It  is  usual,"  says  Mr.  Mitford,  in  his 
excellent  system  of  chancery  proceedings, "  to  add  to  the  prayer 
of  the  bill  a  general  prayer  for  that  relief  which  the  circum- 
stance of  the  case  may  require,  that  if  the  plaintiff  mistakes  the 
relief  to  which  he  is  entitled,  the  court  may  yet  afford  him  that 
relief  to  which  he  has  a  right/9  Mr.  Hinde,  Practice,  17,  con- 
firms this  in  nearly  the  same  words.  In  the  case  of  EoUis  v. 
Carr,  2  Mod.  91,  the  court  decreed  a  relief  under  the  general 
prayer,  distinct  from  the  special  relief  prayed.  I  conclude, 
therefore,  that  there  exist  no  objections  in  this  cause  which 
might  entangle  justice  in  the  net  of  form.  Various  judgments 
of  this  court  establish  the  precedent  that  on  appeals  from 
chancery,  and  where  the  merits  are  fairly  before  the  court,  they 
will  pronounce  a  final  decree.  [See  Le  Gum  v.  Oouverneur,  1 
Am.  Dec.  121.]  This  case  falls  within  those  precedents.  It  is 
therefore  my  opinion  that  the  appellants  be  decreed  to  receive 
the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  Joseph  Eden's  real  estate,  under 
the  execution  in  favor  of  Wardell. 

Thompson,  J.,  delivered  a  concurring  opinion,  and  Woodtvorth, 
attorney-general,  concurred. 

Kent,  0.  J.  I  shall  be  obliged  to  differ  from  my  brethren 
who  have  preceded  me.  This  I  do  with  deference  and  reluc- 
tance, but  under  the  pressure  of  superior  duty  to  pursue  and 
declare  the  conclusions  of  my  own  judgment. 

The  most  important  question  which  has  been  raised  in  this 
cause  is,  whether  the  appellants  are  to  be  considered  as  having 
a  priority  to  the  respondents  in  respect  to  the  judgments  against 
Eden.  This  pretension  ought  first  to  be  examined  and  settled. 
If  the  appellants  are  entitled  to  a  preference,  all  the  other 
points  in  the  cause  become  immaterial,  for  as  between  two  con- 
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tending  judgment  creditors,  he  who  has  the  prior  judgment 
must  be  first  paid.  The  manner  in  which  this  question  is 
brought  before  the  court  is  a  little  singular,  and  deserves  at- 
tention. The  appellants  filed  their  bill  in  the  court  below,  on 
no  other  ground  of  complaint  than  that  the  respondents  were 
proceeding  at  law  to  collect  the  amount  of  WardelTs  judgment, 
after  it  had  been  once  paid.  It  was  their  only  grievance  that 
the  judgment  was  likely  to  be  twice  collected,  and  that  as 
Eden  was  insolvent,  the  judgment  of  the  appellants  must  re- 
main unsatisfied.  The  cause  proceeded  to  a  hearing,  and  an 
issue  was  awarded  on  the  single  question  of  payments  by  Eden 
before  notice  of  the  assignment.  In  the  awarding  of  this  issue, 
the  appellants  acquiesced,  and  the  point  raised  in  this  court 
was  undoubtedly  an  after  thought,  as  it  is  not  so  much  as  once 
suggested  in  the  bill,  and  as  it  formed  no  part. of  the  litigation 
below.  But  after  contending  so  long  under  the  limited  claim 
of  subsequent  judgment  creditors,  the  appellants  come  with  a 
suspicious  countenance  before  us,  at  this  late  hour,  and  under 
the  same  bill,  to  claim  the  benefit  of  prior  judgment  creditors. 
In  most  cases  such  conduct  would  justly  be  deemed  a  waiver  or 
abandonment  of  the  latter  claim;  for,  if  the  present  pretensions 
of  the  appellants  be  well  founded,  then  all  the  examinations 
and  trial  below,  about  notice  to  Eddh  and  payments  by  him  to 
Wardell,  were  idle  and  nugatory,  and  an  abuse  of  the  time  of 
the  court.  If,  however,  the  appellants  be  not  absolutely  con- 
cluded from  setting  up  this  new  ground  of  title,  yet  their  con- 
duct forms  a  powerful  reason  why  this  court  should  listen  to 
it  with  caution  and  distrust.  So  prominent  a  point  in  a  cause 
could  not  have  slumbered  so  long  without  a  diffidence  in  the 
facts  that  were  requisite  to  maintain  it.  The  proofs  of  their 
pretensions  to  be  bona  fide  judgment  creditors  without  notice, 
ought  at  least  to  be  of  the  most  positive  kind,  without  any 
shadow  of  doubt  or  ambiguity. 

The  acknowledgment  of  satisfaction  by  Wardell  was  vacated 
by  the  supreme  court,  on  the  ground  that,  as  Wardell  had 
previously  assigned  over  his  right  and  interest  in  the  judgment, 
his  interference  in  canceling  that  judgment,  without  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  the  assignee,  was  an  act  fraudulent 
and  void.  After  he  had  parted  with  his  interest  in  the  judg- 
ment, he  had  no  more  power  over  it  than  if  he  had  been  a 
stranger  to  it;  and  his  attempt  to  vacate  it  was  a  violation  of 
right.  The  supreme  court,  however,  never  meant  to  decide  on 
the  claims  of  an  intervening  creditor,  who  had  obtained  a 
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regular  judgment  in  the  interval  between  the  time  of  the  entry  of 
the  satisfaction  and  the  subsequent  vacatur  of  it.  Such  a  case 
was  not  then  before  the  court;  but  such  a  case  is  now  urged  in 
the  present  cause,  and,  under  the  circumstances  in  which  it  is 
presented,  it  merits  our  most  serious  consideration,  because  it 
touches  on  some  of  the  soundest  and  best  settled  principles  in 
our  equity  system.  If  this  intervening  judgment  creditor 
should  come  before  us,  without  any  knowledge  at  the  time, 
that  the  satisfaction  had  been  granted  by  a  man  unauthorized 
to  make  it,  he  would,  undoubtedly,  have  a  very  good  claim  not 
to  be  disturbed  by  the  court.  For,  if  a  creditor  who  takes  a 
judgment  or  mortgage,  should  previously  inspect  the  records, 
and  find  all  antecedent  judgments  and  mortgages  canceled,  and 
should  have  no  knowledge  how  they  came  to  be  canceled, 
beyond  what  the  record  speaks,  a  court  of  equity  would,  in  that 
case  refuse  any  aid  against  him,  notwithstanding  it  should 
afterwards  appear  that  the  prior  judgment,  or  mortgage,  had 
been  fraudulently  canceled.  But  I  am  warranted,  by  the  uni- 
form current  of  the  chancery  decisions,  in  saying  that  in  such  a 
case  the  court  would  refuse  to  interfere  between  the  two  cred- 
itors, and  would  leave  him,  who  had  any  legal  advantage,  to 
retain  it.  The  court  would  not  act  against  either,  because  the 
equities  of  the  parties  would  be  equal.  A  creditor  who  comes 
in  with  his  lien,  after  all  antecedent  incumbrances  appear  to  be 
satisfied,  has,  no  doubt,  a  strong  claim  to  our  protection.  But 
.  the  prior  creditor,  whose  judgment  or  mortgage  has  been  can- 
celed fraudulently,  and  without  his  knowledge,  has  a  claim 
equally  strong  and  inviting.  Tbey  are  creditors  equally  in- 
nocent and  equally  to  be  favored;  and  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
court  of  chancery  could  not,  consistently  with  its  established 
principles,  help  the  one  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other.  Its 
answer  would  be,  that  where  the  parties  stand  equal  before  us, 
he  who  has  the  advantage  at  law  shall  be  left  to  enjoy  it;  or, 
according  to  the  lively  allusion  of  Sir  M.  Hale,  the  party  that 
has  been  fortunate  enough  to  seize  a  plank  in  the  shipwreck, 
shall  not  have  it  torn  from  him  by  the  court.  If,  therefore,  the 
appellants  did  really  stand  before  us  as  judgment  creditors, 
without  notice  of  WardelTs  assignment,  we  should  be  obliged  to 
dismiss  them,  without  affording  them  on  that  ground,  any  aid 
or  assistance  against  the  bank.  Allow  them  all  that  they  now 
pretend  to  be,  we  could  do  no  more  than  this,  without  intro- 
ducing principles  and  precedents  unknown  to  our  jurisprudence. 
I  have  supposed  that' in  case  of  no  notice,  the  equities  of  the 
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parties  might  stand  equal.  This  ought  not  to  be  denied  by  the 
appellants.  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  bank  took  the  as- 
signment from  Roe,  for  a  full  consideration,  and  to  save  them- 
selves from  a  grievous  loss,  and  without  knowledge  of  any 
antecedent  transaction  calculated  to  defeat  it.  They  cannot  be 
deemed  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  recording  the  assignment, 
because  it  was  not  an  act  required  by  law  to  consummate  their 
title.  There  was  no  office  that  was  bound  to  record  it  It  is 
never  done  in  practice,  and  there  were,  indeed,  but  four  days 
between  the  assignment  and  the  new  judgment.  It  is  idle, 
therefore,  to  impute  any  neglect  to  the  respondents  in  diminu- 
tion of  their  equal  equity.  On  the  other  hand,  I  forbear 
to  dwell  on  the  fact  that  twelve  thousand  dollars  of  the  ap- 
pellants' demand  arose  from  notes  and  checks,  and  that  we  are 
left  wholly  without  explanation  whether  those  notes  and  checks 
proceeded  from  the  appellants  themselves,  or  whether  they 
were  not  notes  and  checks  of  Eden,  which  had  been  purchased 
up  at  a  speculating  discount  in  the  market.  If  the  latter  was 
the  case,  then,  indeed,  I  should  agree  that  the  equity  of  the 
parties  was  not  equal,  because  the  one  side  would  be  struggling 
to  avoid  a  loss,  whilst  the  other  would  be  striving  to  gather  in, 
and  secure,  the  harvest  of  his  speculations. 

I  have  hitherto  considered  the  appellants  as  if  they  had  come 
here,  in  the  character  of  bona  fide  purchasers  without  notice, 
and,  even  then,  they  could  have  no  relief  from  us;  all  we  could 
do  would  be  to  dismiss  their  bill,  or  to  decide  the  cause  on  the. 
grounds  litigated  in  the  court  below.  But  the  fact  is,  that  the 
appellants  do  not  come  before  us  in  that  character.  They  are 
to  be  considered  as  acting  with  notice  that  Wardell  had  assigned 
over  his  interest  in  the  judgment,  at  the  time  he  acknowledged 
satisfaction.  This  inference  appears  to  me  to  be  the  inevitable 
conclusion  of  law,  from  the  silence  of  the  appellants  in  their 
bill,  as  to  the  fact  of  their  want  of  notice.  If  a  party  will 
claim  a  benefit,  resulting  from  the  want  of  notice,  and  the 
truth  of  the  fact  is  within  his  own  knowledge,  he  shall  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  had  notice  unless  he  denies  it.  Qui  tacet  con." 
teniire  videtur.  The  appellants,  from  their  own  showing,  prove 
the  acknowledgment  of  satisfaction  by  Wardell,  to  have  been  a 
nullity  and  a  fraud;  for  they  state  his,  and  the  subsequent  assign- 
ments of  the  judgment,  but  they  omit  to  state  when  they  first 
came  to  the  knowledge  of  these  assignments,  and  for  aught 
that  this  court  can  know  to  the  contrary,  it  may  as  well  have 
been  before  as  after  the  date  of  their  judgment.    They  content 
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themselves  with  saying  that  merely  their  own  money  was  loaned 
after  satisfaction  had  been  entered,  and  upon  a  supposition  that 
nothing  was  due.     This  supposition  is  perfectly  consistent  with 
a  knowledge  of  the  assignments,  and  may  have  proceeded  from 
a  credulous  reliance  on  the  assurances  of  Wardell  and  Eden. 
It  is  a  rule  in  chancery  not  to  aid  a  cestui  que  trust  against  a 
purchaser  from  a  trustee,  if  he  be  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration  and  without  notice  of  the  trust :  Williams  v.  Lambe, 
2  Fonb.  151, 152;  3  Bro.  264;  Jerrard  v.  Saunders,  2  Ves.  Jr. 
454;  Strode  v.  Blackburne,  3  Yes.  Jr.  222.     But  no  instance  is 
to  be  found  in  which  such  purchaser  is  protected,  unless  he 
aver  himself  to  be  a  purchaser,  without  notice  of  the  trust.    He 
is  bound  to  state  affirmatively  in  his  plea  that  he  had  no  notice, 
and  whether  he  claims  the  benefit  of  the  purchase  in  the  char- 
acter of  complainant  or  defendant,  it  can  make  no  difference  in 
the  case.    The  general  rule  of  pleading  in  chancery  is,  that 
whatever  is  essential  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  is  neces- 
sarily within  his  knowledge,  must  be  alleged  positively  and 
with  precision:  Mitford,  40.     This  rule  is  too  reasonable  and 
logical  not  to  command  the  assent  of  every  understanding.    In 
the  case  of  Jerrard  v.  Saunders,  2  Yes.  Jr.  454,  the  defendant 
pleaded  a  purchase  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice; 
but  as  the  plea  did  not  deny  the  facts  charged,  from  which  no- 
tice was  to  be  inferred,  the  plea  was  overruled,  and  he  was 
called  upon  to  answer  the  facts,  which  might  raise  a  construc- 
tive notice;  and  Lord  Loughborough,  in  that  case,  required 
that  the  purchaser  should  fully,  and  in  most  precise  terms,  deny 
3very  description  from  whence  notice  could  be  inferred.    If, 
;hen,  the  appellants,  knew,  at  the  time  of  taking  their  judg- 
nent,  that  Wardell  had  assigned  his  judgment,  and  that  he 
was  but  a  nominal  party  to  the  record,  they  acted  at  their  peril; 
and  they  were  bound  to  have  inquired  of  the  cestui  que  trust 
whether  he  was  knowing  and  consenting  to  that  satisfaction. 
If  they  did  not  choose  to  make  that  inquiry    >ut  were  willing 
to  rely    upon  the  declarations  of  Wardell  and  Eden,   they 
ought,  justly,  to  bear  the  consequences  of  their  supineness. 
We  are  not  to  help  a  party  in  setting  out  his  title.    It  is  incum- 
bent on  him  to  state  a  valid    pretension.     The  appellants 
ask  us  to  help  a  title  which  they  challenge  as  superior  by  reason 
of  Wardell's  fraud;  but,  to  raise  any  equity  in  their  favor,  they 
ought,  at  least,  to  purge  themselves  of  any  knowlege  of  that 
fraud.     It  would  be  a  proceeding  contrary  to  all  rule  and  salu- 
tary precedent  for  us  to  presume  that  the  appellants  acted  with- 
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out  knowledge  of  WardeH's  assignment,  when  they  do  not  pre- 
tend to  deny  it  in  their  bill,  and  when  the  truth  of  the  allega- 
tion, that  they  had  or  had  not  notice,  remained  in  their  own 
breasts.  This  is,  probably,  the  first  instance  ever  heard  of, 
that  a  person  claiming  to  be  a  purchaser  without  notice,  came 
into  a  court  of  equity  in  the  character  of  plaintiff;  and  the  rea- 
son that  there  has  been  no  such  case  is  the  one  already  men- 
tioned, that  where  the  equity  of  the  parties  is  equal,  chancery 
will  not  interfere.  I  did  not  ask  the  appellants  to  do  what  they 
cannot  do,  prove  a  negative.  They  cannot  prove  no  notice. 
But  they  can  tell  us,  by  their  bill,  in  what  character  they  claim 
relief.  If  they  claim  it  as  purchasers  without  notice,  let  them 
say  so;  then  they  raise  some  equity  on  the  face  of  their  bill,  and 
it  would  lay  with  the  respondents  to  rebut  it,  and  to  prove 
affirmatively  that  they  had  notice.  My  proposition  has,  at 
least,  the  merit  of  plainness  and  simplicity.  It  is,  that  the  court 
will  never  presume  that  a  party's  case  is  better  than  he  states  it; 
and  if  he  does  not  state  that  he  is  a  purchaser  without  notice, 
we  will  uot  presume  him  to  be  one. 

But  the  bill  furnishes  still  more  positive  and  conclusive  proof 
on  the  subject.  The  appellants  state,  as  their  grievance,  that 
the  bank  had  levied  an  execution  against  Eden,  when  nothing 
was  due  from  Eden  thereon,  and  that  thereby  the  appellants 
were  deprived  of  their  security.  They  then  called  upon  the 
bank  to  discover  whether  Eden  had  not  fully  paid  the  judg- 
ment to  Wardell,  and  they  pray,  "that  the  judgment  of  the 
bank  may  be  decreed  to  stand  as  a  security  for  such  sum  only 
as  may  appear  to  be  really  and  truly  due  thereon  by  Eden." 
The  bill,  therefore,  contains  a  very  explicit  acknowledgment 
that  the  judgment  of  the  bank  ought  to  have  preference  for 
the  balance  honestly  and  truly  due  thereon;  and  to  give  the 
appellants  a  priority  in  their  judgment  is  to  force  upon  them  a 
right  which  they  do  not  ask  for,  or  pretend  to.  And  although, 
under  the  general  prayer  in  a  bill  for  relief,  you  may  give  a 
party  greater  or  different  relief  than  that  specifically  prayed 
for,  yet  when  such  specific  relief  necessarily  implies  the  non- 
existence or  relinquishment  of  a  claim,  it  would  be  altogether 
unprecedented  to  depart  from  the  special  relief,  and  under  the 
general  words  of  form  in  the  bill,  to  enforce  such  claim. 

I  conclude,  therefore:  1  That  if  the  appellants  were  bona 
fide  judgment-creditors,  without  notice  of  Wardell's  assignment, 
they  would  have  no  more  equity  than  the  respondents,  and  this 
court  would  not  interfere  with  their  claim  at  law;  2.  That  the 
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appellants  are  not  to  be  deemed  such  creditors,  because  they 
do  not  state  themselves  to  be  such  in  their  bill,  and  because 
the  whole  complaint  and  prayer  in  the  bill  are  founded  on  the 
non-existence  or  relinquishment  of  such  claim.  The  parties 
stand  exactly  as  they  would  have  stood  if  Wardell  had  never 
made  his  fraudulent  acknowledgment  of  satisfaction  and  the 
appellants,  as  subsequent  judgment-creditors,  have  an  undoubted 
right  to  establish,  by  proof,  the  payment  of  the  first  judgment. 
If  Eden  paid  Wardell  before  notice  of  the  assignment,  the  pay- 
ment was  valid,  and  his  estate  ought  not  to  be  charged  wifh  a 
second  payment.  The  real  merits  of  the  cause  will,  therefore, 
turn  upon  this  single  point,  what  payments  and  to  what  extent, 
were  made  by  Eden  to  Wardell,  previous  to  notice.  But  be- 
fore we  come  to  consider  this  part  of  the  cause,  it  will  be  requi- 
site to  take  notice  of  another  objection  which  has  been  raised 
by  the  appellants'  counsel  to  any  claim  of  the  bank,  as  derived 
from  the  assignment. 

It  is  urged  that  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  to  Olcott  was 
not  absolute,  but  was  made  and  intended  to  be  merely  as  a 
collateral  security  for  a  special  purpose,  which  purpose  was  after- 
wards accomplished;  that  the  consideration  for  that  assign- 
ment was  only  twenty-five  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  and 
that  shortly  after,  Olcott  received  of  Wardell  three  promissory 
notes  for  that  purpose,  which  he  transferred  to  different  persons, 
and  that  they  have  since  been  paid;  that  by  the  payment  of  the 
notes,  the  right  of  Olcott  to  hold  the  judgment  became  extin- 
guished, and  the  interest  in  the  judgment  reverted  back  to 
Wardell;  that  Olcott  could  not  transfer  any  greater  interest  in 
the  judgment  than  what  he  himself  held,  and  that  every  assignee 
of  a  chose  in  action  takes  it  subject  to  all  equity;  and  that, 
for  these  reasons,  the  bank  has  no  interest  in  the  judgment,  all 
the  interest  which  remained  in  it  having  reverted  to  Wardell. 
This  is  the  substance  of  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  appel- 
lants, and,  to  my  apprehension,  it  is  easy  to  perceive  and  detect 
its  fallacy. 

In  the  first  place  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  assignment  of 
the  judgment  is,  upon  the  face  of  it,  absolutely  and  not  condi- 
tional. It  is  by  a  long  and  solemn  instrument  under  seal, 
drawn  with  technical  skill,  declaring  the  consideration  to  be 
fifty  thousand  dollars,  and  fortified  with  every  provision  and 
covenant  which  are  requisite  to  show  that  Wardell  parted  ab- 
solutely with  all  his  interest  in  the  judgment,  and  that  he  had 
received  a  full  consideration.     Proof  that  the  assignment  was 
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intended  by  the  parties  to  be  different  from  what  is  expressed, 
is  altogether  inadmissible.  It  is  a  sound  rule  of  evidence,  that 
you  cannot  alter  or  substantially  vary  the  effect  of  a  written 
contract  by  parol  proof.  This  excellent  rule  is  intended  to 
guard  against  fraud  and  perjuries,  and  it  cannot  be  too  steadily 
supported  by  courts  of  justice.  Eacpressum  facit  cessare  taciturn; 
vox  emissa  volal;  litera  scripta  manet,  are  law  axioms  in  support 
of  the  rule;  and 'law  axioms  are  nothing  more  than  the  conclu- 
sions of  common  sense,  which  have  been  formed  and  approved 
by  the  wisdom  of  ages.  This  rule  prevails  equally  in  a  court 
of  equity  and  a  court  of  law;  for,  generally  speaking,  the  rules 
of  evidence  are  the  same  in  both  courts.  If  the  words  of  a 
contract  be  intelligible,  says  Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow,  SheU 
burne  v.  Inchiqtrin,  1  Bro.  341,  there  is  no  instance  where  parol 
proof  has  been  admitted  to  give  them  a  different  sense.  Where 
a  deed  is  in  writing,  he  observes,  in  another  place,  Jonham  v. 
Child,  1  Bro.  93,  it  will  admit  of  no  contract  which  is  not  part 
of  the  deed.  You  can  introduce  nothing  on  parol  proof  that 
adds  to  or  deducts  from  the  writing.  If,  however,  an  agree- 
ment  is,  by  fraud  or  mistake,  made  to  speak  a  different  lan- 
guage from  what  was  intended,  then,  in  those  cases,  parol  proof 
is  admissible  to  show  the  fraud  or  mistake.  These  are  cases 
excepted  from  the  general  rule.  But  the  allegation  of  fraud  or 
mistake  must  be  made  in  the  bill,  before  evidence  to  those 
points  can  be  received:  Cripps  v.  Jee,  4  Bro.  472.  In  the  pres- 
ent case,  there  is  no  allegation  or  pretense  that  the  assignment 
was  made  absolute  by  means  of  fraud  or  mistake;  and  on  no 
other  ground  was  parol  proof  admissible  to  alter  it.  If  it  were 
to  be  admitted  that  the  assignment  might  be  varied  by  parol 
proof,  yet  the  proof  offered  in  the  present  case  was  not  of  a 
competent  nature.  The  witnesses  on  this  point  are  Olcott  and 
Wardell.  Olcott,  the  original  assignee,  admits  in  his  answer 
that  the  assignment  was  given  for  collateral  security.  That 
confession,  however,  is  no  evidence  against  the  respondents, 
who  are  co-defendants,  because  they  had  no  opportunity  to 
cross-examine  him.  This  court  so  decided  two  years  ago,  in 
the  case  of  Grant  v.  The  Bank  of  the  United  States.  The  testi- 
mony of  Wardell  to  this  point  was  wholly  improper;  for  he 
ought  not  to  be  heard  in  opposition  to  his  own  solemn  act  and 
deed.  The  supreme  court,  in  July  term,  1803,  in  the  case  of 
Winton  v.  Saidter,  did  recognize  and  adopt  the  English  decision 
in  Walton  v.  Shelly,  1  T.  B.  296,  that  no  man  should  be  per- 
mitted, even  as  a  witness,  to  invalidate  a  negotiable  paper  which 
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he  had  signed.  The  case  there  arose  on  a  proinissory  note; 
but  from  the  reasoning  of  some  of  the  judges,  I  understand 
them  as  adopting  the  general  principle  of  the  English  case,  that 
no  person  was  a  competent  witness  to  impeach  a  deed  or  security 
which  he  had  given,  and  that  he  was  estopped,  as  well  in  the 
character  of  witness  as  that  of  party,  by  his  own  act  and  deed. 
This  rule,  that  a  written  contract  shall  not  be  contradicted  by 
parol  proof,  without  showing  an  original  fraud  or  mistake,  at 
the  time,  applies  as  well  where  the  contract  is  introduced  in  a 
controversy  between  third  persons,  as  where  the  litigation  is 
between  the  original  parties  to  the  contract.  It  was  so  under- 
stood by  the  court  of  king's  bench,  in  the  case  of  The  King  v. 
The  Inhabitants  of  Laindon,  8  T.  R.  379.  It  is  reasonable  that 
this  should  be  the  case,  in  order  to  protect'  the  rights  of  strang- 
ers who  may  have  become  interested  in  the  contract,  and  to 
prevent  fraudulent  collusions  between  the  original  contracting 
parties,  in  setting  up  secret  meetings  to  impair  or  destroy  their 
own  solemn  engagements.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that 
we  must  consider  the  assignment  from  Wardell  to  Olcott  as  an 
absolute,  unconditional  assignment,  and  that  we  are  bound  to 
judge  of  the  nature  of  the  assignment  from  the  instrument  it- 
self, and  not  from  the  suggestions  of  Olcott,  in  his  answer,  or 
of  Wardell,  in  his  deposition. 

But  even  admitting  that  the  operation  of  the  assignment  was 
impeachable,  and  that  the  witnesses  offered  for  that  purpose 
were  competent,  and  made  out  the  fact  that  Olcott  took  the  as- 
signment as  a  collateral  security  merely,  and  for  a  much  less 
consideration  than  it  states,  still  there  remains  another  objec- 
tion to  surmount,  and  that  is,  that  in  the  h^nds  of  a  subsequent 
assignee,  without  notice  of  any  private  agreement  de  hors  the 
instrument,  the  assignment  must  be  regarded  what  it  purports 
to  be,  absolute  and  unconditional.  This  is  a  rule  of  a  court  of 
equity,  perfectly  well  settled.  When  it  is  said  that  an  assignee 
of  a  chose  in  action  takes  it  subject  to  all  equity,  it  is  meant 
only  that  the  original  debtor  can  make  the  same  defense  against 
the  assignee  that  he  could  against  the  assignor;  the  rule  has 
never  received  any  other  application.  A  purchaser  without  no- 
tice from  a  purchaser  with  notice  of  a  trust,  is  not  considered  in 
equity  as  bound  by  that  trust:  2  Vern.  384;  2  Fonb.  153.  If 
one  affected  with  notice,  says  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke,  in 
the  case  of  Merlins  v.  Jollife,  Amb.  313,  conveys  to  one  without 
notice,  the  assignee,  in  case  he  has  the  legal  estate,  shall  pro- 
tect himself  against  prior  incumbrances.    In  the  present  case, 
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the  bill  does  not  charge  the  bank  with  any  notice  of  a  conditional 
assignment,  and  if  it  did,  the  answer  of  the  bank  denies  any; 
for  they  declare  that  the  original  assignment  to  Olcott  was  for 
the  full  consideration  of  fifty  thousand  dollars,  expressed  in  the 
deed,  and  that  they  were  wholly  ignorant  that  it  was  made  for 
any  other  consideration,  or  for  any  other  particular  purpose. 
They  further  state  that  the  assignment  from  Roe  to  them  was 
for  the  like  consideration.  Indeed,  it  is  not  suggested  in  any 
pleading,  proof  or  argument  in  the  cause  that  the  bank  took  the 
assignment  from  Roe  with  any  knowledge  of  the  parol  agree- 
ment between  Wardell  and  Olcott,  and  the  chief  objection  to 
Olcott's  testimony  is  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  disclose  to 
Roe  the  private  understanding  between  him  and  Wardell.  In 
every  view,  therefore,  in  which  the  subject  presents  itself,  the 
state  of  the  accounts  between  Wardell  and  Olcott,  and  the  se- 
cret conditions  which  they  attached  to  the  assignment,  are  per- 
fectly irrelevant  to  the  present  controversy.  Those  accounts 
and  agreements  must  be  left  to  be  settled  between  Wardell  and 
Olcott.  They  ought  not  to  obtrude  themselves  upon  our  pres- 
ent attention.  I  have  thus  faithfully  endeavored  to  clear  this 
cause  of  all  the  preliminary  difficulties  which  have  been  thrown 
in  its  way  by  the  ingenuity  of  counsel;  and  though  I  always 
feel  a  well-grounded  diffidence  in  my  own  judgment  when  I  am 
not  supported  by  my  brethren,  yet  the  positions  I  have  taken 
appear  to  my  mind  to  be  so  hemmed  in  by  authority  that,  step 
which  way  we  will,  we  cannot  escape  from  their  conclusions 
without  trampling  upon  precedents  which  we  ought,  perhaps,  to 
revere. 

I  shall  very  briefly %  examine  the  remaining  questions  in  the 
cause.  The  real  question  is  that  which  I  have  already  stated, 
viz. :  To  what  extent  has  the  judgment  which  the  bank  possess, 
been  legally  paid?  Upon  this  question  there  is  contradictory 
proof  in  the  case,  and  it  was  for  the  information  of  the  court 
below  upon  this  matter  of  fact,  that  the  issue  was  awarded. 
The  chancellor  had  an  undoubted  right  to  have  decided  this 
question  upon  the  proofs  before  him,  without  calling  in  the  aid 
of  a  jury.  But,  where  the  question  is  doubtful,  and  especially 
where  it  turns  upon  the  credit  of  opposite  witnesses,  it  is  the 
usual  and  prudent  course  of  the  court  to  refer  it  to  a  jury, 
which  is  the  common  law  tribunal  for  the  trial  of  facts.  The 
payment  of  this  judgment,  if  paid  at  all,  was  made  to  Wardell; 
for  it  is  agreed  that  no  payments  were  made  to  any  of  the  as- 
signees of  the  judgment;  and  it  is  a  principle  equally  agreed 
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to,  that  all  payments  made  by  Eden  to  Wardell,  before  Eden 
had  notice  of  the  assignment,  were  valid,  and  that  all  payments 
by  Eden  after  notice,  were  made  by  him  in  his  own  wrong,  and 
were  not  available  against  the  assignees.  The  question  then 
is,  when  was  notice  of  the  assignment  given  to  Eden  ?  On  the 
one  hand,  Eden  testifies  that  he  had  no  notice  till  the  ninth 
of  October;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  Olcott  says  he  gave  notice 
to  Eden  shortly  after  the  assignment,  which  was  made  on  the 
seventeenth  of  July.  This  testimony  of  Olcott's  is  objected  to; 
bat,  as  against  the  appellants,  who  called  for  that  answer,  it 
may  be  read  in  chancery;  it  is  certainly  not  more  objectionable 
than  the  testimony  of  Eden,  who  had  never  duly  released  his 
interest  in  the  surplus  of  his  estate.  But,  putting  Olcott's 
answer  entirely  out  of  view,  there  was  the  testimony  of  Wilkins, 
who  seems  to  be  admitted  as  a  disinterested  and  very  credible 
witness,  and  he  swears  that  Eden  confessed  to  him  that  he 
knew  of  the  assignment  at  the  time  it  was  made.  Thus  stood 
the  testimony  before  the  chancellor;  and  if  the  balance  of  it 
does  not  incline  in  favor  of  the  bank,  it  must,  at  least,  be 
deemed  to  be  doubtful,  and  to  form  a  proper  case  for  a  jury. 
It  was,  therefore,  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion  in  the 
court  below,  to  award  an  issue. 

The  issue  was  tried,  and  the  jury  found  that  Eden  did  not 
receive  notice  till  the  ninth  of  October,  and  the  judge  certifies 
in  the  usual  form,  that  he  was  satisfied  with  the  verdict.  This 
verdict  would  then,  probably,  have  been  acquiesced  in,  and 
have  put  an  end  to  the  cause,  if  the  judge,  upon  the  trial,  had 
not  excluded  Olcott,  who  was  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  bank. 
On  this  ground,  a  new  trial  was  moved  for,  and  granted.  The 
cause  is,  then,  at  last,  narrowed  down  to  this  single  point:  Was 
Olcott  a  competent  witness  ?  If  he  was,  it  will  scarcely  be  pre- 
tended but  that  a  new  trial  was  proper;  for  a  verdict  founded 
upon  the  exclusion  of  legal  testimony,  never  can  give  satisfac- 
tion to  the  conscience  of  any  court.  It  is  impossible  for  us  to 
say  what  weight  the  jury  might  have  given  to  the  testimony  of 
Olcott,  and  whether  a  critical  attention  to  it  might  not  have 
turned  the  scale.  The  case  of  Slace  v.  Mabbot,  2  Yes.  553,  is  in 
point.  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke  granted  a  new  trial,  and 
observed  "that  the  judge  has  declared  he  is  well  satisfied  with 
the  verdict,  and  if  nothing  appeared  to  me  but  what  appeared 
to  him  thereon,  I  think  I  should  have  been  of  the  same 
opinion.  My  opinion,  therefore,  in  granting  a  new  trial,  is 
grounded  upon  new  evidence,  which  was  not  before  the  jury, 
and  which  is  material  " 
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The  objections  to  the  competency  of  Olcott  are:  1.  That  his 
name  stood  as  defendant  in  chancery;  2.  That  he  had  been 
guilty  of  fraud  in  assigning  to  Roe,  absolutely,  a  judgment 
which  he  took  only  as  a  collateral  security,  and  that  he  might, 
in  consequence  thereof,  be  liable  to  costs  in  the  suit  in  chan- 
cery. The  reason  assigned  by  the  chancellor  against  the  first 
objection  appears  to  me  to  be  very  forcible.  He  considered  it 
as  an  objection  to  a  point  of  form  merely,  and  that  to  conclude 
the  party  by  it  would  be  rigid.  If  a  co-defendant  disclaims  or 
have  no  interest  in  the  event  of  the  cause,  he  may,  by  an  order 
of  the  court  of  chancery,  be  examined  as  a  witness,  though  his 
name  be  not  struck  out  of  the  bill:  2  Chan.  Cas.  214.  It  is  a 
motion,  of  course,  says  Lord  Hardwicke,  MUn  v.  Ward,  2  Atk. 
228,  to  examine  such  a  defendant.  In  another  case,  1  Vera. 
230,  it  is  said  that  a  co-party,  who  has  no  interest,  or  disclaims 
it,  is  a  good  witness,  and  it  makes  no  mention  about  the  order. 
I  believe,  however,  it  is  the  practice  of  the  court  to  make  such 
an  order,  and  yet,  as  it  is  a  matter  of  form,  and  granted  of 
course,  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  deprive  a  party  for- 
ever of  the  benefit  of  testimony  from  so  trifling  an  inattention. 
I  am  yet  to  believe  that  the  judge  might  not  even  have  dis- 
pensed with  the  order,  and  I  am  sure  the  appellants  ought  not 
to  receive  the  countenance  of  this  court  in  availing  themselves 
of  so  frivolous  an  objection. 

The  second  objection  is  of  a  more  plausible  kind,  but,  I  think, 
equally  destitute  of  any  solid  foundation.  It  is  said  that  Ol- 
cott may  possibly  be  made  chargeable  with  costs,  for  his  fraud, 
and  that,  therefore,  he  has  an  interest  in  the  cause.  If  this 
position  be  granted,  it  will  not  disqualify  him;  for,  notwith- 
standing the  strictness  of  some  old  oases,  the  rule  is  now  well 
settled  that  it  must  be  a  present,  vested  or  certain  interest,  and 
not  a  remote,  possible  or  contingent  interest,  that  will  disqual- 
ify a  witness:  Peake's  Ev.  93;  IT.  B.  163.  On  this  ground  it 
has  been  held,  4  T.  B.  17,  that  a  parishioner  who  was  liable  to 
be  rated  in  the  poor  rate,  but  was  not,  in  fact,  rated  at  the  time, 
was  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  ratability  of  others.  Of 
late,  the  inclination  of  the  courts  has  been  to  confine  the  ques- 
tion of  interest  within  strict  and  precise  boundaries,  and  to  let 
objections  go  more  to  the  credit  than  to  the  competency  of  wit- 
nesses. The  case  cited  by  the  appellants  was  that  of  Barrel  v. 
Gore  and  UmfreviUe,  4  Atk.  401,  where  the  court  is  made  to  say 
that  if  one  defendant,  who  is  offered  as  a  witness  for  another, 
may,  by  possibility  only,  be  liable  for  costs,  he  shall  be  ex* 
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eluded.  But  this  is  directly  contrary  to  the  more  recent  and 
rational  principle  which  I  have  mentioned;  and  it  is  impossible 
that  it  can  be  liable  to  the  extent  there  laid  down.  It  can  be 
shown  by  several  cases  that  unless  there  can  be  a  decree  against 
a  party,  he  cannot  be  made  liable  for  costs.  In  Piddock  v. 
Brown,  3  P.  Wms.  288,  which  was  a  bill  to  impeach  some  bonds 
as  obtained  by  fraud,  one  of  the  co-defendants  was  offered  as  a 
witness,  and  objected  to  on  the  ground  that,  though  there  could 
be  no  decree  against  him,  yet,  his  answer  being  falsified  in 
many  parts,  he  might  be  liable  for  perjury;  but  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Talbot  laid  down  this  general  rule:  that  if  a  plaintiff  has 
no  equity,  or,  in  other  words,  no  ground  for  a  decree  against  a 
defendant,  he  is  a  good  witness;  else  it  would  be  in  the  power 
of  a  plaintiff  to  take  off  all  the  defendant's  witnesses  by  naming 
them  as  defendants  in  the  action.  Again,  in  the  case  of  Cotton 
v.  LuMerell,  1  Atk.  451;  2  Yes.  223,  the  bill  was  filed  against 
Lutterell  and  Lady  Cheshire,  to  be  relieved  against  a  settlement 
said  to  be  obtained  by  fraud,  and  also  to  have  a  conveyance  and 
account  of  profits,  and  Lady  Cheshire  was  equally  charged  with 
the  fraud.  But  her  deposition  was  allowed  to  be  read,  and  the 
chancellor  said  it  was  necessary  to  make  her  a  defendant,  for 
the  purpose  of  discovery;  but  she  could  not  be  brought  to  a 
hearing,  as  she  was  no  ways  concerned  in  interest  in  the  event 
of  suit,  and  consequently  no  decree  could  be  made  against  her. 
And  if  there  be  no  decree  against  her,  he  observes,  how  is  it 
possible  that  costs  could  be  given  against  her  ?  The  charge  of 
fraud  against  her  went,  therefore,  only  to  her  credit,  and  not  to 
her  competency.  It  would  be  difficult  to  find  a  case  more  ap- 
plicable to  the  present,  or  where  the  reasoning  is  more  con- 
clusive. In  Barrett  v.  Gore,  the  bill  stated  a  breach  of  trust  in 
one  defendant,  and  prayed  a  specific  performance  against  the 
other,  and  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  who  was  offered  as  a 
witness  for  the  other,  had  grossly  misbehaved  in  the  trust,  and 
a  decree  might,  perhaps,  be  had  against  him,  by  compelling 
him  to  reassume  his  trust.  But  let  that  solitary  and  loosely- 
reported  case  read  as  it  may,  it  appears  that  subsequent  to  all 
these  cases,  2  Yes.  284,  the  decision  in  Cotton  v.  LuMerell  was 
quoted  and  confirmed,  and  the  court  held  that  where  nothing 
could  be  prayed  against  a  co-defendant,  he  should  be  dismissed 
without  costs;  for  that  a  person  should  not  be  brought  before 
the  court  merely  to  pray  costs  against  him.  I  think  I  have, 
therefore,  abundantly  proved  that,  as  Olcott  had  no  concern  or 
interest  in  the  present  cause;  that,  as  he  was  not  brought  to  a 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


378  .    Bebee  v.  BjlSK  of  New  York.      [New  York, 

hearing,  and  no  decree  was  prayed  or  could  be  bad  against  him, 
be  was  not  liable  to  be  amerced  in  costs,  and  was,  consequently, 
a  competent  witness  for  the  bank,  and  ought  to  have  been  re- 
ceived at  the  trial. 

There  was  an  objection,  also,  made  to  the  form  of  the  order 
for  a  new  trial,  that  it  did  not  state  that  the  chancellor  had  de- 
cided that  Olcott  was  to  be  deemed  a  competent  witness,  not- 
withstanding both  objections.  This  is  a  criticism  almost  too 
idle  to  deserve  notice,  and  has  no  foundation  in  fact.  The 
order  does  state  that  Olcott  shall  be  admitted  to  be  sworn  as  a 
witness  notwithstanding  his  being  a  party  in  the  cause,  which 
reaches  equally  to  both  objections,  for  both  arise  from  his  being 
a  party.  I  am  accordingly,  upon  the  whole  view  of  the  case, 
of  opinion  that  the  interlocutory  order  below  ought  to  be 
affirmed,  and  the  cause  dismissed. 

Nicholas,  senator,  concurred  with  chief  justice  Kent. 

Ihvingstok,  J.,  having  been  of  counsel,  gave  no  opinion. 

The  majority  of  the  court  being  in  favor  of  reversal,  it  was 
decreed  that  the  order  complained  of  be  reversed,  and  that  the 
appellants  receive  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  Eden's  estate, 
on  the  fieri  facias  in  favor  of  Wardell  against  Eden,  and  the 
costs  in  the  court  of  chancery;  and  that  the  chancellor  be  di- 
rected to  decide  whether  the  appellants  were  entitled  to  interest. 


The  courts  in  New  York  have  now  fully  accepted  the  doctrine  asserted 
by  Tompkins  and  Spencer,  JJ.,  in  this  case,  and  the  authority  of  Davits  v. 
Austen,  as  to  the  rights  of  an  assignee  is  now  recognized.  In  the  late  case 
of  Trustees  of  Union  College  v.  Wheeler,  61  N.  Y.  106,  the  doctrine  and  au- 
thority of  the  principal  case  are  affirmed,  and  Davie*  v.  Austen,  recognized 
as  sound.  The  court  shows  that  in  Bush  v.  Lathrop,  22  N.  Y.  539,  540,  the 
opinions  of  Tompkins  and  Spencer  were  preferred  as  authority.  In  the 
case  of  Cutts  v.  Guild,  57  N.  Y.  233,  the  case  is  cited  as  a  complicated  one; 
but  its  doctrine  is  accepted  that  a  bona  fide  holder  of  a  chose  of  action  takes 
it  subject  to  all  the  equities  between  the  parties. 

It  is  cited  in  Booth  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  4  Lans.  308,  showing  that  satisfac- 
tion entered  on  record  is  valid  as  to  innocent  purchasers  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration; and  in  Ball  v.  Sprague,  23  How.  Pr.  242,  on  the  proper  ground 
for  granting  a  new  trial 

The  chancery  courts  particularly  notice  it  on  the  subject  of  relief  under  a 
general  prayer.  On  this  it  is  cited  in  Wiltshire  v.  Marfieet,  1  EcL  Ch.  657; 
Colton  v.  Boss,  2  Paige,  398;  NeUson  v.  McDonald,  6  Johns.  Ch.  205;  Laird 
v.  Boyle,  2  Wis.  435;  OUdart  v.  Starke,  I  How.  Miss.  463. 
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Greenby's  Administrators  v.  Wilcocks. 

[3  JODMl,  1.] 

Action  on  Covenant  of  Warranty.— The  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
breach  of  covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment  and  warranty,  must  allege  in 
his  declaration  that  he  was  evicted  by  a  person  haying  the  legal  title. 

Covenant  of  Seisin  not  Assignable.— If  the  grantor  was  not  seised, 
the  covenant  of  seisin  is  broken  immediately,  but  no  action  can  be 
brought  by  the  grantee's  assignee,  on  such  covenant  against  the 
grantor,  because  after  the  breach  it  is  a  chose  in  action,  and,  therefore, 
not  assignable. 

Action  upon  the  covenants  in  a  deed.  The  declaration  set 
forth  a  deed,  dated  August  30,  1792,  by  which  the  defendant 
conveyed  certain  lots  of  land  to  one  Pollock,  under  whom  the 
plaintiffs  intestate  claimed.  The  deed  contained  covenants  on 
the  part  of  the  grantor,  with  the  grantee,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
that  the  grantor  was  seised  in  fee,  and  had  right  to  convey, 
that  the  grantee  should  enjoy  free  from  incumbrances,  and  a 
warranty  against  the  grantor  and  his  heirs  and  all  persons  what- 
soever. The  plaintiff  then  alleged  that  at  the  time  of  execut- 
ing the  deed,  the  defendant  was  not  seised  and  possessed  of  any 
right,  title,  or  interest  whatsoever,  of  and  in  the  said  last  de- 
scribed lot  of  land,  but  the  title  to  the  same  lot  of  land  was 
vested  in  one  John  H.  Holland;  nor  had  the  defendant  any 
lawful  power  or  authority,  to  sell  and  convey  the  same  as  afore- 
'  said;  nor  hath  defendant  secured  and  defended  Pollock,  or  the 
intestate,  Kellogg,  or  the  plaintiff,  or  either  of  them,  in  the 
quiet  possession  of  the  said  lot  of  land;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
Kellogg  was,  in  his  lifetime,  on  the  fifth  July,  1794,  dispos- 
sessed of  the  lot;  of  all  which  defendant  had  notice. 

Defendant  demurred. 

Hopkins,  for  the  defendant.  The  breaches  of  the  covenant  are 
not  well  laid.  The  covenants  of  seisin  and  right  to  convey 
are  broken  as  soon  as  made  if  the  grantor  has  no  estate  in  the 
premises:  Shep.  Touch.  170,  tit.  Covenant.  The  right  of  action 
vested  immediately  in  Pollock,  and  was  not  assignable.  More- 
over, an  assignee  cannot  bring  covenant  for  a  breach  before  his 
time:  Lewis  v.  Ridge,  Cro.  Eliz.  863;  3  Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  B. 
3;  3  Leon.  31;  2  Vent.  278.  The  declaration  does  not  show 
a  dispossession  by  a  lawful  title,  and  to  such  only  does  the  cove- 
nant extend:  Dudley  v.  FoUiot,  3  T.  B.  584;  Moor,  861;  Hob. 
34,  35;  Cro.  Eliz.  914;  Cro.  Jac.  425  3  Vaughan,  118;  Esp.  Dig. 
301. 
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Gold,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  covenant  of  seisin  should  be 
considered  as  running  with  the  land;  it  is  made  for  the  benefit 
of  the  grantee,  and  the  security  of  him  and  his  assigns.  Where 
a  breach  of  the  covenant  continues  an  assignee  may  bring 
action:  3  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Covenant,  B.  3.  The  assignee,  his 
representatives  and  assigns,  may  have  an  action  of  covenant:  6 
Vin.  Ab.  tit.  Covenant,  K.,  pi.  12;  Id.  H.  pi.  7;  Spencer's  case, 
6  Co.  17;  Bac.  Ab.  tit.  Ex.  and  Adm.  P.,  vol.  3,  p.  96. 

The  breach  of  the  covenant  of  warranty  is  sufficiently  averred. 
The  nature  of  the  adverse  title,  or  the  manner  of  eviction  need 
not  be  shown:  Foster  v.  Pierson,  3  T.  B.  617. 

By  Court,  Spbnoeb,  J.  The  plaintiffs'  right  to  judgment 
must  rest  on  the  covenants  of  seisin,  and  power  to  sell  and  con- 
vey in  fee-simple.  The  eviction  stated  in  the  declaration,  does 
not  appear,  nor  is  it  averred  to  have  taken  place  by  process  of 
law;  covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment  and  a  general  warranty  ex- 
tend only  to  lawful  evictions.  Some  of  the  cases,  3  T.  587;. 
Woodfall,  232;  Esp.  Dig.  273,  274;  Wotton  v.  Hill.  2  Saund. 
177,  and  Wms.  notes,  8  and  10,  admit  that  the  action  lies  for 
breach  of  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  if  the  person  to  whom 
the  right  belongs  oust  the  possessor.  In  the  present  case,  it  is 
not  alleged  that  the  ouster  was  committed  by  any  person  having 
right  or  superior  title. 

It  is  objected  that  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover  on  the  cov- 
enants of  seisin,  and  that  the  grantor  had  power  to  convey, 
because  it  is  alleged  in  the  declaration  that  there  was  a  total 
defect  of  title  in  the  defendant,  at  the  time  he  executed  the 
deed,  and  that  the  covenants  then  broken,  could  not  be  assigned 
over  by  the  first  grantee. 

There  is  great  force  in  this  objection,  and  it  appears  to  me 
conclusive.  Choses  in  action  are  incapable  of  assignment  at 
the  common  law;  and  what  can  distinguish  these  covenants, 
broken  the  instant  they  were  made,  from  an  ordinary  chose  in 
action?  The  covenants  it  is  true,  are  such  as  run  with  the  land, 
but  here  the  substratum  fails,  for  there  was  no  land  whereof 
the  defendant  was  seised,  and  of  consequence,  none  that  he 
could  aliene;  the  covenants  are,  therefore,  naked  ones,  uncoupled 
with  a  right  to  the  soil.  This  point  was  determined  in  the  case 
of  Lewis  v.  Bulge,  Cro.  Eliz.  863.  The  court  held,  in  that  case, 
that  the  covenant  being  broken  before  the  plaintiff's  purchase,  and 
so,  though  the  covenants  were  against  the  precise  incumbrance, 
that  it  was  a  thing  in  action,  which  could  not  be  transferred 
over,  and  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant  on  demurrer. 
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I  cannot  find  that  this  case  has  been  overruled.  (The  same  rale 
is  laid  down  by  Comyns'  Digest,  title  Covenant,  B.  3.)  Spencer's 
case  presents  a  very  distinct  question  from  the  one  now  under 
consideration;  it  involved  only  the  case  of  an  assignee  of  a  term, 
sued  by  the  lessor,  with  respect  to  the  covenants,  whioh,  run- 
ning with  the  land,  are  imposed  upon  the  assignee. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  must  have 
judgment. 

Kent,  0.  J.,  Thompson  and  Tompkins,  JJ.,  declared  themselves 
to  be  of  the  same  opinion. 

Livingston,  J.  I  cannot  assent  to  this  opinion.  One  of  the 
covenants  declared  on  is  that  of  a  seisin  in  fee  of  the  grantor. 
It  since  appearing  that  he  was  not  thus  seised,  and,  of  course, 
that  this  covenant  was  broken  immediately  on  executing  the 
conveyance,  it  is  now  said  that  it  could  not  be  transferred,  so 
as  to  entitle  the  assignee  to  an  action  for  the  breach  of  it. 

One  would  naturally  suppose  that  every  covenant  in  a  deed, 
conveying  an  estate  of  inheritance,  would  pass  with  the  land, 
and  confer  on  the  owner,  however  remote  from  a  former  grantor, 
a  remedy  for  an  unsatisfied  violation  of  any  of  them,  without 
inquiring  when  the  right  of  action  first  accrued.  They  all  ex- 
tend, by  express  terms,  as  well  to  assigns  ad  infinitum  as  to 
the  first  grantee.  It  comports,  then,  with  the  contract,  and  is 
in  itself  reasonable  that  they  should  all  form  a  part  of  every 
grantee's  security;  nor  can  it  be  right  that  those  who  come  in 
under  this  covenant,  which  may  be  the  only  one  in  a  convey- 
ance, shall  not  be  able  to  recover  any  part  of  a  large  considera- 
tion merely  because  an  alienation  intervened  prior  to  a  discov- 
ery of  any  defect  of  title.  By  this  means  a  most  useful  cov- 
enant, and  in  daily  use,  will  become  a  dead  letter  before  it  can 
be  enforced,  as,  very  often,  repeated  sales  take  place  before  a 
title  is  discovered  to  be  bad.  We  are,  however,  told  that  such 
is  the  law,  and  are  referred  to  some  authorities.  Between  the 
case  of  Lewis  v.  Ridge,  Cro.  Eliz.  863,  and  this  one,  there  is  a 
distinction,  which  will  be  an  excuse  for  not  applying  it  in  a 
way  that  the  court  could  not  have  intended,  and  which  can 
answer  no  other  purpose  but  that  of  depriving  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser of  his  remedy,  and  of  annulling  (which  courts  sometimes 
take  the  liberty  of  doing)  a  contract  to  which  the  parties  have 
solemnly  bound  themselves.  The  distinction  is  this:  In  the 
case  from  Croke,  the  covenant  (which  was  to  discharge  all  stat- 
utes, etc.,  in  two  years)  was  not  only  broken,  but  this  was 
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known  to  the  purchaser;  for  a  statute,  which  was  the  incum- 
brance complained  of,  was  matter  of  record,  and  the  land,  at 
the  time  of  sale,  was  actually  extended  for  its  satisfaction.  It 
was  therefore  thought  that  the  plaintiff  had  bought  a  chose  in 
action*  and  the  court  (which  was  less  indulgent  formerly  than 
at  present  to  the  these  bargains)  set  its  face  against  him.  But 
in  cases  of  the  kind  before  us,  such  knowledge  can  rarely  exist; 
for  as  soon  as  a  title  is  discovered  to  be  questionable,  there  will 
generally  be  a  stop  to  further  alienation.  The  reasoning,  there- 
fore, in  this  case  does  not  apply;  for  why  punish  a  person  for 
buying  a  chose  in  action,  by  a  forfeiture  of  his  remedy,  when 
he  neither  knew,  nor  suspected  at  the  time,  that  such  a  right 
existed?  It  might  be  asked:  What  makes  a  covenant  more  a 
chose  in  action  after,  than  before,  its  breach?  In  all  purchases 
in  fee,  has  not  the  land  always  been  considered,  as  it  really  is, 
the  thing  bargained  for,  and  that  the  covenants,  without  dis- 
tinction, necessarily  pass  with  it  ?  Thus  we  shall  get  rid  alto- 
gether of  the  idea  of  purchasing  a  thing  in  action,  which  can 
only  be  entertained  by  a  fanciful  distinction  between  covenants 
broken  and  those  which  may  be  broken  in  future.  Is  there  in 
reality  anything  more  obnoxious  or  criminal  in  assigning  the 
one  than  the  other?  If  there  be  any  turpitude  in  the  thing, 
why  do  courts,  now-a-days,  go  so  far  in  supporting  transfers  of 
choses  in  action,  as  to  protect  the  rights  of  an  assignee,  though 
not  a  party  to  the  record?  Another  case,  more  recent,  that  of 
Andrew  v.  Pearce,  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  (New  Rep.)  168,  which  was 
also  relied  on,  proceeded  on  the  ground  of  the  lease  being  ab- 
solutely void  prior  to  its  assignment,  and  that,  therefore,  no 
interest  in  the  land  could  pass  under  it;  of  course,  there  re- 
mained only  a  right  of  action  to  sell.  Now,  though  the  party 
in  that  case  ought,  perhaps,  to  have  been  estopped  from  saying 
that  nothing  passed  by  his  deed,  yet  taking  this  decision  as  we 
find  it,  and  even  receiving  it,  late  as  it  is,  as  authority,  it  makes 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  From  the  judgment  delivered  by  Sir 
James  Mansfield,  and  the  reasonings  of  all  the  counsel,  it  is 
evident  that  if  any  interest  in  the  land  had  passed  with  the 
assignment,  the  covenant,  whenever  broken,  would  have  passed 
with  it,  and  the  action  been  supported.  If  so,  how  does  it  ap- 
pear that  nothing  passed  by  the  deed  of  Wilcocks,  or  by  the 
one  to  the  plaintiffs'  intestate?  Though  it  was  not  a  fee-simple 
(which  must  be  the  only  meaning  of  the  averment  in  the  decla- 
ration), some  smaller  estate  or  interest  may  have  passed,  which 
would  have  carried  the  covenant  of  seisin  along  with  it,  and 
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been  sufficient  to  take  this  case  oat  of  the  principle  of  Andrew 
v.  Pearce. 

Bat  this  is  not  the  ground  on  which  I  rest;  it  is  that  of  the 
contract  itself,  by  the  words  of  which  all  the  covenants  passed  to 
every  grantee  ad  infinitum,  and  gave  him,  of  course,  an  action 
in  his  own  name,  against  any  preceding  grantor,  whether  a 
breach  happen  before  or  after  the  assignment,  provided  no  sat- 
isfaction has  been  obtained  for  it  in  another  name.  Nor  is  it 
without  authority  that  this  ground  is  taken,  for  in  the  case  of 
Spencer,  5  Co.  17,  in  Sir  Edward  Coke's  reports,  it  was  resolved, 
"  that  if  the  assignee  of  a  lessee  be  evicted,  he  shall  have  a  writ 
of  covenant,  for  it  is  reasonable,  if  he  be  evicted,  that  he  shall 
take  such  benefit  of  the  demise  as  the  first  lessee  might,  and  the 
lessor  hath  no  other  prejudice  than  that  his  especial  contract 
with  the  first  lessee  hath  bound  him  to."  In  this  lease  it  is 
worthy  of  remark,  too,  that  there  was  no  express  covenant,  but 
only  words  which  implied  one.  It  is  not  stated,  it  is  true, 
when  the  breach  took  place,  but  the  lessor,  without  any  such 
distinction,  is  placed  in  relation  to  the  sub-tenant,  on  precisely 
the  same  footing,  as  it  respected  a  remedy  on  the  lease,  as  he 
stood  in  with  regard  to  his  immediate  lessee.  The  court  must 
have  conbidered  the  contract  of  assignment  as  entire,  and  that 
with  it  not  only  the  land,  but  all  the  agreements  of  the  lessor, 
passed;  for  it  is  not  easy  to  be  understood  how  the  covenant  of 
warranty  should  pass  to  the  grantee,  as  it  is  admitted  it  did,  so 
as  to  give  him  a  right  to  sue  in  his  own  name,  and  yet  that  a 
different  rule  is  to  be  applied  as  to  the  covenant  of  seisin. 

I  concur  in  the  opinion  delivered  as  to  the  mode  of  stating 
an  eviction,  in  which  respect  the  declaration  is  imperfect;  but 
the  breach  of  the  covenant  of  seisin  being  well  assigned,  the 
plaintiff,  in  my  opinion,  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

See  Jforrtm  v.  Uobbs,  ante,  61;  and  PrttcoU  v.  Truemcm^amUf  246L 


Ward  v.  Clark. 

[2  JOHVtOM,  10.] 

Words  not  Actionable  in  Slander.— To  say  of  a  person,  "  He  has 
sworn  falsely,"  or  "He  has  taken  a  false  oath  against  me  in  Squire 
Jamison's  court,"  or  "He  has  falsely  and  maliciously  charged  and 
imposed  on  me  the  crime  of  perjury,"  is  not  actionable. 
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Eeeob  from  the  court  of  common  pleas.  The  defendant  in 
error  brought  an  action  of  slander  against  Ward,  and  in  his 
declaration  set  forth  two  counts.  Jn  the  first  count  the  words 
charged  are,  "  He  has  sworn  falsely;  he  has  taken  a  false  oath 
against  me  in  Squire  Jamison's  court/'  The  second  count  was 
for  "falsely  and  maliciously  charging  and  imposing  on  the 
plaintiff  below  the  crime  of  perjury."  Plea,  not  guilty;  and 
general  verdict  for  ten  dollars  damages. 

Mumford,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  words  "swore 
falsely"  do  not  amount  to  the  crime  of  perjury;  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  Squire  Jamison  was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  had 
power  to  administer  an  oath:  Hopkins  v.  Beedle,  1  Gaines,  347 
(2  Am.  Dec.  191);  Gurneth  v.  Derry,  3  Lev.  166;  Holt  v.  Schole- 
fieM,  6  T.  R.  691;  Onslow  v.  Borne,  3  Wils.  186;  Bac.  Ab.  tit. 
Slander,  B.  3.  The  second  count  is  bad;  it  should  have  stated 
the  words  constituting  the  perjury;  yet  if  it  be  held  good,  the 
first  is  bad,  and  the  verdict  being  general,  judgment  must  be 
reversed:  Hopkins  v.  Beedle,  Doug.  730;  1  T.  R.  153;  2  Id. 
125. 

Sedgwick,  for  the  defendant  in  error;,  contended  that  the 
words  of  the  first  count  were  sufficiently  definite  to  import  the 
charge  of  perjury;  and  that  judgment  ought  not  to  be  reversed 
if  any  of  the  words  in  the  first  count  were  actionable:  Lloyd 
v.  Morris,  Willes,  443.  The  general  charge  of  perjury  in  the 
second  count  is  sufficiently  precise  for  the  purpose  of  pleading: 
1  Vent.  264. 

By  Court,  Tompkins,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  error  relies  on  the 
insufficiency  of  the  declaration  in  the  court  below,  for  the 
reversal  of  the  judgment  rendered  there. 

No  colloquium,  or  averment  of  special  damages,  is  contained 
in  the  declaration.  The  words  in  the  first  count,  then,  are  not 
actionable,  unless  they  must  necessarily  be  understood  as  con- 
veying a  charge  of  perjury.  This  is  not  to  be  collected  from 
them,  because  it  does  not  appear  that  Jamison  had  any  author- 
ity to  hold  a  court  known  in  law,  or  to  act  judicially,  or  to  admin- 
ister an  oath,  and,  therefore,  a  charge  of  having  taken  a  false 
oath  before  him,  does  not  necessarily  impute  any  crime,  for 
which  a  person  may  be  indicted  and  punished.  Even  if  the 
court  referred  to  by  the  words,  were  known  and  recognized  by 
this  court,  there  is  no  colloquium  of  any  cause  there  depend- 
ing, without  which  the  declaration  is  insufficient;  for  the  words 
may  have  been  spoken  in  common  discourse:  J.  Cartwel  v.  Cole, 
Freem.  55;  Core  v.  Morion,  Yelv.  28. 
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These  words,  "  Thou  art  forsworn  in  collet  court,"  without 
showing  any  action  pending  there,  and  without  further  descrip- 
tion of  the  court,  were  held  not  to  be  actionable:  Skinner  v. 
Trobe,  Cro.  Ja.  190.  In  Page  v.  Keeble,  Cro.  Ja.  436,  a  similar 
judgment  was  given,  upon  a  declaration  upon  these  words: 
"Thou  art  perjured,  for  thou  art  forsworn  in  the  bishop  of 
Gloucester's  court.1'  The  doctrine  recognized  in  this  court  in 
the  cause  of  Hopkins  v.  Beedle,  1  Gaines  347  (2  Am.  Dec.  191), 
goes  the  length  of  determining^the  question,  upon  the  count  now 
under  consideration.  It  was  there  adjudged,  that  to  convey 
the  charge  of  perjury,  the  words  must  be  certain  and  unequivo- 
cal, and  state  the  court,  or  a  competent  officer  who  administered 
the  oath;  and  in  a  more  recent  case,  Stafford  v.  Green,  1  Johns. 
R.  505,  a  count  for  words  similar  to  those  in  the  first  count  in 
this  declaration,  was  held  to  be  defective.  The  rule  in  relation 
to  these  and  similar  words  is,  that  where  one  person  calls 
another  a  perjured  man,  it  shall  be  intended  that  the  same  was 
in  a  court  of  justice,  and  to  have  a  necessary  reference  to  it; 
but  for  a  charge  of  false  swearing,  no  action  lies  unless  the 
declaration  shows  that  the  speaking  of  the  words  had  a  ref- 
erence to  a  judicial  court  or  proceeding:  Croford  v.  Blisse,  2 
Bulstrode,  150;  Core  v.  Morion,  Telv.  28. 

The  second  count  appears  to  me  to  be  equally  defective.  It 
is  not  alleged  what  particular  words  were  spoken;  nor  does  the 
plaintiff  pretend  to  set  forth  the  substance  of  the  expressions 
of  which  he  complains.  No  precedent,  ancient  or  modern, 
warrants  this  form  of  pleading.  The  plaintiff  contents  himself 
with  drawing  his  own  inference  from  the  declarations  made, 
and  alleges  such  inference,  without  apprising  the  defendant  of 
the  words,  or  substance  of  the  words  spoken.  The  rule  of  evi- 
dence in  actions  of  slander  formerly  was,  that  the  plaintiff  must 
prove  the  precise  words;  and  that  rule  has  been  no  further 
relaxed  than  to  admit  proof  of  the  substance  of  the  words  laid. 
With  respect  to  declaring,  it  has  been  repeatedly  resolved,  that 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  set  forth  the  tenor,  effect  or  import  of  the 
words  used:  Newton  and  others  v.  Stubbs,  3  Mod.  72,  and  2  Show, 
436;  Hale  v.  Cranfield,  Crok.  El.  645;  Id.  857.  No  precedent 
for  this  count  was  cited  upon  the  argument,  and  my  researches 
have  furnished  me  with  none.  In  Morgan's  Precedents,  268,  is 
to  be  found  the  only  form  which  bears  a  resemblance  to  this 
count.  It  was  for  charging  and  imposing  upon  the  plaintiff  the 
crime  of  arson,  before  a  magistrate,  to  wit:  Of  maliciously  and 
feloniously  setting  fire  to  a  certain  house,  particularly  described 
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therein.  In  2  Richardson's  Practice,  K.  B.  108,  is  the  form  of 
a  declaration,  charging  the  substance  and  import  of  the  partic- 
ular words  used.  Without  questioning  the  correctness  of  these 
precedents,  it  is  evident,  that  the  same  objections  do  not  lie  to 
them,  as  are  presented,  by  this  count.  The  generality  and  un- 
certainty of  the  charge  is  a  decisive  objection  to  it.  By  this 
mode  of  declaring,  the  defendant  is  deprived  of  an  opportunity 
of  pleading  matter  which  he  might  properly  set  up  (if  he  was 
apprised,  by  the  declaration,  of  the  specific  words),  as  that  they 
were  spoken  with  reference  to  a  different  subject,  or  in  a  differ- 
ent sense,  than  that  in  which  the  plaintiff  thinks  proper  to  ap- 
ply them:  Cronvwd's  case,  4  Rep.  13.  This  he  cannot  do,  if  the 
mode  of  declaring,  adopted  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  count, 
is  allowed.  Besides,  the  defendant  may  thereby  be  deprived 
of  the  advantages  which  might  result  to  him  from  a  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  or  upon  a  writ  of  error.  Upon  the  whole, 
we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  second  count  violates  the  rules  of 
correct  pleading,  and  leads  to  unnecessary  surprise  and  vexation. 
The  judgment  below  must,  therefore,  be  reversed  for  the  insuf- 
ficiency of  both  counts  in  the  declaration. 
Judgment  reversed. 

See  Bue  v.  Mitchell,  1  Am.  Dec.  258. 


Manny  v.  Harris, 

p  JoonoH,  94.] 

Record  of  former  Suit  as  Evidence.— In  order  that  the  reoord  oi  a 
former  suit  should  be  received  as  conclusive  evidence  to  any  point,  it 
should  appear  that  such  point  was  put  in  issue.  Extrinsic  evidence 
cannot  be  received  showing  that  a  particular  matter,  not  in  issue  on 
the  record,  was  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

Tender  on  Bond.— A  tender  on  a  bond  with  a  penalty  is  no  bar  to  an 
action  on  such  bond. 

Action  of  debt  on  a  bond,  dated  May  25, 1800,  and  reciting 
that  Harris,  by  virtue  of  an  agreement  with  Manny,  was  in 
possession  of  one  hundred  and  twelve  acres  of  land  which  had 
been  leased  to  Manny  by  one  Lefferts,  deceased,  with  a  reserva- 
tion of  ten  pounds  three  shillings  and  ten  pence;  the  lease 
containing  the  covenant  that,  if  at  the  expiration  thereof,  Manny, 
his  heirs  or  assigns,  should  pay  the  lessor  one  hundred  and 
forty-five  pounds  and  twelve  shillings,  that  then  the  lessor 
would  convey  the  land  to  Manny  by  a  sufficient  warranty  deed. 
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The  condition  of  the  bond  was,  that  if  Harris  paid  Manny  the 
yearly  rent  specified  in  the  lease,  and  also  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred and  forty-five  pounds  and  twelve  shillings  by  the  first  of 
September,  1802,  then  the  bond  was. to  be  void.  Plea  non  est 
factum,  with  notice  that  defendant  would  give  in  evidence  that 
in  an  action  brought  by  Harris  against  Manny,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  present  suit,  the  bond  in  question  was  nec- 
essarily considered  by  the  jury,  and  had  been  allowed  and 
deducted  from  the  amount  of  Harris's  demand  against  Manny; 
further  that  the  bond  was  given  on  condition  that  Manny 
should  procure  by  the  first  of  October,  1802,  a  good  and  suffi- 
cient deed  of  the  land  to  Harris  from  the  representatives  of 
Lefferts,  but  that  no  such  deed  had  been  procured;  and  further, 
that  on  the  twenty-eighth  May,  1801,  defendant  paid  plaintiff 
the  interest  on  the  one  hundred  and  forty-five  pounds  and 
twelve  shillings,  and  on  the  twenty-sixth  May,  1802,  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  tendered  the  interest  then  due, 
which  was  refused;  and  on  the  first  of  September,  1802,  ten- 
dered the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  forty-five  pounds  and  twelve 
shillings,  and  interest,  according  to  the  condition  of  the  bond, 
which  plaintiff  refused  to  accept. 

The  defendant  proved  that  on  the  twenty-sixth  of  May,  1802, 
he  went  to  plaintiff's  house,  when  he  was  informed  that  plaintiff 
had  gone  to  New  York,  and  after  counting  out  the  money  due 
on  the  bond,  went  away,  there  being  no  person  ready  to  receive 
the  same.  He  also  proved  that  he  tendered  the  one  hundred 
and  forty-five  pounds  and  twelve  shillings  and  interest,  on  the 
first  of  September,  1802,  to  plaintiff,  who  refused  to  accept  the 
money,  saying  defendant  should  not  have  the  land,  as  another 
had  got  it.  The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  the  record 
of  the  suit  of  Harris  against  Manny,  and  the  testimony  of  a  juror 
in  that  case,  to  prove  that  the  amount  of  the  bond  sued  on  in 
this,  had  there  been  allowed  and  deducted.  This  evidence, 
though  objected  to,  was  admitted;  and  it  appeared  from  the 
record  that  the  former  action  had  been  on  a  penal  bond  in  the 
sum  of  two  thousand  and  five  hundred  dollars  conditioned  to 
procure  to  Harris  from  the  representatives  of  Lefferts  a  deed  of 
the  land  in  question;  and  the  juror  testified  that  the  amount  of 
plaintiff's  claim  in  the  present  action  had  been  allowed  in  mak- 
ing up  the  verdict  in  the  action  brought  by  Harris. 

On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  proved  that  plaintiff's 
brother  had  been  authorized  to  attend  to  his  business,  and  was 
at  plaintiff's  house  on  the  twenty-sixth  of  May,  1802,  with  the 
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bond,  bat  no  tender  was  made  to  him;  and  that  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  plaintiff  demanded  the  money  of 
the  defendant,  who  refused  to  pay  it,  saying  that  it  had  been 
allowed  plaintiff  in  another  action. 

The  jury  found  for  the  defendant;  and  plaintiff  moved  to  set 
aside  the  verdict;  because,  1.  Evidence  was  improperly  ad- 
mitted; 2.  The  tenders  were  not  sufficiently  proved;  and,  8. 
The  subsequent  demand  and  refusal  destroyed  the  effect  of  the 
tender. 

EUdreth  and  Van  Vechten,  for  the  plaintiff.  In  the  previous 
suit,  the  tender  was  the  only  point  put  in  issue,  and  the  record  is 
not  evidence  of  matters  not  in  issue,  and  which  the  jury  had  no 
right  to  consider:  Sintoenick  v.  Lucas,  1  Esp.  Gas.  43.  To  make 
the  maxim  nemo  debet  bis  vexari  apply,  the  suit  must  be  for  the 
same  cause  of  action:  Kitchen  v.  Campbell,  3  Wils.  304,  or  the 
same  point  in  issue.  The  tender  on  the  twenty-sixth  of  Hay 
was  not  good.  Harris  should  have  remained  at  plaintiff's 
house  till  sunset:  6  Bac.  Ab.  453;  nor  does  a  tender  discharge 
the  debt:  Id.  457;  Plowd.  172,  173;  the  money  should  have 
been  paid  into  court,  to  keep  the  tender  good:  6  Bac.  Ab. 
460,  464. 

Henry,  for  the  defendant.  A  tender  to  a  bond  with  a  penally 
is  in  bar  of  the  action:  3  T.  B.  683;  Douglas  etaLy.  Patrick,  1 
Esp.  Cas.  449;  5  Com.  649;  Pleader,  2  W.  28;  Carth.  133.  The 
plaintiff  has  once  received  what  he  is  attempting  to  recover  in 
this  action.  If  the  jury  did  make  a  deduction  of  the  con- 
sideration money  in  the  former  suit,  it  must  be  considered  as  so 
much  money  had  and  received  to  his  use.  In  Church  v.  Bedient, 
Caines  Gas.  in  Er.  21  (2  Am.  Dec.  263),  though  no  set-off  was 
pleaded,  the  actual  residue  was  held  to  be  the  amount  of 
damages. 

By  Court,  Spencbb,  J.  To  defeat  the  plaintiff's  recovery,  the 
defendant's  counsel  rely  on  two  points: 

1.  That  on  the  trial  of  the  suit,  in  which  Harris  was  plaint- 
iff, and  Manny  defendant,  the  jury  allowed  the  money  claimed 
in  the  action. 

2.  That  the  defendant,  having  once  tendered  the  principal 
and  interest  due  on  the  bond  now  in  suit,  the  plaintiff's  remedy 
to  maintain  an  action  for  the  penalty  is  gone,  notwithstanding 
the  plaintiff,  after  the  tender,  and  before  the  institution  of  the 
suit,  demanded  the  money  tendered. 

The  only  point  in  issue  in  the  former  suit,  was,  whether 
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Harris  had,  or  had  not,  paid  and  tendered  the  moneys  due,  to 
entitle  him  to  a  deed  for  the  land  contracted  to  be  sold.  That 
point  -was  decided  by  the  jury  in  favor  of  Harris,  and  they  gave 
him  a  verdict  for  six  hundred  and  sixty-two  dollars  and  fifty 
cents  as  damages,  for  not  making  the  conveyance.  It  is,  there* 
fore,  only  necessary  to  inquire,  whether  that  issue  warranted 
the  giving  the  present  bond  in  evidence,  so  that  the  jury  might 
allow  it  to  the  plaintiff;  for  if  the  issue  did  not  embrace  the 
consideration  of  the  present  cause  of  action,  evidence  ought  not 
to  have  been  received  that  the  jury  did  decide  upon  it.  This 
principle  is  not  only  a  plain  dictate  of  common  sense,  but  haa 
frequently  been  recognized.  In  the  case  of  SinUenick  v.  Lucas, 
1  Esp.  Eep.  43,  Lord  Eenyon  lays  it  down,  that  to  make  a 
record  evidence  to  conclude  any  matter,  it  should  appear 
that  the  matter  was  in  issue,  which  should  appear  from  the 
record  itself;  nor  should  evidence  be  admitted,  that  under  such 
a  record,  any  particular  matter  came  in  issue.  In  the  case  of 
KiicJien  el  al.  v.  Campbell,  3  Wil.  308,  Lord  Hardwicke  says: 
"  It  is  the  test  to  know,  whether  a  final  determination  in  a 
former  action,  is  a  bar  or  not,  to  a  subsequent  one,  where  the 
same  evidence  will  support  both  the  actions."  It  does  not  appear 
from  the  record,  that  the  former  issue,  in  any  shape,  com- 
prehended this  cause  of  action,  and,  consequently,  the  proof 
admitted  at  the  time  was  improper. 

There  is  no  analogy  between  this  case  and  that  of  Church  v. 
Bedient,  Caines's  Gases  in  Error,  21  (2  Am.  Dec.  268);  there  the 
assured  went  for  a  total  loss,  holding  in  his  hands  the  proceeds 
of  the  very  subject  insured,  nearly  equivalent  to  the  loss 
claimed.  Though  the  court  of  errors  did  not  decide  that  the 
proceeds,  without  any  notice  of  set-off,  ought  to  go  in  diminu- 
tion of  the  recovery,  yet  I  think  it  ought  to  be  so.  In  this  case, 
there  are  two  distinct  bonds;  one  for  the  absolute  payment  of  a 
sum  of  money  by  the  defendant;  the  other  for  the  conveyance 
of  a  tract  of  land,  on  the  payment  of  the  money;  and  the  rem- 
edy, on  a  breach  of  either  of  the  conditions,  was  distinct  also. 

The  second  point  is  attended  with  no  difficulty.  There  is  a 
dictum  in  Carthew,  133,  that  if  tender  be  on  a  bond,  with  a 
penalty,  the  plea  is  in  bar  of  the  action.  The  only  possible 
reason  for  this  was  that  the  penalty  on  a  forfeiture  of  the  condi- 
tion, became  the  debt,  and  might  be  recovered.  At  present  it 
is  not  so  considered,  and  on  payment  of  the  sum  in  the  condi- 
tion, the  court  will  order  satisfaction.  The  reason  having 
ceased,  the  law  must  cease  with  it.    I  doubt,  however,  whether 
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this  was  the  law,  that  a  tender,  in  case  of  a  penal  obligation, 
took  away  the  remedy  on  the  obligation.  A  case  in  2  Holies 
Abr.  524;  6  Bac.  Ab.  457,  has  a  different  aspect.  It  appears  by 
the  present  case,  that  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
the  plaintiff  demanded  the  money,  which  was  not  paid.  Though 
there  had  been  a  previous  legal  tender,  so  as  even  to  bar  a  suit 
on  the  penalty,  this,  I  think,  revived  the  remedy.  The  court 
are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  awarded, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit. 
New  trial  granted. 


Jackson  v.  Kniffen. 

[2  JOHXBOH,  81.] 

Declarations  of  Testator.— Parol  evidence  of  a  testator's  declarations 
made  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  shortly  before  his 
death,  are  not  admissible  to  show  that  he  executed  the  will  through 
fear  and  duress. 

Ejectment.  The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  title  to  the 
premises  as  the  heirs  at  law,  and  by  conveyance  from  the  heirs 
at  law  of  David  Kniffen,  who  died  in  January,  1804.  The 
plaintiff  proved  title  prima  facie.  The  defendant  then  offered 
in  evidence  the  will  of  David  Kniffen,  dated  February  1, 1801, 
and  executed  in  presence  of  three  witnesses.  After  sundry 
small  bequests  to  his  children  and  grandchildren,  the  testator 
devised  the  remainder  of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  the 
defendant,  his  wife,  in  fee.  The  will  was  proved  by  a  subscrib- 
ing witness.  The  plaintiff  then  called  witnesses  to  prove  duress 
in  obtaining  the  will.  It  appeared  that  the  testator  had  been 
possessed  of  considerable  real  and  personal  property  during  his 
lifetime;  had  advanced  to  his  children  small  sums  of  money; 
that  the  defendant  was  testator's  second  wife,  by  whom  he  had 
no  issue,  and  that  they  were  married  twenty  years  before  his 
death.  The  testator  was  about  eighty  years  of  age  at  the  time 
of  his  decease.  During  the  time  between  the  first  of  February, 
1801,  and  his  death,  testator  was  guarded  and  watched  by  his 
wife  and  TJndrell  Merrit,  who  lived  in  the  house,  and  to  whose 
daughter  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  was  bequeathed 
by  the  will,  and  testator's  children  were  debarred  from  having 
free  access  to  him,  with  a  view,  as  witnesses  supposed,  to  pre- 
vent him  from  altering,  or  making  another  will.  The  plaintiff 
then  offered  to  prove,  by  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  the 
will  and  four  other  persons,  that  the  testator,  on  many  occa- 
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toons,  in  conversation  with  them,  'whom  he  considered  as  his 
friends,  since  the  making  of  the  will,  had  uniformly,  and  in  the 
most  earnest  manner,  declared  that  instrument  not  to  be  his 
will;  that  he  had  been  forced  to  execute  it,  for  he  should  have 
been  murdered  if  he  had  not;  and  called  on  these  persons  to 
bear  witness  to  what  he  declared,  and  particularly  requested 
the  subscribing  witnesses  not  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  will, 
which  had  been  kept  in  the  custody  of  Joseph  Morey,  one  of 
his  executors,  ever  since  its  execution.  He  offered  to  prove 
further,  that  the  testator,  during  his  last  illness,  and-  within  an 
hour  before  his  death,  while  expecting  immediate  dissolution, 
in  a  solemn  manner  called  on  a  person  then  present  to  bear  wit- 
ness that  the  instrument  was  not  his  will,  but  had  been  extorted 
from  him  through  fear  of  being  murdered;  and  that  his  desire 
was  to  make  an  equal  distribution  of  his  estate  among  his  chil- 
dren; the  testator,  also,  then  declared,  as  he  had  often  done  be- 
fore, that  he  had  requested  Morey  to  surrender  the  instrument 
to  him  that  it  might  be  canceled,  but  Morey  always  refused  to 
do  so. 

This  testimony  was  rejected,  and  plaintiff  submitted  to  a  non- 
suit. A  motion  was  now  made  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit  and  for 
a  new  trial.     The  case  was  submitted  without  argument. 

Thompson,  J.  This  case  was  submitted  to  the  court  without 
argument.  It  appears  that  the  right  of  the  respective  parties, 
to  the  premises  in  question,  depends  on  the  validity  of  the  will 
of  David  Eniffen,  under  which  the  defendant  claims.  The 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  contend  that  the  wjll  is  void.  To  estab- 
lish this  they  offered,  upon  the  trial,  to  prove  certain  parol 
declarations,  by  the  testator,  after  the  due  execution  of  his  will, 
some  of  which  were  made  a  few  hours  before  his  death,  purport- 
ing that  he  had  executed  his  will  through  fear  and  compulsion, 
and  that  he  revoked  the  same.  This  testimony  was  overruled, 
and  the  question  now  presented  is,  whether  it.  was  competent 
evidence,  and  ought  to  have  been  admitted.  The  other  circum- 
stances given  in  evidence,  tending  to  show  that  the  testator, 
when  he  executed  the  will  in  question,  was  under  improper  re- 
straint, might  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury;  but  on  the 
rejection  of  the  parol  declarations  of  the  testator,  the  plaintiff 
submitted  to  a  nonsuit.  In  whatever  point  of  view  the  testi- 
mony offered  is  considered,  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  was  prop- 
erly overruled.  It  could  not,  if  placed  in  the  strongest  possible 
terms,  amount  to  a  revocation,  without  a  direct  violation  of  the 
statute,  which  declares  that  no  will  (of  land)  shall  be  revoked, 
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or  altered,  except  by  writing,  executed  with  all  the  requisites 
of  a  will,  or  by  canceling  the  same.  If  these  declarations  were 
not  to  operate  as  a  revocation,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  in  what 
manner  they  could  affect  the  will.  To  say  that  they  were 
proper,  in  order  to  show  that  the  instrument  in  question  was 
not  duly  executed,  by  reason  of  its  having  been  signed  under 
duress,  is  assuming  the  very  point  which  was  to  be  proved.  If 
tbey  were  legal  evidence,  they  must  be  so,  when  standing  alone, 
unaided  by  aDy  of  the  circumstances  previously  proved.  That 
the  declarations  were  made  a  few  hours  before  the  death  of  the 
testator,  can  add  nothing  to  their  efficacy;  for  surely  he  could 
not  be  considered  as  standing  in  the  character  of  a  witness, 
even  admitting  the  declarations  of  a  witness  in  extremis  to  be 
admissible  in  any  case.  This  will  might  have  been  executed 
under  circumstances  which  ought  to  invalidate  it;  but  to  allow 
it  to  be  impeached  by  the  parol  declarations  of  the  testator 
himself,  would,  in  my  judgment,  be  eluding  the  statute,  and  an 
infringement  upon  well  settled  and  established  principles  of 
law:  1  Vezey,  440;  6  Co.  69;  2  P.  Wms.  136.  The  only  case 
that  has  fallen  under  my  observation,  which  looks  like  coun- 
tenancing, in  any  measure,  testimony  of  this  kind,  is  that  of 
Nelson  v.  Oldfield,  reported  in  3  Vernon,  76.  We  have,  how- 
ever, but  a  very  imperfect  statement  of  the  case  there  given; 
and  the  point  before  the  court  to  be  decided  was,  whether  a 
will  of  personal  estate,  which  had  been  proved  in  the  spiritual 
court,  could  be  controverted  in  the  court  of  chancery.  It  is 
true,  the  reporter  observes,  that  by  the  depositions  of  witnesses 
examined  in  the  cause,  the  complaints  of  the  testatrix,  during 
her  last  sickness,  respecting  the  means  by  which  she  had  been 
induced  to  execute  her  will,  were  stated;  but  no  objection  ap- 
pears to  have  been  made  to  the  evidence.  The  defense  relied 
upon  was  the  conclusiveness  of  the  probate.  The  admissibility 
of  the  testimony  not  being  the  point  before  the  court,  this  can- 
not, in  my  opinion,  be  considered  an  authority  to  control  the 
present  case.  To  permit  wills  to  be  defeated,  or  in  any  manner 
whatsoever  impeached,'  by  the  parol  declarations  of  the  testator, 
appears  to  me  repugnant  to  the  very  genius  and  spirit  of  the 
statute,  and  not  to  be  allowed.  My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that 
the  motion  must  be  denied. 

Kent,  0.  J.,  declared  himself  to  be  of  the  same  opinion. 

Livtno8TON,  J.    I  concur  in  the  opinion  just  delivered;  though 
on  the  first  reading  of  this  case,  my  impressions  were  that  the 
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testator's  declarations,  made  in  the  moment  of  expected  dis- 
solution, should  have  been  received,  to  establish  the  duress 
under  which  he  acted.  On  more  mature  reflection,  I  am 
satisfied  that  they  were  properly  rejected.  Besides  the  danger 
of  tampering  with  a  person,  who  may  be  known  to  have  made 
bis  will,  of  fraud,  in  making  use  of  some  loose  and  unguarded 
expression  to  set  it  aside,  and  of  perjury,  in  fabricating  declara- 
tions, which  may  never  have  been  made,  and  thus  revoking  a 
will  by  parol,  the  right  of  cross-examining  is  invaluable,  and 
not  to  be  broken  in  upon.  How  often  is  testimony,  which, 
when  first  delivered,  appears  conclusive  and  irrefragable,  en- 
tirely frittered  away  by  this  process.  So  much  so,  that  a  wit- 
ness, well  sifted,  not  unfrequently  proves  more  against,  than 
in  favor  of  the  party  that  produces  him.  If  one  eye-witness  be 
worth  more  than  ten  hearsay  witnesses,  a  still  higher  value 
must  be  set  on  proofs  made  in  presence  of  both  parties,  com- 
pared with  ex  parte  declarations.  In  one  way,  the  whole  truth 
comes  out;  in  the  other,  no  more  than  it  may  suit  the  witness 
or  his  friend  to  have  disclosed.  The  not  being  under  oath, 
although  a  serious  objection,  is  not  with  me,  the  greatest,  be- 
cause, admitting  everything  said  to  be  true,  so  long  as  it  is  in 
the  absence  of  one,  and  probably,  at  the  solicitation  of  the 
other  party,  it  should  go  for  nothing.  In  what  way  the  will 
was  extorted,  what  menaces  were  used,  why  he  was  afraid  of 
being  murdered,  whether  in  consequence  of  threats,  or  of  his 
own  idle  suggestions  or  dreams,  why  he  had  not,  in  the  course 
of  three  years  canceled  a  will  unduly  obtained,  with  many  other 
inquiries  which  a  public  examination  might  have  suggested, 
would  have  afforded  the  jury  a  much  fairer  chance  of  arriving 
at  the  truth.  If  the  declarations  of  dying  persons  are  ever  to 
be  received  (on  which,  if  res  Integra,  much  might  be  said),  it 
will  be  best  to  confine  them  to  the  cases  of  great  crimes,  where 
frequently  the  only  witness  being  the  party  injured,  the  ends  of 
public  justice  may  otherwise,  by  his  death,  be  defeated.  In 
civil  cases  they  should  never  be  admitted;  or,  if  admitted  at 
all.  not  to  avoid  a  will  regularly  executed.  Credit  is  not 
always  due  to  the  declarations  of  a  dying  person,  whose  body 
may  have  survived  the  powers  of  his  mind,  or  whose  recollec- 
tion, if  his  senses  are  not  impaired,  may  not  be  very  perfect,  or 
who,  for  the  sake  of  ease  and  to  get  rid  of  the  importunity  and 
teasing  of  those  around  him,  may  say,  or  seem  to  say,  whatever 
they  choose  to  suggest.  In  the  case  cited  from  Vernon,  if  such 
testimony  were  received,  it  passed  sub  silenlio,  and  therefore 
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amounts  to  nothing.    The  conclusiveness  of  the  probate  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  only  question  before  the  chancellor. 

Spenceb,  J.  [After  reviewing  the  evidence  rejected.]  The 
whole  case  turns  upon  the  legal  effect  of  the  proof  given  at  the 
trial,  and  offered  to  be  given,  that  the  will  was  obtained  by 
duress. 

A  will,  whether  of  real  or  personal  estate,  cannot  be  revoked 
since  the  statute  of  29  Charles  II,  by  words  alone.  In  this 
view,  the  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible;  but  it  is  essential  to 
the  validity  of  every  deed,  that  the  party  making  it  be  free  from 
restraint,  and  not  under  duress:  Dyer,  143;  6  Powell,  173,  and 
the  cases  there  cited.  A  will,,  therefore,  may  be  avoided  by 
duress,  as  well  as  any  other  deed. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  evidence  should 
have  been  received,  to  prove  the  declarations  of  the  devisor, 
and  I  think  it  ought.  A  will  takes  effect  only  on  the  testator's 
death.  During  his  life,  it  is  subject  to  his  control,  and  until 
it  was  consummated,  by  his  death,  no  one  had,  in  a  legal  view, 
any  interest  in  it:  Nemo  est  heres  viventis.  Declarations  of  facts 
by  a  party  in  interest,  when  made  at  a  time  when  no  one  had  a 
vested  interest  in  opposition  to  him,  are  good  evidence,  and 
they  are  very  distinguishable  from  those  made  by  a  party  in 
interest,  repugnant  to  the  vested  rights  of  others.  An  obligor 
in  a  bond,  or  a  grantor  in  a  deed,  cannot  make  declarations  of 
a  duress,  so  as  they  can  be  evidence,  because  they  go  to  take 
away  a  vested  and  opposing  interest.  This  very  kind  of  evi- 
dence was  admitted,  and  without  a  question,  in  the  case  of 
Nelson  v.  Oldfield,  Vernon,  76.  There  Mrs.  Bettison  was  gotten 
into  the  power  of  Mrs.  Nelson,  and  was  prevailed  upon  to  make 
her  will,  and  solemnly  swear,  that  she  would  not  revoke  or 
alter  it,  or  make  any  other  will;  she  declared  all  these  facts, 
and  that  she  dare  not,  for  fear  of  damnation,  revoke  or  alter 
her  will.  The  devisee  brought  her  bill  for  the  aid  of  the  court 
of  chancery,  relative  to  a  trust  estate,  and  on  the  evidence  of 
these  declarations  alone,  the  chancellor  refused  his  aid  and  dis- 
missed the  bill.  As  well  on  principle  as  precedent,  I  think  the 
evidence  offered  should  have  been  admitted,  and  especially, 
after  it  was  proved,  that  the  devisor  had  been  guarded  and 
watched  over,  after  the  date  of  the  will;  that  it  had  been  taken 
out  of  his  custody,  and  detained,  notwithstanding  his  applica- 
tion for  it,  for  the  purpose  of  canceling  it,  and  that  his  chil- 
dren were  denied  access  to  him.  I  apprehend  no  danger  under 
a  state  of  facts  like  those  presented  in  this  case,  from  admitting 
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such  proof;  but  though  I  feel  myself  compelled  to  dissent  from 
the  majority  of  the  court,  it  is  with  diffidence.  The  principles 
I  have  adverted  to,  and  the  justice  of  the  plaintiffs  case,  have 
operated  to  produce  a  conviction  on  my  mind,  that  the  nonsuit 
ought  to  be  set  aside. 

Tompkins,  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion* 
Rule  refused. 


This  is  regarded  as  a  leading  case  on  the  subject  of  the  admission  of 
a  testator's  declarations  in  evidence  in  an  inquiry  respecting  his  will 
To  it,  most  all  onr  cases  refer,  and,  except  in  one  instance,  the  courts 
have  accepted  its  authority.  It  will  be  useful  now  to  examine  the  subse- 
quent adjudications  on  this  subject.  It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  ex- 
amination of  the  question,  the  court  had  no  previous  authority  in  this 
country  to  refer  to,  and  but  little  light  from  the  English  cases.  Since,  we 
have  had  many  decisions  on  this  particular  subject,  most  of  them  referring 
to  this  case  as  the  starting  point.  Before  proceeding  further  we  will  here 
state  what  principal  cases  of  importance  may  be  examined,  and  which  we 
shall  regard  as  the  best  authoritative  exposition  of  the  law  at  present,  and 
which,  it  will  be  found,  notice  the  principal  case.  The  first  well  consid- 
ered case  is  Reel  v.  Heel,  1  Hawks,  247,  which  denied  the  authority  of  the 
principal  case,  and  was  decided  in  1821.  The  next  were  Stevens  v.  Van- 
cleve,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  262,  decided  in  1822;  Comstock  v.  Hadlyme,  8  Conn. 
254,  decided  in  1830.  After  these  there  are  three  cases,  which,  from  the 
elaborate  examinations  given  to  the  decisions,  may  truly  be  regarded  as 
leading  cases.  These  are:  Waterman  v.  Whitney,  11  N.  Y.  167;  Boylan  v.  u 
Meeker,  4  Dutch.  274,  and  Shatter  v.  Bumstead,  99  Mass.  112.  The  most 
elaborate  examination  given  to  the  subject  is  in  Boylan  v.  Meeker,  but  the 
best  and  the  most  philosophical  decision  of  the  question  is  in  the  opinion  of 
Selden,  J.,  in  Waterman  v.  Whitney.  There,  the  subject  is  admirably  pre- 
sented, and  discussed  under  three  different  heads.  "It  will  tend  to  eluci- 
date the  subject,"  he  says,  "to  consider  it  under  the  following  classifica- 
tion of  the  purposes  for  which  the  evidence  may  be  offered,  viz. :  1.  To 
show  a  revocation  of  a  will  admitted  to  have  been  once  valid;  2.  To  impeach 
the  validity  of  a  will  for  duress  on  account  of  some  fraud  or  imposition 
practiced  upon  the  testator,  or  for  some  other  cause  not  involving  his  mental 
condition;  3.  To  show  the  mental  incapacity  of  the  testator,  or  that  the 
will  was  procured  by  undue  influence."  If  to  this  classification  we  add  two 
others,  namely:  to  show  the  existence  or  contents  of  a  lost  will,  and  to 
explain  a  latent  ambiguity,  or  to  rebut  an  equity,  we  have  a  full  presenta- 
tion of  the  various  ways  in  which  the  question  can  arise.  We  will,  there- 
fore, consider  the  question  under  these  five  heads: 

I.  To  show  A  Revocation. — After  an  examination,  the  position  is  laid 
down  in  Waterman  v.  Whitney,  that  upon  a  question  of  revocation  no 
declarations  of  the  testator  are  admissible,  except  such  as  accompany  the 
act  by  which  the  will  is  revoked,  such  declarations  being  received  as  part 
of  the  res  gestce,  and  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  intent  of  the  act  This 
position  is  unquestionably  supported  by  authority.  The  English  cases  of 
Bibb  v.  Thomas,  2  W.  BL  1044,  and  Doe  v.  Perkes,  3  Barn.  &  Aid.  489, 
fully  sustain  this  position,  as  does  Dan  v.  Brown,  4  Cow.  483,  where  Wood- 
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worth,  J.,  says:  "The  execution  of  the  win  being  established,  the  next 
question  is  whether  there  was  any  evidence  that  it  was  canceled.  On  tbi* 
point  I  lay  no  stress  upon  the  declarations  of  the  testator.  They  were 
made  long  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  shortly  before  his  death. 
They  ore  not  evidence  unless  they  relate  to  the  res  geata  or  to  an  act  done; 
as  where  by  mistake  the  will  is  torn  or  thrown  into  the  fire." 

In  Harring  v.  Allen,  25  Mich.  505,  in  a  suit  to  test  the  validity  of  an 
alleged  will,  the  questions  arose  as  to  whether  the  deceased  had  not  de- 
stroyed the  will  in  such  a  manner  as  to  revoke  it,  and  whether  the  will 
was  not  originally  procured  by  undue  influence;  and  the  declarations  of 
the  deceased  manifesting  dissatisfaction  with  the  dispositions  of  the  will, 
though  not  mode  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  acts  of  spoliation,  were  held 
competent  evidence  as  to  the  question  of  the  destruction  of  the  will,  and 
upon  the  intent  of  the  acts.  The  decision  can  only  be  accepted  as  authority 
on  the  ground  that  the  question  of  undue  influence  was  raised;  for  then  the 
evidence  is  allowed  to  take  a  wider  range,  and  subsequent  declarations  of 
a  testator  are  admissible,  as  will  hereafter  be  shown.  It  may  also  be  sus- 
tained on  another  ground;  because  in  the  case  the  question  of  the  existence 
of  a  will  was  raised.  The  court  say:  "  The  plaintiff  in  error  also  offered  to 
give  in  evidence  declarations  of  decedent,  manifesting  dissatisfaction  with 
the  dispositions  of  the  will,  which  expressions,  however,  were  not  made  at 
the  time  of  the  imputed  acts  of  spoliation.  The  testimony  was  excluded 
on  objection  of  defendant  in  error.  Was  this  evidence  admissible  for  any 
purpose  ?  We  are  to  keep  in  mind  the  fact  that  the  will,  whose  former 
existence  was  denied,  was  after  all  missing;  that  plaintiff  in  error  claimed, 
and  had  given  evidence  tending  to  show  that  decedent  had  voluntarily 
destroyed  it;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  defendant  in  error  did  not  ad- 
•nit  the  alleged  destruction.  There  was,  then,  a  question  upon  the  truth 
of  the  statement  that  decedent  had  destroyed  the  will,  and  also  a  question 
npon  his  intent  to  revoke.  Now,  any  declarations  of  decedent  adapted  to 
disclose  the  state  of  his  mind  on  the  subject  would  have  borne  upon  the 
credit  due  to  the  statement  that  he  tore  the  will,  and  also  upon  his  state  of 
mind  and  intent  in  tearing  the  will,  if  he  did  tear  it  Any  free,  intelligent 
and  distinct  expressions  manifesting  approbation  or  disapprobation  of  the 
will,  would  have  furnished  more  or  less  aid  to  the  jury  in  their  endeavors 
to  ascertain  whether,  in  fact,  he  did  or  did  not  tear  the  will,  and  whether, 
if  he  did  so,  it  was  done  with  intent  to  revoke.  For  these  purposes  I  think 
the  inquiry  was  authorized." 

2.  Where  Fraud,  Mistake,  or  Imposition  is  Alleged.— The 
cases  generally  hold  that  in  this  instance  no  subsequent  declarations  of  a 
testator  are  admissible  in  evidence,  This  is  the  position  maintained  in  the 
principal  case,  which  in  this  respect  has  since  been  accepted  as  authority, 
notwithstanding  it  was  dissented  from  in  Reel  v.  Reel,  1  Hawks.  247. 
The  leading  English  case  on  this  head  is  Provis  v.  Reed,  5  Bing.  435,  de- 
cided in  1829.  There  evidence  was  sought  to  be  introduced  of  declarations 
of  the  testator  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  showing  the  will  to  be 
invalid.  This  evidence  was  held  inadmissible.  The  same  doctrine  is 
laid  down  in  Smith  v.  Fenner,  1  Gall  170,  and  subsequent  declarations 
rejected  where  a  will  was  impeached  for  fraud.  Story,  J.,  says:  '"The 
declarations  of  the  testator  made  before,  and  at  the  execution  of  the  will, 
are  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  point.  And  so  declarations  made 
after  the  execution  of  the  will,  if  so  near  the  time  of  the  execution  as  to  be 
considered  part  of  the  res  gestce,  or  necessarily  connected  with  it.    But  I 
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•hall  not  admit  any  other  subsequent  declarations  of  the  testator,  because 
such  declarations  are  in  the  nature  of  hearsay,  and  have  never  been  held 
admissible  in  any  case  within  my  recollection. "  To  the  same  point  Steven* 
v.  Vancleve,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  262;  Comstock  v.  Hadlyme,  8  Conn.  254,  holding 
that  the  declarations  of  a  testator,  unless  a  part  of  the  ree  gesta,  were  not 
admissible  for  any  purpose  except  to  prove  his  mental  condition  at  the 
time  of  executing  the  will:  Moritz  v.  Brough,  16  Serg.  &  R.  408;  Boylan  v. 
Meeker;  Waterman  v.  Whitney,  eupra;  and  Tawney  v.  Long,  76  Pa.  St.  115. 
Selden,  J.,  sums  up  the  result  of  his  examination  in  Waterman  v.  Whitney, 
by  saying:  "  These  cases  must,  I  think,  be  sufficient  to  establish  the  posi- 
tion that  declarations  of  a  testator  made  either  before  or  after  the  execution 
of  the  will  are  not  competent  evidence  to  impeach  its  validity  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  duress,  imposition,  or  other  like  cause." 

3.  In  Case  of  Insanity  ob  Undue  Influence,  the  evidence  takes 
a  wider  range,  and  here  the  subsequent  as  well  as  the  prior  declara- 
tions of  the  testator  are  admissible.  This  is  folly  borne  out  by 
Waterman  v.  Whitney;  Shatter  v.  Bumstead;  Boylan  v.  Meeker;  McTaggart 
v.  Thompson,  14  Pa.  St  149;  Dennie  v.  Weekes,  51  Geo.  24.  There  is  not 
in  this  instance  the  same  objection  to  the  evidence  as  in  the  other 
cases  as  being  hearsay.  For  this  purpose  it  is  direct  and  primary.  The 
principal  fact  to  be  established  is  the  mental  condition  of  the  testator 
at  the  time  of  making  his  will;  and  for  this  purpose  evidence  of  his 
declarations,  previously  and  subsequently,  directly  bears  on  the  ques- 
tion, and  must  be  relevant  and  competent.  The  criticism  of  Selden,  J., 
in  Waterman  v.  Whitney,  on  the  statements  of  Greenleaf  in  his  work 
on  evidence  is  very  just  Speaking  of  the  confusion  of  the  authori- 
ties, he  says:  "  Mr.  Greenleaf,  in  his  work  on  evidence,  in  treating  of  the 
invalidity  of  wills,  in  consequence  of  the  insanity  or  mental  imbecility  of 
the  testator,  says:  '  In  the  proof  of  insanity,  though  the  evidence  must  re- 
late to  the  time  of  the  act  in  question,  yet  evidence  of  insanity  immediately 
before  or  after  the  time  is  admissible.  Suicide,  committed  by  the  tes- 
tator soon  after  making  his  will,  is  inadmissible  as  evidence  of  insanity, 
but  it  is  not  conclusive/  And  in  the  same  section,  he  adds:  '  The  declara- 
tions of  the  testator  himself  are  admissible  only  when  they  were  made  so- 
near  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will  as  to  become  a  part  of  the  res 
gesta,9  and  he  refers  for  the  last  proposition  to  Smith  v.  Fenner,  eupra;  2 
Greenlf.  Ev.,  sec.  690.  Nothing  could  be  more  incongruous  than  the 
different  branches  of  this  section.  To  say  that  the  insanity  of  the  testator 
subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  will  may  be  proved,  but  that  the  declara- 
tions of  the  testator  are  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving  it,  is  not  a 
little  extraordinary.  It  admits  the  fact,  but  excludes  the  most  common 
and  appropriate  evidence  to  establish  it" 

In  Reel  v.  Beet,  1  Hawks,  247,  evidence  was  admitted  where  duress  and 
incompetency  of  the  testator  was  charged  subsequent  to  the  execution 
of  the  wilL  The  court,  in  this  case,  dissented  from  Jackson  v.  Kniffen,  and 
from  Smith  v.  Fenner;  but  on  the  distinction  pointed  by  Selden,  J.,  there 
was  no  necessity  for  this,  for  as  there  was  a  question  as  to  the  capacity  of 
the  testator  in  Beel  v.  Beel,  the  evidence  was  properly  admitted  on  that 
ground. 

4.  The  Existence  and  Contents  of  a  Lost  Will.— In  Jackson  v. 
Betts,  6  Cow.  376,  evidence  of  the  declarations  of  a  testator,  showing  the 
existence  of  his  will,  was  offered,  and  that  the  deceased  repeatedly  declared, 
during  his  last  illness,  and  in  articulo  mortis  to  the  executor  that  he  had  left 
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his  will  and  codicil  in  his  desk,  and  stated  where  the  key  was  left.  This 
evidence  was  objected  to  and  rejected  at  the  trial  As  to  this,  the  court, 
Sutherland,  J.,  says:  "  The  declarations  of  the  testator  during  his  last  sick- 
ness as  to  the  existence  of  his  will,  and  the  place  where  it  would  he  found, 
were  incompetent  evidence  and  were  properly  rejected."  This  case  after- 
ward went  to  the  court  of  errors,  6  Wend.  173,  and  on  this  point  Chancellor 
Walworth  doubted  the  correctness  of  the  ruling.  He  says:  "  The  supreme 
court  on  a  former  occasion  decided  that  the  circuit  judge  had  correctly  re- 
jected evidence  of  the  declaration  of  the  testator,  in  his  last  sickness,  recog- 
nizing the  then  existence  of  the  will,  and  directing  as  to  the  place  where  it 
might  be  found.  As  that  question  could  not  be  raised  or  argued  in  this 
cause,  I  have  not  examined  the  subject  sufficiently  to  have  made  up  a  defi- 
nite opinion  thereon;  and  probably  I  ought  not  now  to  express  such  opinion, 
even  if  I  had  no  doubts  on  the  subject.  I  will  therefore  only  say,  that  in 
the  investigations  of  the  other  questions  in  this  cause,  I  have  necessarily 
been  compelled  to  look  into  this  subject  so  far  as  to  see  there  is  sufficient 
doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  on  that 
point  to  authorize  them  to  direct  a  re-argument  of  the  question,  if  it  shall 
again  come  before  them." 

The  authority  of  Jackson  v.  BetU,  6  Cow.  376,  on  this  point  may  there- 
fore be  very  well  doubted.  In  Barring  v.  Allot,  25  Mich.  505,  the  evidence 
was  received.  But  this  whole  question  has  lately  undergone  an  elaborate 
examination  in  England,  in  the  now  celebrated  case  of  Sugdcn  v.  Lord  Si. 
Leonards,  1  P.  D.  154;  17  Eng.  R.  453.  In  the  able  opinion  of  Cockburn, 
C.  J.,  the  questions  for  examination  are  thus  stated:  ''Several  questions 
arise  upon  this  state  of  facta  In  the  first  place,  was  the  will  destroyed  by 
the  testator  animo  revocandi  or  not;  secondly,  can  secondary  evidence  be 
given  of  the  contents,  and  lastly,  if  the  evidence  is  satisfactory,  so  far 
as  it  goes,  but  not  altogether  complete,  ought  probate  to  be  granted  so  far 
as  the  evidence  which  we  have  before  us  shows  what  were  the  contents  ?  " 
The  declarations  of  the  testator  were,  therefore,  admitted  in  evidence  as  to 
the  fact  of  his  having  made  certain  testamentary  provisions  in  the  will,  and 
that  it  contained  his  last  disposition.  On  this  point,  the  chief  justice  says: 
"  Long  after  March,  when  he  was  stricken  with  his  last  illness,  and  from 
which  time  he  was  confined  to  his  own  bed-room,  he  again  and  again  re- 
ferred to  the  various  provisions  he  had  made  by  the  will;  in  other  words 
referred  to  the  will  itself  as  still  subsisting,  and  this  again  adds  to  the  vast 
improbability  of  his  having  destroyed  the  will.  The  only  conclusion  I  can 
arrive  at  is,  not  that  he  destroyed  it,  but  that  it  was  clandestinely  got  at  by 
somebody,  and  surreptitiously  taken  away;  who  that  somebody  is,  is  one 
of  those  mysteries  which  time  may  possibly  solve,  but  which  at  present  it 
would  defy  human  ingenuity  to  say." 

The  next  question  examined  and  decided  was,  whether  the  statements 
made  by  a  testator  as  to  the  provisions  of  his  will  con  be  received  as  evi- 
dence of  the  contents  of  a  will  known  to  have  existed;  but  which,  at  his 
death,  is  no  longer  forthcoming;  and  the  chief  justice,  passing  on  this, 
says:  "  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  various  statements  of  Lord  St. 
Leonards,  whether  before  or  after  the  execution  of  his  will,  are  admissible 
to  prove  its  contents." 

5.  In  Explanation  of  Provisions.— It  is  a  well  settled  rule  that  a 
testator's  intention  must  be,  if  possible,  gathered  from  the  "  four  corners  of 
the  instrument,"  and  where  the  language  speaks  for  itself,  no  evidence  of 
his  own  or  any  other  can  be  admitted  to  control  the  instrument    But  to 
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this  there  are  two  well  established  exceptions.  For  instance,  to  explain  a 
latent  ambiguity,  his  declarations  are  admissible:  Cotton  v.  Srnitkwick,  66 
Me.  360;  Ordwayy.  Dow,  65  N.  H.  11;  1  Greenlf.  Ev.  sec.  290.  And  in 
Redfield  on  Wills,  540,  it  is  said:  "  But  there  are  many  well  defined  excep- 
tions to  the  rule  rejecting  the  declarations  of  the  testator  in  testamentary 
causes.  There  is,  in  chancery,  a  recognized  rule  that  where  the  testator 
giveshis  creditor  a  legacy  equal  to  or  larger  than  the  debt,  and  of  the  same 
quality  as  the  debt,  that  being  due,  it  is  prima  facie  in  discharge  of  the 
debt  The  rule  has  not  been  looked  upon  with  much  favor,  and  all  con- 
ceivable exceptions  to  it  have  been  allowed,  and  the  declarations  of  the  tes- 
tator in  regard  to  his  intentions  have  been  received  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion." 


Noble  v.  Smith. 

(S  Josnov,  S3.] 

Requisite  of  Gift  Inter  Vivos.— To  constitute  a  valid  gift,  there  must 
be  an  immediate  delivery  of  possession  of  the  thing  given  to  the  donee, 
or  what  is  equivalent  to  actual  delivery,  as  the  delivery  of  a  key,  or 
aome  such  means  of  obtaining  the  use  and  command  of  the  subject. 

Gift  not  Complete.— Where  a  person  told  another  he  gave  the  latter  the 
corn  growing  in  a  certain  field  belonging  to  him,  it  was  not  sufficient 
without  a  delivery  to  the  donee;  and  if  the  latter  afterwards,  when  the 
corn  is  ripe,  enter  the  field  and  cut  and  carry  away  the  corn,  he  will  be 
considered  a  trespasser. 

Tbespa8S.  The  plaintiff  proved  that  he  held  possession  of  the 
premises  by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  on  a  judgment  against 
one  Hallett,  and  that  he  was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the 
trespass  complained  of.  It  was  proved  that  the  defendants 
broke  and  entered  the  plaintiff's  close,  and,  though  forbidden 
by  plaintiff's  overseer,  cut  and  carried  away  nearly  two  hun- 
dred bushels  of  wheat  in  the  straw.  A  witness  testified  that 
Hallett  had  lived  on  the  farm  as  tenant  to  Hill,  plaintiff's  prin- 
cipal, for  more  than  two  years  before  plaintiff  was  put  into  pos- 
session; that  two  of  the  defendants  were  Hallett's  step-sons; 
that  witness  had  applied  to  plaintiff  to  let  Mrs.  Hallett  have 
some  of  the  wheat  then  growing  on  the  premises,  for  seed,  and 
plaintiff  told  witness  that  "  he  would  give  the  wheat  growing 
to  the  defendants,  the  Smiths,  for  the  support  of  themselves 
and  Mrs.  Hallett,  and  would  procure  a  written  surrender  to  be 
drawn  up  for  Hallett  to  execute."  The  Smiths  afterwards  re- 
quested plaintiff  to  give  them  a  deed  of  the  wheat,  which  he 
refused  to  do,  saying  "  that  he  would  reserve  it  for  them,  if  he 
should  demise  the  premises  to  any  other  person."  Another 
witness  testified  that  plaintiff  told  him  he  had  revoked  the  gift 
to  the  Smiths  on  account  of  some  offense  they  had  given  him. 
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The  judge  charged  the  jury  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
of  a  valid  gift  of  the  wheat,  not  revocable  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
plaintiff  submitted  to  a  nonsuit,  and  subsequently  moved  for  a 
new  trial  for  misdirection  of  the  judge. 

Henry  and  Van  VechJten,  for  the  plaintiff.  There  was  only  a 
promise  of  a  gift;  it  was  a  mere  gratuitous  promise,  and  is  re- 
vocable: Dyer,  490.  To  make  a  perfect  gift,  it  must  be  accom- 
panied with  possession  and  take  effect  immediately:  Bl.  Com. 
441,  442;  2  Str.  954;  Jenkins1  Cent.  109. 

Woodworth,  attorney-general,  for  the  defendants.  Delivery  of 
possession  does  not  mean  actual  or  manual  possession,  but  such 
a  delivery  as  is  consistent  with  the  nature  of  the  thing.  There 
is  no  evidence  that  the  gift  was  conditional. 

By  Court,  Kent,  0.  J.  This  case  presents  the  following 
questions:  1.  Can  property  in  corn,  growing,  be  transferred  by 
gift  ?    2.  Is  there  here  the  requisite  evidence  of  such  a  gift? 

After  a  consideration  of  this  case,  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
opinion  which  I  gave  at  the  circuit,  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause, 
was  incorrect. 

Lord  Coke  is  reported  to  have  said,  in  Worte*  v.  Clifton,  1 
Brol.  B.  61,  that  by  the  civil  law,  a  gift  of  goods  was  not  valid 
without  delivery,  but  that  it  was  otherwise  by  our  law.  This  is 
a  very  inaccurate  dictum,  and  the  difference  between  the  two 
systems  is  directly  the  reverse.  By  the  civil  law,  a  gift  inter 
vivos,  was  valid  and  binding  without  delivery :  Inst.  lib.  2,  tit.  7, 
sec.  2;  Code,  lib.  8,  tit.  54,1.3,35,  sec.  5;  but  at  common  law,  it 
is  very  clear,  from  the  general  current  of  authorities,  that 
delivery  is  essential  to  give  effect  to  a  gift:  Bracton,  de  acq. 
rerum  dom.9  lib.  2,  fol.  15,  b.  16  a;  Noy.  67;  Str.  955;  Jenkins, 
109;  2  Black  Comm.  441.  In  the  analogous  case,  also,  of  gifts 
causa  mortis,  it  was  held  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  case  of 
Ward  v.  Turner,  2  Yezey,  431,  where  the  subject  underwent  a 
very  full  discussion,  that  a  delivery  was  necessary  to  make  the 
gift  valid;  and,  accordingly,  that  a  delivery  of  receipts  for 
south  sea  annuities,  was  not  a  sufficient  delivery  to  pass  these 
annuities  by  that  species  of  gift. 

Delivery,  in  both  kinds  of  gift,  is  equally  requisite  on  grounds 
of  public  policy  and  convenience,  and  to  prevent  mistake  and 
imposition. 

If  delivery  be  requisite,  there  was  none  in  the  present  case. 
The  land,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  gift,  was  in  possession  of 
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one  Hallett,  and  not  of  any  of  the  defendants,  to  whom  the 
gift  is  said  to  have  been  made;  and  before  the  wheat  was  ripe, 
the  plaintiff  recovered  the  possession  of  the  land,  by  due 
course  of  law.  Here  was  not  even  an  attempt  at  a  symbolical 
delivery,  and  giving  the  testimony  the  strongest  possible  con- 
struction in  favor  of  the  defendants,  it  amounted  to  nothing 
more  than  saying:  I  give,  without  any  act  to  enforce  it.  A 
mere  symbolical  delivery  would  not,  I  apprehend,  have  been 
sufficient.  The  cases  in  which  the  delivery  of  a  symbol  has  been 
held  sufficient  to  perfect  the  gift,  were  those  in  which  it  was  con- 
sidered as  equivalent  to  actual  delivery,  as  the  delivery  of  a  key 
of  a  trunk,  of  a  room  or  warehouse,  which  was  the  true  and  ef- 
fectual way  of  obtaining  the  use  and  command  of  the  subject: 
2  Vezey,  442,  443;  4  Brown,  286;  Toner's  Law  of  Exs.  181, 
182.  I  do  not  know  that  corn,  growing,  is  susceptible  of 
delivery  in  any  other  way  than  by  putting  the  donee  into  pos- 
session of  the  soil;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  any  opinion, 
at  present,  to  that  extent;  nor  do  the  court  mean  to  do  so.  It 
is  sufficient  to  say,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  delivery  in  the 
present  case,  and  that,  to  presume  one,  we  must  go  the  whole 
length  of  the  example  given  in  the  Roman  law,  where  the 
buyer  is  supposed  to  take  possession  of  a  large  immovable  col- 
umn, by  his  eyes  and  his  affections,  oculis  et  affectu;  Dig.  41, 
42,  1,  21.  The  courts  of  equity  seem  to  have  adopted  the  true 
rule  in  their  decisions,  on  the  donatio  causa  mortis,  in  which 
they  hold,  that  the  delivery  must  be  actual  and  real,  or  by  some 
act  clearly  equivalent. 

The  opinion  of  the  court,  therefore,  is  that  the  nonsuit  be  set 
aside,  and  a  new  trial  awarded,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event  of 
the  suit. 

New  trial  granted. 


Beatty  v.  The  Marine  Insurance  Co. 

[2  JOHVSON,  109.] 

Corporate  Acts,  how  Performed.— Where  the  act  incorporating  an 
insurance  company  provided  that  no  losses  should  be  settled  and  paid 
without  the  approbation  of  at  least  four  of  the  directors,  with  the  presi- 
dent or  two  assistants,  or  a  plurality  of  them,  the  acceptance  of  an 
abandonment  made  by  the  insured  for  a  total  loss  will  not  be  a  valid 
corporate  act,  unless  it  appears  to  have  been  done  at  a  board  of  di- 
rectors constituted  according  to  the  act,  for  a  corporate  body  can  only 
act  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  act  of  incorporation. 
Ah.  Dm.  Vox*  ni_20 
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Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance.  The  defendants  admitted ' 
that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  a  partial  loss;  and  plaintiff 
admitted  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  a  total  loss  un- 
less defendants  had  accepted  the  Abandonment  before  the  suit 
was  brought.  The  only  question  was  as  to  the  acceptance  of 
the  abandonment. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  agent,  upon  hearing  of  the 
capture,  duly  abandoned,  and  left  the  papers  relative  to  the 
capture  at  defendants'  office.  That  the  agent  called  several 
times  to  see  whether  defendants  would  pay  a  total  loss  or  not; 
and  at  one  time  the  secretary  of  the  company,  after  going  intc 
a  room  where  the  president  and  assistants  were  convened, 
returned  and  told  the  agent  that  the  president  and  assistants 
had  agreed  to  pay  a  total  loss,  and  asked  the  agent  the  amount 
claimed.  The  agent  then  gave  a  statement  to  the  secretary, 
who  carried  it  to  the  next  room,  returned,  and  said  the  loss 
was  passed,  and  asked  the  agent  to  call  at  another  time  and 
take  a  note  payable  in  sixty  days,  with  interest,  stating  that  he, 
the  secretary,  was  too  busy  then  to  make  it  out.  This  was 
assented  to,  and  on  calling  again,  the  agent  was  told  that  the 
company  would  not  pay  a  total  loss. 

The  jury  found,  that  the  president  and  assistants  had  author* 
ized  the  secretary  to  inform  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
company  had  agreed  to  pay  a  total  loss;  and  if  that  be  an  ac- 
ceptance, and  the  defendants  be  bound  by  it,  damages  are 
assessed  at  twenty-six  hundred  and  sixty-six  dollars  and  twenty- 
•  four  cents;  if  not,  then  damages  are  assessed  as  for  a  partial 
loss  in  the  sum  of  four  hundred  and  fifteen  dollars  and  seventy- 
five  cents.  The  principal  question  for  consideration  was  the 
authority  of  the  action  of  the  president  and  assistants  in  this 
manner  to  do  a  valid  act.  The  act  incorporating  the  company 
provided  that "  no  money  on  losses  arising  on  any  policy  shall 
be  paid  without  the  approbation  of  at  least  four  of  the  directors, 
with  the  president  and  his  assistants,  or  a  majority  of  them/' 

Biggs,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Colden  and  Sampson,  for  the  defendants. 

By  Court,  Thompson,  J.  The  only  question  in  dispute  be* 
tween  the  parties  is,  whether  there  was  a  valid  and  binding 
acceptance  of  the  abandonment  made  to  the  underwriters.  To 
determine  this  point,  recurrence  must  be  had,  in  the  first  place, 
to  the  act  incorporating  the  Marine  Insurance  Company,  in 
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order  to  ascertain  who  were  empowered  to  accept  an  abandon- 
ment and  adjust  the  loss.    It  will  there  be  found  that  the 
authority  of  the  president  and  assistants  extends  to  making  in- 
surances, subscribing  policies,   fixing  premiums,   and  taking 
notes  for  the  same;  but  that  no  money  or  losses  shall  be  paid 
unless  with  the  approbation  of  at  least  four  of  the  directors, 
with  the  president  and  his  assistants,  or  a  majority  of  them, 
having  first  made  a  board  for  that  purpose;  which  board,  by  a 
plurality  of  voices,  may  pay,  settle  and  adjust  all  such  losses, 
or  other  moneyed  transactions  as  may  come  before  them,  and  the 
same  shall  be  binding  on  the  corporation.     The  defendants  be- 
ing a  body  corporate,  the  general  and  invariable  rule  is  that 
such  body  can  act  only  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  law  creat- 
ing it.     To  enable  its  agents  to  bind  the  company,  they  must 
act  pursuant  to  the  requisites  of  the  incorporating  act :  2  Cranch. 
166.     It  only  remains  to  inquire  whether,  in  the  present  case, 
the  abandonment  was  accepted  by  the  authorized  agents  of  the 
company.     I  think  it  was  not.    No  part  of  the  case  will  war- 
rant an  inference  that  any  of  the  directors  were  present  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  acceptance.     When  the  plaintiff's  agent 
called  to  know  the  determination  of  the  company  in  relation  to 
the  payment  of  the  loss,  he  says  the  secretary  went  into  the 
room  where  the  president  and  assistants  were  convened,  and 
the  answer  returned  was  that  the  president  and  assistants  had 
agreed  to  pay  a  total  loss;  but  no  mention  is  made  of  any  of 
the  directors  being  present  or  assenting  to  it.     When  the  testi- 
mony is  positive  as  to  the  persons  by  whom  the  acceptance  was 
made  there  is  no  room  left  for  presumption;  if  any  of  the 
directors  were  present,  so  as  to  make  the  act  binding  on  the 
company,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  shown  it  affirmatively. 
We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  acceptance  not  having 
been  made  by  the  agents  constituted  by  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, cannot  be  binding  on  the  company.    The  plaintiff  must 
have  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  partial  loss  only;  which, 
according  to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  as  stated  in  the  case,  is 
four  hundred  and  fifteen  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Buys  v.  Gillespie. 

[2  Johwsojt.  115.] 

Words  not  Actionable. — To  charge  a  married  woman  with  adultery  is 
not  per  se  actionable;  and  to  render  such  charge  actionable,  special 
damage  most  be  alleged  and  proved. 

Action  of  slander.  The  words  spoken  by  the  defendant 
charged  the  plaintiff's  wife  with  adultery,  and  were  variously 
laid  in  seven  counts;  but  no  special  damages  were  alleged. 
On  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  only  question  was, 
whether  the  words  spoken  by  the  defendant,  and  amounting  to 
a  charge  of  adultery  were,  in  themselves,  actionable. 

loot,  for  the  defendant.  To  support  this  action  the  words 
must  import  some  crime  for  which  the  plaintiff  would  have 
been  punishable.  By  the  common  law,  adultery  is  not  an  in- 
dictable offense:  7  Mod.  79;  2  Salk.  552,  693,  694,  695;  2  Show. 
25,  302;  Doug.  380,  in  note;  Slevison  eLuxv.  Jones,  2  T.  R. 
473. 

Allen  and  Henry,  for  the  plaintiff.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
the  crime  charged  should  be  an  indictable  offense,  in  order  to 
render  the  words  actionable.  It  is  sufficient  if  they  occasion 
some  temporal  loss  or  damage:  Onslow  v.  Horne,  2  Wils.  186. 
In  this  state,  an  adulteress  not  only  loses  her  dower,  but  may 
be  deprived  of  all  support  out  of  her  husband's  estate,  and  be 
forever  disabled  from  marrying  a  second  time:  Laws  of  N.  Y., 
vol.  1,  p.  93.  To  call  an  heir  apparent  a  bastard  is  actionable, 
though  it  be  not  alleged  that  he  lost  his  estate  or  suffered  any 
other  special  damage:  1  Bol.  37;  2  Id.  249. 

By  Court,  Kent,  0.  J.  This  is  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment. The  suit  was  for  charging  the  plaintiff's  wife  with  adul- 
tery; but  no  special  damages  were  laid,  and  the  question  is, 
whether  words  to  that  effect  be  of  themselves  actionable. 

It  is  very  clear  that  they  are  not  actionable  by  the  English 
law.  All  the  cases  of  actions  for  that  species  of  defamation 
arise  either  upon  the  custom  of  the  city  of  London,  where  lewd- 
ness in  a  woman  exposes  her  to  corporal  punishment,  or  by 
reason  of  special  damages  specifically  laid.  During  the  time 
of  the  English  commonwealth,  when  fornication  and  adultery 
were  made  crimes  cognizable  by  the  civil  magistrate,  it  was  in* 
deed  held,  Hard.  107,  that  calling  a  woman  a  whore  was  action- 
able; but  after  the  restoration,  the  new  ordinances  were  abro- 
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gated,  and  the  former  decisions  revived :  4  Co.  16;  1  Boll.  Abr. 
34,  pi.  45;  Sty.  352;  1  Roll.  Abr.  36,  pi.  40;  1  Lev.  134;  Comb. 
391;  2  Ld.  Baym.  1004.  The  only  point  before  us,  then,  is, 
whether  our  statute  relative  to  divorces  has,  in  respect  to  this 
action,  made  any  new  rule  of  law  applicable.  If  it  has  not, 
we  can  only  say,  with  Lord  Holt,  5  Mod.  104;  Comb.  392,  that 
"  such  words  are  a  great  scandal,  and  for  which,  if  we  could, 
we  would  encourage  an  action;  but  the  law  has  ordained  other- 
wise." 

An  adulteress  is  liable  to  be  prosecuted  in  chancery  by  her 
husband,  and  upon  proof  of  the  fact  of  adultery,  the  chan- 
cellor is  directed  to  dissolve  the  marriage,  and  make  such  allow- 
ance to  the  wife  as  he  shall  deem  proper;  and  the  party  con- 
victed of  adultery  is  prohibited  to  re-marry,  and  every  such 
re-marriage  is  declared  void:  Laws  of  N.  Y.,  vol.  1,  p.  93. 

This  is  the  only  notice  that  our  law  takes  of  the  sin  of  adul- 
tery. 

In  England,  adultery  is  a  cause  of  divorce  only,  d  mensa  et 
thoro.  By  this  qualified  divorce,  the  wife  does  not  lose  her 
dower,  but  neither  party  can  re-marry;  and  the  wife,  although 
entitled  in  the  spiritual  court  to  alimony,  is  not  entitled  to  ad- 
ministration on  her  husband's  estate,  nor  will  chancery  decree 
her  a  distributive  share:  Prec.  in  Chan.  Ill;  3  Salk.  138; 
Bacon,  tit.  Dower,  c.  1. 

The  only  essential  difference,  then,  between  the  punishment 
of  adultery  in  England  and  in  this  state  is,  that  here  it  is  pun- 
ished by  an  absolute  divorce,  and  consequently  on  the  part  of 
the  wife,  with  the  loss  of  her  dower.  But  the  loss  of  dower 
ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  specially  stated  in  the  declaration; 
for  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  husband  was  seised 
of  any  estate  whereof  the  wife  could  be  endowed.  Whether 
this  special  averment  of  loss  would  be  sufficient,  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  say;  but  certainly  we  cannot  otherwise  take  notice  of 
this  particular  damage.  In  the  case  of  Humphries  v.  Strulfield, 
1  Boll.  Abr.  39,  pi.  5,  it  was  held  that  to  call  the  plaintiff  a 
bastard  was  actionable,  because  of  the  temporal  damage;  but 
there  was  an  averment  that  the  plaintiff  was  heir  apparent,  and 
that  his  father  was  seised  of  lands,  and  by  reason  of  the  words 
intended  to  disinherit  him.  Though  there  is  some  confusion 
in  the  cases  and  dicta  on  this  point,  the  better  opinion  un- 
doubtedly is  that  to  call  the  son  and  heir  apparent  a  bastard, 
is  not  actionable  without  assigning  special  damages:  Nelson  v. 
Staf,  Cro.  J.  422;   1  Vin.  396,  pi.  18;  2  Vent.  26,  28.     In  th* 
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case  of  Handle  and  Beat,  1  Boll.  Abr.  34,  pi.  45,  it  was  held  that 
the  averment  of  the  danger  of  a  divorce  was  not  any  temporal 
loss.  The  temporal  damage  arising  from  the  loss  of  the  right 
of  dower,  is  too  remote  and  contingent,  unless  it  appear  affirma- 
tively that  the  husband  was  seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance. 
It  is  not  enough  for  a  single  woman  to  aver  generally  a  loss  of 
marriage,  but  she  must  state  some  particular  marriage  which 
she  has  lost  by  means  of  the  slander:  Hunt  v.  Jones,  Cro.  J. 
499.  As  to  the  other  inconveniences  resulting  from  the  con- 
viction of  adultery,  they  seem  to  be  as  great  in  England  as  with 
us;  yet  the  charge  is  not  of  itself  actionable.  I  have  not 
thought  it  necessary  to  consider  the  act,  Laws  of  N.  T.  vol.  1, 
p.  123,  which  adjudges  common  prostitutes  to  imprisonment, 
as  disorderly  persons,  because  the  words  used  in  the  present 
case  did  not  go  to  charge  the  plaintiff's  wife  with  that  offense. 
The  judgment  must,  therefore,  be  arrested. 
Judgment  arrested. 


Taloot  v.  Commercial  Insurance  Co.  op  N.  T. 

[2  Jomrooir,  134.] 

Presumption  op  Unseawobthiness.  —A  vessel  sailed  with  a  fair  wind 
and  moderate  weather,  and  in  the  evening  of  the  same  day  suddenly 
sprang  a  leak,  in  consequence  of  which  she  foundered  without  any 
apparent  cause  or  extraordinary  accident  to  account  for  the  leak.  It 
was  held  in  an  action  on  the  policy,  that  the  loss  would  be  presumed  to 
have  arisen  from  her  unseaworthiness  at  the  time  of  sailing,  and  there- 
fore the  insured  could  not  recover. 

Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  cargo  of  the  brig 
Hunter,  at  and  from  Middletown,  in  Connecticut,  to  Martinique, 
and  at  and  from  thence  to  New  York,  with  liberty  to  touch  at 
two  other  ports  in  the  West  Indies,  against  sea-risks  only.  The 
only  question  was  as  to  the  seaworthiness  of  the  vessel. 

The  following  facts  appeared:  The  Hunter  arrived  at  Had- 
dam,  on  the  Connecticut  river,  November  16,  1804,  and  having 
taken  on  board  a  cargo  of  staves,  hoops  and  shooks,  cleared  out 
at  Middletown,  the  port  of  entry,  for  Haddam,  and  set  sail  on 
the  first  of  December,  1804.  She  passed  the  bar  at  the  mouth 
of  the  river  on  the  fourth,  and  in  the  evening,  while  off  New 
London,  the  tide  being  unfavorable  and  the  anchorage  insecure, 
her  master  put  into  New  London  to  anchor  for  the  night.  On 
the  next  morning  she  set  sail  with  a  moderate  wind  blowing 
from  the  north-west,  and  a  considerable  sea  running,  and  con- 
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tinned  her  voyage  until  ten  o'clock  the  same  evening,  when  a 
leak  was  discovered.  The  pumps  were  set  to  work  and  all  hands 
engaged  in  freeing  her  from  water,  when,  after  an  hour,  the 
leak  had  increased  so  much  that  it  was  thought  prudent  to 
make  towards  the  land,  which  was  done.  The  pumping  was 
kept  up  until  one  o'clock  the  next  morning,  when  the  leak  was 
found  to  be  still  increasing,  and  in  about  an  hour  after,  the 
vessel  filled  with  water  and  overset.  The  crew  were  taken  from 
the  wreck  the  following  day  by  another  vessel  and  carried  to 
Newport.  The  brig  was  eight  or  nine  years  old,  built  of  the 
best  materials,  and  considered  a  very  good  vessel.  The  master 
had  sailed  in  her  eight  voyages  before.  Immediately  before  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage  insured,  she  was  graved  and 
caulked,  and  underwent  all  the  repairs  that  were  thought  neces- 
sary. In  the  opinion  of  the  master,  she  was  tight,  staunch  and 
strong,  and  in  every  respect  well  fitted  for  the  voyage.  At  the 
time  the  leak  was  discovered  there  was  a  pretty  heavy  sea  run- 
ning, though  the  master  did  not  consider  the  wind  as  blowing 
hard  when  the  discovery  was  made.  The  cause  was  not  known; 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  vessel  had  struck  ground,  or  met  with 
any  accident  that  could  occasion  the  leak.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
master,  the  leak  did  not  proceed  from  any  rottenness  or  want  of 
soundness;  it  might  have  been  occasioned  by  the  starting  of  a 
butt  or  forewooding,  in  which  case  it  could  not  have  been  well 
secured  at  the  time  of  sailing,  as  there  had  not  been  sufficient 
wind  to  start  a  butt,  if  well  secured.  The  mate  testified  that 
he  believed  the  vessel  defective  when  she  sailed,  and  assigned 
as  a  reason,  the  springing  a  leak  under  such  circumstances. 

Upon  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  a  motion  was  made  for  a  new 
trial. 

Colden,  for  the  defendants,  urged  that  there  must  have  been 
some  defect  in  the  vessel  to  have  occasioned  the  leak,  and  that 
the  implied  Warranty  of  seaworthiness  had  been  broken :  Mar- 
shall, 368. 

P.  W.  Radcliffand  Biggs,  for  the  plaintiff,  relied  upon  the  case 
of  Patrick  v.  Eallett,  1  Johnson,  241,  as  settling  the  point,  that 
the  sudden  springing  of  a  leak  was  a  peril  within  the  policy, 
and  not,  of  itself,  evidence  of  unseaworthiness.  The  accident 
of  a  sudden  leak  is  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  decide  under 
all  the  circumstances  adduced :  BarnewaU  v.  Church,  1  Caines, 
217  (2  Am.  Deo.  180). 
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By  Court,  Spencer,  J.  A  motion  has  been  made  in  this  case 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  verdict  against  evi- 
dence. The  only  question  presented  is,  whether  the  vessel  was 
seaworthy  at  the  time  of  the  insurance,  or,  in  other  words, 
whether  she  was  "  tight,  staunch  and  strong." 

The  charge  of  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  is  not  detailed; 
of  course,  we  are  to  presume  that  it  was  unexceptionable,  and 
that  he  submitted  the  broad  question  of  seaworthiness  to  the 
jury  as  a  matter  of  fact  for  them  to  decide.  The  question  now 
presented  is  not  free  from  difficulties,  notwithstanding  the  case 
of  Patrick  v.  Eallett  &  Bowne,  on  which  the  plaintiffs  counsel 
have  relied  as  decisively  in  their  favor.  It  is  an  undeniable 
proposition,  that  in  every  insurance  there  is  an  implied  war- 
ranty on  the  part  of  the  insured,  that  the  vessel  is  not  only  free 
from  defects,  as  well  latent  as  others,  but  that  sKe  is  com- 
petent to  perform  the  voyage,  and  to  encounter  the  ordinary 
perils  of  the  sea.  The  insurer  is  only  liable  for  losses  arising 
from  the  extraordinary  and  unforeseen  perils  of  the  voyage. 

There  are  three  leading  circumstances  in  the  case  of  Patrick  v. 
EaUett  A  Bowne,  which  distinguish  that  case  from  this:  The  first 
is,  that  there  a  demurrer  to  evidence  was  interposed,  and  Mr. 
Justice  Livingston,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the 
court,  lays  stress  on  that  circumstance,  in  saying:  "If  there 
was  any  evidence  from  which  a  jury  might  have  drawn  the  con* 
elusion  of  seaworthiness,  it  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer."  The 
second  arises  from  the  difference  of  age  between  the  two  ves- 
sels. The  Peggy  was  but  two  years  old  when  she  was  lost,  and 
built  of  the  most  durable  materials,  whilst  the  present  vessel 
was  between  eight  and  nine  years  old;  and  certainly,  the  pre- 
sumption of  latent  defects  from  decay,  is  much  stronger  in  this 
case  than  in  the  other.  The  third  essential  distinction  arises 
from  the  fact  that  the  Peggy  was  shown,  not  only  to  be  tight, 
strong  and  staunch,  when  she  sailed  on  the  voyage,  but  j,o  have 
been  admitted  to  be  so  on  the  record  by  the  assurers  three 
months  before  her  loss.  There  being  such  a  material  difference 
in  the  circumstances  between  the  case  relied  on  and  this,  that  I 
feel  myself  at  liberty  to  inquire,  whether  the  loss  of  this  vessel 
did  not  proceed  from  latent  defects,  and  not  from  any  extra- 
ordinary and  unforeseen  perils  of  the  sea.  It  has  been  urged 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  every  vessel  insured  is  prima 
facie  to  be  deemed  seaworthy.  This  argument  has,  in  all  prob- 
ability, had  great  influence  on  the  jury.  I  remember  it  to  have 
been  strongly  insisted  on,  upon  a  former  trial  in  this  cause,  in 
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which  the  jury  could  not  agree,  and  were  discharged.  This 
presumption  is  founded  on  the  benignity  of  the  law,  which  will 
not  presume  a  party  to  have  violated  his  implied  stipulation; 
but  when  a  state  of  facts  is  presented,  from  which  a  conclusion 
is  to  be  deduced,  in  my  opinion,  this  presumption  of  sea- 
worthiness deserves  no  consideration.  "For  when,"  says 
Marshall,  2  Marshall,  365,  "  the  ship  becomes  innavigable,  or 
incapable  of  proceeding  on  the  voyage  insured,  all  the  writers 
agree,  that  the  presumption  shall  be  that  this  proceeded  from 
the  age  and  rottenness  or  other  defect  of  the  ship,  unless  it  be 
made  to  appear  to  have  been  occasioned  by  sea-damage,  or 
some  unforeseen  accident." 

From  the  peculiar  circumstances  in  the  case  of  Patrick  v. 
Hattctt  &  Bowne,  I  think  the  presumption  mentioned  by 
Marshall  was  countervailed;  in  the  present  case,  it  appears  to 
me  not  to  be  repelled;  for  though  the  jury  have  found  this 
vessel  seaworthy,  I  think  there  was  no  legal  evidence  of  the 
fact;  and  the  conclusion  on  my  mind  is  irresistible,  "  that  she 
died  a  natural  death."  The  case  of  the  Amy  and  LetUia, 
Marshall,  869,  is  very  much  like  the  present;  that  vessel,  after 
being  out  one  day,  without  any  bad  weather,  became  very 
leaky,  and  was  obliged  to  run  for  a  port;  and  it  was  admitted 
on  all  sides,  that  it  was  a  case  of  unseaworthiness.  Lord 
Mansfield  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  acquiesced  in. 

In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  adequate  cause  shown  to  pro- 
duce the  injury  which  led  to  the  loss,  arising  from  extra- 
ordinary and  unforeseen  perils;  there  is  not  a  fact  counteracting 
the  presumption  of  the  innavigability  of  the  vessel  from  internal 
defects,  probably  produced  by  the  pressure  of  the  cargo  and  the 
action  of  the  seas,  but  without  the  concurrence  of  any  other 
than  ordinary  accidents. 

Without  encroaching  on  any  rule  laid  down  in  regard  to  new 
trials,  it  seems  to  me,  that  to  grant  one  in  this  case  is  essential 
to  the  due  administration  of  justice,  and  to  the  maintenance  of 
a  most  salutary  principle,  that  assurers  take  upon  themselves 
the  risk,  upon  the  possibility  of  gaining  the  premium,  when,  in 
this  case,  from  the  vessel's  being  incapable  of  performing  the 
voyage,  there  was  no  possibility  of  their  gaining  the  premium; 
the  consideration  failing,  the  obligation  ceases. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial,  on  pay* 
ment  of  costs. 

New  trial  granted. 
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Smith,  Administrator,  v.  Smith. 

[2  JOHVBOV,  286.] 

Promissory  Note  as  Evidence  under  Monet  Counts.— A  resident 
of  Rhode  Island  gave  his  promissory  note,  dated  in  Massachusetts  to 
a  person  residing  there,  by  which  he  promised  to  pay  forty  pounds  in 
certain  lands,  at  nine  shillings  per  acre.  Afterwards,  the  maker  ob- 
tained his  discharge  under  an  insolvent  act  of  Rhode  Island,  and  re- 
moved to  New  York.  He  admitted  to  the  representatives  of  the  payee 
that  he  would  not  convey  the  land,  and  promised  to  settle  the  note. 
In  an  action  brought  against  him  for  money  lent  and  advanced,  it  was 
held  that  the  note  was  admissible  in  evidence  under  the  money  counts, 
and  as  connected  with  the  acknowledgment  it  was  sufficient  evidence 
of  consideration. 

Contract,  how  Governed.— The  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is 
made,  and  not  where  the  action  is  brought,  should  govern  in  expound- 
ing or'enforcing  the  contract,  unless  the  parties  intended  its  execution 
elsewhere,  in  which  case  it  is  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place 
where  it  is  to  be  executed. 

Discharge  under  Insolvent  Laws.— -A  debtor  residing  in  Rhode  Island 
gave  his  note,  dated  in  Massachusetts,  to  a  resident  of  that  state.  It 
was  held  that  the  debtor's  discharge  under  the  insolvent  law  of  Rhode 
Island  was  not  a  bar  to  a  suit  by  the  creditor  in  New  York,  as  it  would 
be  no  bar  in  Massachusetts. 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  contained  two  counts:  for  money 
lent,  and  for  money  paid,  laid  out  and  expended  for  the  use  of 
the  defendant  by  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime,  at  Mendon,  in 
the  county  of  Herkimer.  Plea,  non-assumpsit,  and  the  statute 
of  limitations,  with  notice  that  defendant's  discharge  from  all 
his  debts,  under  an  act  of  insolvency  of  the  general  assembly 
of  Bhode  Island,  the  twenty-seventh  of  January,  1797,  would 
be  given  in  evidence  under  the  first  plea. 

A  verdict  was  taken  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  court  upon 
the  following  statement  of  facts : 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  produced  a  note  signed  by  the  de- 
fendant, in  the  following  words: 

t(  I,  for  value  received,  promise  to  pay  Calvin  Smith,  or  order, 
forty  pounds,  silver  money,  to  be  paid  in  lands  at  nine  shillings 
per  acre,  in  the  township  of  Franconia,  in  the  state  of  New 
Hampshire;  said  Smith  to  have  his  choice  in  any  one  lot  that  I 
purchased  of  David  Thayer,  and  to  have  a  good  warranty  deed 
of  said  land  when  requested,  the  same  to  be  on  interest  till 
paid.  Mendon,  June  13,  1788."  Defendant  admitted  the 
making  of  the  note. 

A  witness  for  the  plaintiff  testified  that  in  June,  1804,  he 
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called  on  the  defendant  in  behalf  of  one  Adams,  to  whom  letters 
of  administration  on  the  estate  of  the  intestate  had  been  granted 
in  Massachusetts  prior  to  the  present  administration;  that  he 
showed  the  note  to  defendant,  who  acknowledged  it  to  be  a  just 
debt,  and  that  he  would  see  the  plaintiff  soon,  and  settle  with 
him.  The  defendant  also  said  that  he  had  been  deceived  by 
Thayer,  of  whom  he  had  purchased  the  land  mentioned  in  the 
note;  that  he  had  discovered  that  Thayer  had  no  title  in  the 
lands,  and  he,  defendant,  was  now  unable  to  convey  the  land. 

Calvin  Smith,  the  intestate,  lived  in  Mendon,  in  the  state  of 
Massachusetts,  in  1788,  and  continued  there  till  his  death. 
The  defendant  formerly  resided  in  the  same  place,  and  plaint- 
iff's witness  thought  the  defendant  did  not  change  his  residence 
until  after  1788;  but  a  witness  for  defendant  testified  that  he 
removed  to  Rhode  Island  about  1787,  where  he  resided  ten 
years,  and  then  removed  to  New  York. 

Defendant's  discharge  under  the  act  of  the  legislature  of 
Bhode  Island,  the  twenty-seventh  January,  1797,  was  proved. 

Ford,  for  the  plaintiff.  1.  The  note  may  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  counts  of  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  money  lent, 
etc.:  Clerkey.  Martin,  2  Ld.  Raym.  757;  3  Burr.  1525;  2  Str. 
725;  the  statute  of  Anne  did  not  alter  the  common  law,  but 
merely  gave  an  additional  remedy;  and  the  note  taken  in  con- 
nection with  the  acknowledgment,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  recover:  1  East,  68,  note;  7  T.  R.  241;  2  W.  Bl. 
1269.  2.  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  value  of  the  lands;  the 
note  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  their  value,  and  the  subsequent 
acknowledgment  of  the  debt  removes  all  objections.  3.  The  dis- 
charge of  the  defendant  in  Rhode  Island  is  no  bar  to  the  action 
here:  Van  Raugh  v.  Van  Arsdaln,  3  Caines,  154  (2  Am.  Dec. 
259);  Smith  v.  Buchanan,  1  East,  6.  But  admitting  the  dis- 
charge to  be  valid,  the  subsequent  promise  to  pay  the  debt  is 
sufficient  to  support  the  action:  Trueman  v.  Fenton,  Cowp.  544; 
1  P.  Wms.  620. 

Gold,  for  the  defendant.  1.  A  note,  like  the  present,  payable 
in  land,  is  not  evidence  of  money  received;  it  is  not  a  prom- 
issory note:  2  Ld.  Raym.  757;  1  Salk.  124,  125,  129;  12  Mod. 
380.  The  plaintiff  might  declare  on  it  as  a  special  contract, 
but  must  prove  the  consideration:  Carlos  v.  Fancourt,  5  T.  R. 
482;  Lansing  v.  McKiUip,  3  Caines,  286.  The  mention  of  forty 
pounds  in  the  note  is  no  evidence  of  the  receipt  of  that  sum,  as 
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it  is  merely  adopted  to  fix  the  number  of  acres  at  nine  shillings 
per  acre;  and  the  legal  measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the 
thing  at  the  time  the  contract  is  broken:  Dutch  v.  Warren,  2 
Burr.  1110,  1111;  Buller's  N.  P.  132.  2.  The  new  promise  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  must  be  made  to  the  plaintiff: 
Sarellv.  Wine,  3  East,  409;  2  Ld.  Raym.  1101;  6  Mod.  309;  1 
Salk.  28.  This  court  does  not  recognize  the  acts  of  an  admin- 
istrator appointed  in  another  state.  3.  In  no  case  has  the  pre- 
cise question  before  the  court  been  passed  upon.  In  Van 
Baugh  v.  Van  Arsdaln,  Smith  v.  Buchanan,  1  East,  6;  Miller  v. 
HaU,  1  Dallas,  229;  Pedder  v.  McMasters,  8  T.  R.  609;  and 
Potter  v.  Broum,  5  East,  124,  the  courts  lay  stress  on  the  fact 
that  the  locus  fori  and  the  place  of  the  plaintiff's  residence  were 
the  same.  Here  the  parties  are  citizens  of  other  states.  More- 
over, the  contract  was  presumably  made  with  a  view  to  its  per- 
formance in  Bhode  Inland,  where  the  defendant  resided;  the 
discharge  would  be  a  good  defense  there. 

By  Court,  Thompson,  J.  The  material  questions  presented 
by  this  case  are,  whether  the  note  or  instrument  in  writing  was 
admissible  evidence  in  support  of  the  money  counts  in  the 
declaration;  and  whether  the  defendant's  discharge,  under  the 
insolvent  act  in  Bhode  Island,  is  a  bar  to  the  present  suit. 

1.  It  would,  I  think,  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  first  ques- 
tion, that  no  objection  was  made,  upon  the  trial,  to  the  compe- 
tency of  this  evidence.  Independent  of  this  circumstance, 
however,  the  testimony,  in  my  judgment,  was  admissible  in 
support  of  the  money  counts.  The  note  is  net  for  the  payment . 
of  money,  absolutely,  and,  therefore,  not  a  negotiable  note 
within  the  statute,  and  to  be  declared  upon  as  such.  No  doubt 
appears  to  have  existed  in  England,  prior  to  the  statute  of 
Anne,  that  under  a  general  indebitatus  assumpsit,  a  promissory 
note  might  be  given  in  evidence.  It  has  since  been  held  that 
the  statute  only  gives  an  additional  remedy,  but  does  not  take 
away  the  old  one.  It  may  not  be  admitted  as  sufficient  without 
further  proof  of  the  consideration:  3  Burr.  1525;  2  Ld.  Baym. 
758;  12  Mod.  380;  3  Term.  181;  2  Wm.  Black.  1271;  which,  in 
the  present  case,  is  full  and  satisfactory  from  the  defendant's 
own  acknowledgment.  In  June,  1804,  when  the  note  was  pre- 
sented to  him  for  payment,  he  declared  it  was  a  just  debt; 
that  he  owed  the  money,  and  would  endeavor  soon  to  settle  it. 
This  is  also  sufficient  to  remove  all  difficulty  on  account  of  the 
statute  of  limitations:  2  Wm.  Black.  1271.     The  defendant  also 
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declared  that  he  had  been  deceived  by  Thayer,  of  whom  he 
purchased  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  note;  that  he  supposed 
Thayer  had  a  title  to  the  lands,  but  afterwards  found  that  he 
had  not;  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  was  unable  to  convey  the 
lands  agreeably  to  his  note. 

The  case  of  Dutch  v.  Warren,  cited  and  adopted  as  law  by 
Lord  Mansfield,  in  the  case  of  Moses  &  Macfarlan,  2  Burr.  1011, 
is  very  analogous  to  the  present.  The  defendant,  Warren,  had 
executed  a  writing  to  Dutch,  whereby  he  acknowledged  to  have 
received  a  sum  of  money,  as  the  consideration  for  some  shares 
in  certain  copper  mines,  and  containing  a  promise  to  transfer 
the  shores  as  soon  as  the  books  should  be  opened.  On  failure 
of  doing  it  an  action  was  brought,  and  the  writing  admitted  as 
good  evidence,  under  the  count  for  money  had  and  received. 

2.  The  more  important  question  in  this  case  relates  to  the 
operation  of  the  defendant's  discharge,  as  an  insolvent  debtor, 
in  the  state  of  Rhode  Island,  subsequent  to  giving  the  note  in 
question.  The  contract  was  made  in  Massachusetts,  the  intes- 
tate being  at  the  time  a  permanent  resident  there.  Some  doubt 
appears  in  the  case,  as  to  the  residence  of  the  defendant  at  the 
time  he  gave  the  note,  whether  it  was  in  Massachusetts  or 
Rhode  Island.  This,  however,  is  unimportant,  as  it  respects 
the  result  of  my  opinion.  I  am  willing  to  admit,  what  is  cer- 
tainly most  favorable  to  the  defendant,  that  his  residence  was 
in  Rhode  Island.  Had  the  intestate  been  a  citizen  of  this  state, 
and  the  contract  made  here,  the  discharge  in  Rhode  Island 
would  be  no  bar,  within  the  decision  of  this  court,  in  the  case 
of  Van  Eaugh  v.  Van  Arsdaln,  3  Gaines,  154  (2  Am.  Dec.  259). 
That  case  is  conformable  to  what  is  now  considered  as  the  set- 
tled rule  in  England,  that  a  discharge  under  a  foreign  bankrupt 
law,  is  no  bar  to  an  action  for  a  debt  arising  in  England,  to  a 
creditor  residing  there  also:  1  East,  6.  But  we  are  called  upon 
now  to  declare  the  effect  of  a  discharge  upon  a  demand  where 
the  contract  was  not  made  here,  nor  the  creditor  a  resident 
here.  If  the  contract  had  been  made  in  Rhode  Island,  the  par- 
ties both  residing  there,  I  should  think  we  ought  to  apply  the 
same  rule  to  them  here  that  would  have  been  applied  to  them, 
had  the  prosecution  been  in  that  state. 

The  reasoning  of  all  the  elementary  writers,  and  the  de- 
cisions of  courts  of  justice,  have  had  a  tendency  to  establish  it 
as  a  general  rule  that  the  determination  of  questions  founded 
on  contract,  depend  chiefly  on  the  place  where  the  contract 
was  made:  2  Huberus,  18, 1  tit.  3,  p.  26;  3  Dal.  370;  Stra. 
733;  2  Burr.  1078;  Black.  Rep.  234,  256;  1  H.  Black.  684. 
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Lord  Mansfield,  in  the  case  of  Robinson  v.  Bland,  Black.  E. 
258,  says,  the  general  rule  established,  ex  comitate  et  jure  gen- 
ti'tm,  is,  that  the  place  where  the  contract  is  made,  and  not 
where  the  action  is  brought,  is  to  be  considered  in  expounding 
and  enforcing  the  contract,  unless  the  parties  have  a  view  to 
its  being  executed  elsewhere;  in  which  case  it  is  to  be  consid- 
ered according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is 
to  be  executed.  In  the  case  of  Quin  v.  Keefe,  2  H.  Black.  553, 
the  reasoning  of  the  counsel,  and  which  was  adopted  by  the 
chief  justice,  goes  very  far  in  establishing  that  a  bankrupt's 
certificate  is  to  operate  upon  a  contract  according  to  the  laws 
of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made.  If  this  be  a  correct 
rule,  and  applied  to  the  case  before  us,  I  apprehend  that  there 
can  be  little  doubt  that  the  defendant's  discharge  will  be  un- 
available here.  If  the  same  rule  prevails  in  Massachusetts  as 
in  our  own  courts  on  this  subject,  the  question  is  settled  by 
the  decision  in  Van  Raugh  v.  VanArsdaln;  and  that  it  does,  is  to 
be  collected  from  the  adjudications  of  the  courts  of  that  state 
and  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  case  of  Grenough  v.  Emory,  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts,  3  Dal.  369,  it 
appeared  that  the  debt  was  contracted  in  Massachusetts,  where 
both  parties  resided  at  the  time.  The  defendant  afterwards 
removed  to  Pennsylvania,  and  was  discharged  under  the  bank- 
rupt act  of  that  state.  On  his  returning  to  Massachusetts  on  a 
visit,  he  was  arrested  for  the  debt,  in  the  state  court;  the  cause 
was  removed  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  when  the 
defendant  pleaded  his  certificate;  but  it  was  held  to  be  no  bar  to 
the  action.  The  same  principle  has  been  recognized  in  the 
supreme  court  of  Massachusetts,  in  the  case  of  Proctor  v.  Moore, 
1  Mass.  198;  so  that  we  may  safely  conclude,  that  if  this  suit 
had  been  brought  in  that  state  the  defendant  would  have  been 
held  liable,  notwithstanding  his  discharge  in  Bhode  Island.  It 
appears  to  be  pretty  well  settled,  both  in  England  and  in  our 
own  courts,  that  a  cessio  bonorum,  under  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  the  debtor  is  domiciled,  will  not  operate  as  a  discharge 
from  his  creditors  universally.  And,  if  so,  I  know  no  more  just 
or  equitable  rule,  than  to  apply  the  lex  loci,  where  the  contract 
was  made,  or  was  to  be  executed. 

3.  The  defendant  can  have  no  reason  to  complain  of  the  rule 
of  damages  adopted  on  the  trial;  from  his  own  confession,  he 
must  have  received  from  the  intestate,  the  full  sum  mentioned 
in  the  note,  and  the  least  he  can  expect  is  to  refund  that  sum 
with  the  interest,  according  to  the  laws  of  Massachusetts. 
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Judgment  must  accordingly  be  given  for  the  plaintiff. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  authority  of  this  case  on  the  question  of  contracts,  and  the  effect  of 
a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  is  well  recognized  in  the  federal  courts.  See 
Cox  v.  United  States,  6  Peters,  203;  United  States  v.  OarUnghouse,  4  Ben. 
SOI;  Fitch  v.  Renter,  1  Bis.  339;  Reknsdyh  v.  Kane,  1  GalL  375;  Adams  v. 
Storey.  1  Paine,  106;  Lonsdale  v.  Brown,  4  Wash.  155;  Le  Roy  v.  Crovmin* 
shield,  2  Mas.  162. 

Story,  in  his  Conflict  of  Laws,  sec  235,  noticing  the  case,  says:  "The 
most  important,  or  at  least  most  frequent,  cases  of  discharges  of  contracts 
occurring  in  practice,  are  those  of  discharges  arising  from  matters  ex  post 
facto;  such  as  a  discharge  from  the  contract  upon  the  subsequent  insolvency 
or  bankruptcy  of  the  contracting  party.  And  here  the  general  rule  is,  that 
a  discharge  from  the  contract  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is 
made,  or  where  it  is  to  be  performed,  is  good  everywhere,  and  extinguishes 
the  contract.  This  doctrine  was  fully  recognized  in  the  English  law  by 
Lord  Mansfield  (and  it  doubtless  had  a  much  earlier  existence),  in  a  formu- 
lary of  language  which  has  been  since  often  quoted  as  a  general  axiom  of 
jurisprudence.  '  It  is  a  general  principle,'  said  he,  '  that  where  there  is  a 
discharge  by  the  law  of  one  country,  it  will  be  a  discharge  in  another.' 
The  expression  is  too  broad,  and  should  have  the  qualification  annexed 
which  the  case  before  him  required,  and  which  has  been  uniformly  under- 
stood, namely:  that  it  is  a  discharge  in  the  country  where  the  contract 
was  made  or  was  to  be  performed.  And  so  it  was  interpreted  by  Lord 
Elknborough  in  a  much  later  case.  'The  rule,' said  he,  'was  well  laid 
down  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Ballintine  v.  Golding,  that  what  is  a  discharge 
of  a  debt  in  the  country  where  it  was  contracted,  is  a  discharge  of  it  every- 
where.'  This  doctrine  is  also  firmly  established  and  generally  recognised 
in  America." 


Jackson  v.  Catlin. 

[9Jon»o*,9tS.] 

Sheriff's  Deed  within  Statute  of  Frauds,— A  sale  of  land  by  the 
sheriff  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  it  is  necessary  there  should 
be  a  deed  or  note  in  writing,  specifying  with  certainty  the  lands  sold, 
in  order  to  pass  the  estate. 

Deed  as  an  Escrow.— Where  the  sheriff  executed  a  deed  for  land  sold 
at  auction,  and  delivered  it  to  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  exe- 
cution, to  be  by  him  delivered  to  the  grantee  as  soon  as  the  purchase- 
money  should  be  paid;  it  was  held  to  be  an  escrow,  and  that  until  the 
condition  be  performed  the  estate  continued  in  the  judgment-debtor. 

Estates  upon  Condition,  how  Affected  by  Attainder.— By  the  act 
of  attainder  of  1779,  estates  upon  condition  did  not  become  forfeited 
to,  or  vest  in  the  people  of  the  state;  and  accordingly,  where  a  person 
had  purchased  laud  at  a  sheriffs  sale,  but  had  not  paid  the  money, 
and  afterwards  became  attainted  under  the  act,  it  was  held  that  the 
state  could  not  perform  the  condition  so  as  to  make  the  deed  which 
had  been  delivered  as  an  escrow  absolute,  and  thereby  acquire  the 
right  of  the  person  attainted. 
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Effect  of  Private  Statute  on  Thibd  Parties.— Where  by  a  private 
act  of  the  legislature  the  property  of  a  person  is  directed  to  be  sold  or 
disposed  of,  and  the  money  realized  to  be  paid  to  certain  creditors,  it 
must  be  understood  as  saving  the  rights  of  third  persons,  and  can  only 
amount  to  a  quitclaim  of  the  right  or  interest  of  the  state. 

Ejectment.  It  was  admitted  that  the  plaintiff's  lessors  were 
the  heirs-at-law  of  George  Croghan,  who  derived  title  to  the 
premises  under  patent  from  the  state,  dated  January  16,  1770. 
The  defendant,  to  show  a  title  out  of  the  lessors,  produced  in 
evidence  a  judgment  against  Croghan  in  favor  of  William 
Peters,  docketed  December  15,  1773,  upon  which  execution 
was  issued,  and  levied  upon  the  premises  in  question.  Defend- 
ant also  gave  in  evidence  a  deed,  dated  November  9,  1774, 
from  the  sheriff  who  had  levied  the  execution,  conveying  to 
Thomas  Jones,  in  fee,  the  premises;  from  which  deed  it  ap- 
peared that  the  lands  were  exposed  for  sale  in  July,  1774;  that 
Jones  was  the  highest  bidder,  and  purchaser;  and  that  on  the 
ninth  of  November,  1774,  the  deed  was  executed  by  the  sheriff. 
By  the  testimony  of  a  subscribing  witness,  it  was  shown  that 
the  deed  was,  after  its  execution,  delivered  to  James  Duane  as 
an  escrow,  to  be  delivered  to  Jones  whenever  he  paid  the  con- 
sideration money  expressed  in  the  deed.  This  deed,  together 
with  a  release  of  a  certain  mortgage  on  the  premises,  was  re- 
corded November  11, 1794.  This  evidence,  though  objected 
to,  was  admitted. 

The  plaintiff  then  read  in  evidence  an  act  of  the  legislature, 
passed  March  22,  1788,  which,  after  reciting  the  petition  of 
William  Peters,  setting  forth  his  judgment  against  Croghan, 
the  sheriff's  sale  and  the  delivery  of  the  deed  as  an  escrow,  the 
failure  to  pay  the  purchase-money,  and  his  inability  to  compel 
payment  of  the  money  by  reason  of  the  war  and  the  attainder 
of  Jones,  enacted  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  surveyor- 
general  to  sell  the  lands,  satisfy  the  claims  of  the  judgment 
creditors  of  Croghan,  and  pay  the  residue  into  the  treasury; 
providing  expressly,  that  the  deeds  on  the  sales  by  the  state 
should  not  operate  as  a  warranty.  Plaintiff  further  gave  in 
evidence  a  deed,  dated  September  8, 1795,  from  the  surveyor- 
general  to  Duane,  reciting  a  sale  on  the  seventh  of  January, 
1789;  and  also  a  deed,  dated  November  9,  1795,  from  Duane  to 
certain  trustees  appointed  by  Peters.  It  was  in  evidence  that 
the  defendant  was  tenant  under  these  trustees. 

The  attainder  of  Jones,  by  the  act  of  the  twenty-second  of 
October,  1779,  was  admitted. 
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A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  this  court,  upon  a  case  containing  these  facts. 

Henry  and  Harison,  for  the  plaintiff.  Nothing  passed  by  the 
sheriff's  sale  to  Jones.  A  sheriff  has  no  authority  to  sell  on 
credit;  the  sheriff  took  the  precaution  to  deliver  the  deed  as 
an  escrow,  but  he  held  no  writing  of  Jones  that  would  compel 
him  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  a  sheriff's  sale  is  within  the 
statute  of  frauds:  Simonds  v.  Callin,  2  Caines,  61.  In  this  case 
the  fee  was  in  Croghan  and  his  heirs,  until  the  condition  of  the 
escrow  was  performed.  By  the  act  of  attainder  in  1779,  Jones 
became  civilly  dead,  but  his  attainder  vested  the  state  with  no 
right  to  perform  the  condition  and  acquire  title  to  the  land: 
Winchester's  case,  3  Co.  2  b,  4  b;  Englefield'a  case,  7  Co.  11; 
Latch,  107.  By  the  act  of  1788,  the  legislature  merely  intended 
to  convey  such  title  as  was  in  the  state,  if  any,  and  never  meant 
to  transfer  the  right  vested  in  the  heirs  of  Croghan. 

Kjeht,  C.  J.  If  the  state  had  no  right,  they  could  grant 
none.  We  do  not  wish  to  hear  the  plaintiff's  counsel  on  that 
point. 

Piatt,  Chid,  Hoffman  and  Pendleton,  contra.  A  sale  by  a 
sheriff  upon  credit  is  not  void;  the  only  effect  of  such  sale  is  to 
make  the  sheriff  liable  in  case  of  loss.  But  this  was  not  a  sale 
on  credit;  moreover,  any  such  objection  should  come  from  the 
creditor,  not  from  the  debtor.  Nor  was  the  deed  delivered  as 
an  escrow;  Duane  was  not  a  stranger,  but  the  attorney  of 
Peters.  The  sale  was  unconditional*  and  divested  Croghan  of 
the  property,  and  it  made  no  difference  whether  the  purchase- 
money  was  paid  or  not.  But  if  the  delivery  of  the  deed  be 
deemed  to  be  as  an  escrow,  yet  the  condition  has  been  per- 
formed by  the  state,  in  whom  Jones's  right  vested  by  reason  of 
his  attainder,  and  the  delivery  of  the  deed  has  relation  back  to 
the  original  purchase,  and  enures  to  the  persons  rightfully 
claiming  under  the  grantee. 

By  Court,  Kent,  C.  J.  The  title  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaint- 
iffs, as  heirs  to  Croghan,  having,  in  the  first  instance,  been 
made  out,  the  merits  of  the  defense  depend  on  the  legal  opera- 
tion and  effect  of  the  sheriff's  sale,  in  1774,  and  of  the  sale  by 
the  surveyor-general,  under  the  act  of  the  twenty-second  of 
March,  1788. 

I  shall  first  consider  the  effect  of  the  sale  by  the  sheriff. 
This  sale  was  made  at  auction,  in  July,  1774,  and  a  deed  was 
executed  on  the  ninth  of  November  following,  in  favor  of  Jones, 
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the  purchaser,  and  delivered  to  James  Duane,  as  an  escrow; 
and  to  be  delivered  to  Jones  on  payment  of  the  purchase-money. 
This  fact  appears,  not  only  from  the  testimony  of  a  subscribing 
witness  to  the  deed;  but  from  the  petition  of  William  Peters, 
as  recited  in  the  act  of  March,  1788;  and  it  is  conclusive  proof 
that  the  sale  was  not  intended  to  be  absolute,  until  the  purchase- 
money  was  paid.     There  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  warrant  the 
idea  that  the  sale  was  upon  credit.     It  was,  no  doubt,  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties  that  the  deed  was  to  be  executed . 
and  the  money  paid  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  with  all  con- 
venient speed;  and  that  until  the  money  was  paid  and  the  deed 
delivered,  the  sale  was  not  to  operate,  and  the  title  was  to  con- 
tinue in  Croghan.    This  is  not  only  the  obvious  meaning  of  the 
transaction,  but  it  is  the  conclusion  of  law.     According  to  the 
decision  in  Simonds  v.  Catlin,  2  Gaines,  61,  a  sheriff's  sole  of  lands 
is  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  requires  a  deed  or  note  in 
writing  to  pass  the  estate.     The  deed  in  question  was  clearly 
an  escrow.     It  was  left  with  Duane  to  be  delivered  over  to 
Jones,  on  payment  of  the  purchase-money.     This  was  a  plain 
and*  specific  condition  to  be  performed  before  the  deed  could 
operate.    A  deed  is  delivered  as  on  escrow,  when  the  delivery 
is  conditional,  that  is,  when  it  is  delivered  to  a  third  person,  to 
keep  until  something  be  done  by  the  grantee;  and  it  is  of  no 
force  until  the  condition  be  fulfilled.     The  condition  may  con- 
sist in  the  payment  of  money  as  well  as  in  the  performance  of 
any  other  act:  S.  Touch.  55;  7  Viner,  tit.  faits.  O.  pi.  4.  There 
is  no  weight  in  the  observation  made  by  the  counsel,  that  the 
deed  was  not  delivered  to  a  stranger.     Duane  was  attorney  to 
Peters,  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  but  he  was  still  a  stranger 
to  Jones,  the  purchaser.  There  was  no  privity  existing  between 
them.     If  the  deed  did  not  pass  the  estate  for  want  of  delivery, 
the  return  upon  the  execution  clearly  did  not.    The  case  of 
Simonds  v.  C'tllin,  settled  this  point.     The  note,  or  memoran- 
dum in  writing,   must  specify  with   sufficient  certainty,   the 
lands  sold,  and  who  was  the  purchaser;  for  it  does  not  other- 
wise answer  the  intent  of  the  statute.     The  return,  in  the  case 
before  us,  has  no  manner  of  certainty.     It  states  only  that  the 
sheriff  hod  sold  of  the  lands  of  the  defendant  to  the  amount  of 
the  demand.     My  opinion,  then,  is,  that  neither  the  sale,  nor 
the  deed,  nor  the  return  on  the  execution,  passed  the  estate. 
We  are  next  to  see  whether  the  condition  has  at  any  time  since 
been  performed,  so  as  to  confirm  the  sale,  and  give  effect  to  the 
deed. 
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The  petition  of  William  Peters,  to  the  legislature,  in  1788, 
admitted  that  the  purchase-money  had  not  then  been  paid,  and 
that  the  deed  was  still  remaining  in  the  hands  of  Duane.  The 
title  to  the  premises,  of  course,  continued  in  Croghan,  for  the 
fee  cannot  be  in  abeyance,  but  must  abide  in  some  person.  Not 
having  passed  to  Jones,  by  the  sale,  for  want  of  payment,  it 
vested  in  Croghan.  This  leads  me  to  consider,  in  the  second 
place,  the  effect  of  the  act  of  attainder,  and  of  the  sale  by  the 
surveyor-general. 

The  act  of  the  twenty-second  October,  1779,  attainted,  among 
others,  Thomas  Jones,  of  the  offense  of  adhering  to  the  enemies 
of  this  state.  This  was  a  specific  offense,  and  was  not  declared 
or  understood  to  amount  to  treason,  because  many  of  the  per- 
sons attainted  had  never  owed  any  allegiance  to  this  state.  The 
forfeitures  arising  from  this  attainder,  must  be  sought  for  in 
the  act,  and  nowhere  else.  By  this  act,  Jones  forfeited  "  all 
his  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  held  or  claimed  by  him, 
whether  in  possession,  reversion  or  remainder,  and  also  all 
estates  and  interests  claimed  by  executory  devise  or  contingent 
remainder."  It  is  then  to  be  examined,  whether  the  state,  by 
this  act  of  attainder,  acquired  any  right  to  perform  the  con- 
dition. 

The  expression,  real  estate,  signifies  such  an  interest  as  the 
tenant  hath  in  land.  It  is  the  condition  or  circumstance  in 
which  the  owner  stands,  with  regard  to  his  property :  1  Inst. 
845,  a;  2  Black.  Com.  103.  It  implies,  therefore,  a  right, 
interest,  or  ownership,  existing  in  the  soil.  Here  the  statute 
defines  the  estate.  It  must  be  an  interest  in  the  land  existing 
in  possession,  reversion,  remainder,  by  executory  devise,  or 
contingent  remainder.  The  condition  in  question  was  neither 
of  these.  No  interest  whatever  in  the  premises  had  vested. 
Jones  had  nothing,  not  even  a  scintilla  juris  in  the  land  which 
he  could  assign,  so  as  to  enable  the  assignee  to  perform  the  con- 
dition. A  mere  possibility  is  not  the  subject  of  a  grant,  unless 
it  be  a  possibility  coupled  with  an  interest:  Shep.  Touch. 
414,  pi.  18,  238;  Viner,  tit.  Possibility,  B.  tit.  Grant,  N.  In 
Marks  v.  Marks,  10  Mod.  419;  1  Str.  129,  it  was  admitted  to  be 
a  maxim  of  law,  that  a  stranger  could  not  take  advantage  of  a 
condition,  for  it  was  not  assignable.  An  assignee  must  be  privy 
in  estate,  and  have  an  interest  in  the  condition,  or  he  cannot 
perform  it:  Litt.  sec.  336;  Co.  Litt.  207  b.  Such  general 
words  as  those  used  in  the  act  of  attainder,  have  never  been 
construed,  in  any  period  of  the  English  law,  as  extending  to  a 
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condition.  At  common  law,  no  condition,  use  or  mere  right  of 
action,  was  forfeited  to  the  king  upon  attainder  of  treason,  not- 
withstanding such  attainder  reached  the  lands  and  tenements: 
3  Just.  19;  1  Hale,  244,  247;  2  Hawk.  687.  This  restriction  led 
to  the  statute  of  S3  H.  8,  c.  20,  which  declared,  that  uses, 
entries  and  conditions,  as  well  as  possessions,  reversions  and 
remainders,  should  be  forfeited  upon  every  such  attainder.  And 
since  that  statute  the  only  question  has  been,  whether  the  con- 
dition was  personal,  and  inseparable  from  the  party  attainted, 
or  could  be  performed  by  the  crown.  The  statute  of  26  H.  8, 
c.  13,  declaring  the  forfeiture  in  treasons,  extended  it  to  all 
estates  of  inheritance,  in  use  or  possession,  in  lands,  tenements 
and  hereditaments,  by  any  right,  title  or  means,  etc.  These 
words  are  certainly  as  broad  as  those  used  in  our  act  of  attain- 
der; yet  they  were  not  considered  as  including  a  condition,  or 
a  mere  right  of  action.  It  required  the  express  words  of  the 
statute  of  83  H.  8,  to  embrace  those  cases. 

The  decisions  which  have  since  been  made  in  England,  on  the 
question  of  the  forfeiture  of  conditions,  are  instructive  exam- 
ples of  the  strictness  with  which  the  courts  have  construed  this 
right  of  forfeiture,  since  the  statute  of  H.  8,  and  of  the  inde- 
pendent spirit  displayed  in  the  discussions  on  this  subject,  even 
under  the  enormous  pressure  of  the  prerogative  of  the  Tudors 
and  Stuarts.  In  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  case,  11  Eliz.,  a  personal 
condition  was  held  not  to  be> forfeited  by  attainder  of  treason; 
and  in  Englefield's  case,  83  Eliz.,  7  Co.  11,  it  was  ruled  that  a 
•condition,  not  being  personal,  might  be  performed  by  the 
queen,  and  yet  it  was  not  thought  prudent  to  rely  upon  this 
judgment,  and  the  statute  of  35  Eliz.  confirmed  the  forfeiture. 
The  case  of  Wardner  v.  Eardwin,  Latch,  107;  Wm.  Jones,  137, 
on  the  question  whether  the  condition  was  forfeited,  is  said  to 
have  walked  through  all  the  courts  in  Westminster  Hall,  and 
the  court  of  king's  bench  was  at  last  equally  divided.  In 
Smith  v.  Wheeler,  1  Mod.  38;  1  Hale,  H.  P.  C.  246,  it  was  de- 
cided that  the  trust  was  personal,  and  not  forfeited  by  attainder, 
notwithstanding  the  attainted  person  had  the  jus  disponendi, 
and  was,  according  to  Sir  Matthew  Hale,  "  guilty  of  the  execra- 
ble murder  of  the  king/9 

In  every  view,  therefore,  of  this  question,  whether  we  con- 
sider the  technical  force  and  meaning  of  the  words  used,  or  the 
rule  that  such  a  possibility  is  not  assignable;  whether  we  con- 
sider the  principle  of  the  common  law,  that  a  condition  was  not 
subject  to  forfeiture  for  treason,  or  the  series  of  decisions  since 
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the  statute  of  H.  8,  showing  the  strictness  with  which  such  for- 
feitures have  been  regarded,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
attainder  of  Jones  did  not  Test  in  the  state  any  right  to  pay  the 
purchase-money  and  take  the  land.  The  state  was  a  stranger 
to  the  condition,  and  had  no  right  to  perform  it. 

Jones  was  to  be  considered  as  civilUer  mortuus  by  the  act  of 
attainder;  but  whether  his  legal  representatives  were  competent 
to  perform  the  condition,  it  is  unnecessary  to  inquire,  because 
there  is  no  evidence  before  us  that  any  such  performance  was 
ever  attempted.  The  heirs  of  Croghan  have,  therefore,  an  ex- 
isting title  to  the  premises,  unless  the  sale  by  the  surveyor- 
general  was  an  alienation  of  their  right.  This  sale  was  made 
under  the  act  of  the  twenty-second  of  March,  1788,  which,  so 
far  as  related  to  this  subject,  was  a  private  act,  and  liable  to 
the  rules  of  construction  applicable  to  such  statutes. 

In  England,  a  general  saving  clause  is  now  always  added,  at 
the  close  of  every  private  act,  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  all 
persons,  except  those  whose  consent  is  obtained;  and  before 
this  practice  of  inserting  the  saving  clause,  it  was  held  that  a 
private  act  did  not  bind  strangers:  2  Black.  Com.  845;  4 
Cruise's  Dig.  518,  519.  In  BosweWs  case,  25  and  26  Eliz.,  cited 
in  Barrington'a  case,  8  Co.  188  a,  it  was  resolved  in  the  court  of 
wards  that  when  an  act  of  parliament  maketh  any  conveyance 
good  against  the  king,  or  other  person  certain,  it  should  not 
take  away  the  right  of  any  other,  although  there  be  not  any 
saving  in  the  act.  This  just  and  liberal  decision,  and  which  is 
also  warranted  by  the  opinion  of  Sir  Matthew  Hale,  1  Vent. 
176,  is  perfectly  applicable  to  the  present  case.  The  act  directs 
only  the  surveyor-general  to  sell  the  lands  so  purchased  by 
Thomas  Jones,  and  to  execute  a  deed  without  a  clause  of  war- 
ranty; but  does  not  declare  the  operation  of  this  deed  as  against 
the  rights  of  Croghan  and  his  heirs.  In  the  language  of  Bar- 
rington's  caset  this  act  does  not  make  that  deed  good  as  against 
any  person  certain,  except  it  be  the  state,  and  therefore  it  shall 
not  take  away  the  right  of  any  private  person.  It  is  a  mere 
quitclaim  of  the  right  and  interest  which  the  state  might  have 
had  in  the  premises,  without  declaring  the  extent  or  certainty 
of  that  right.  If  the  act  had  declared  the  sale  to  be  a  bar  to 
the  claim  of  Croghan,  a  very  serious  question  would  have  arisen 
on  the  validity  of  a  statute  taking  away  private  property  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  owner,  and  without  any  public  object  or 
any  just  compensation.  But  it  is  evident  that  no  such  opera- 
tion was  contemplated.     The  act  passed,  probably  under  a  mis- 
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apprehension  of  the  rights  of  the  state,  resulting  from  the  at- 
-  tainder  of  Jones.  The  sale  -was  directed  upon  the  suggestion 
of  Peters,  for  the  purpose  of  passing  the  interest  of  the  state, 
whatever  it  might  be,  valeat  quantum  valere potest.  The  title  of 
Crogban  is  not  so  much  as  once  mentioned  in  the  act,  and  was 
undoubtedly  intended  to  be  left  to  its  due  weight  and  effect  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  justice. 

The  court  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  judgment. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Lansing  v.  Gaine, 

12  Johmsov,  300.J 

Note  takes  Effect  from  Delivery.— Notes  delivered  after  the  time 
on  which  they  are  dated  are  valid  only  from  the  day  of  delivery,  and 
are  to  be  considered  as  drawn  on  that  day. 

Notice  of  Dissolution  of  Partnership.— Notice  of  the  dissolution  of 
a  partnership  in  a  newspaper  Is  sufficient  notice  to  all  persons  having  no 
previous  dealings  with  the  firm. 

Power  of  Partner  after  Dissolution. — Where  a  partner,  after  dis- 
solution, issues  notes  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  the  other  partner  is  not 
liable  thereon,  for  the  power  to  bind  the  firm  ceases  with  the  partner- 
ship. 

Special  Partnership— Power  of  Partner.— When  a  partnership  is 
formed  for  a  special  purpose,  and  is  limited,  and  a  partner  gives  the 
firm  notes  for  his  individual  obligation,  the  other  partner  is  not  liable, 
if  tho  notes  are  issued  without  his  knowledge  or  consent,  and  the  per- 
son receiving  them  is  aware  that  they  are  not  issued  for  a  firm  debt 

Defenses  against  Overdue  Note. — Where  a  note  is  transferred  after 
it  has  been  dishonored,  the  holder  takes  it  subject  to  all  defenses 
against  it  in  the  hands  of  tho  original  payee. 

Action  on  two  promissory  notes.  One  note  was  dated  August 
1,  1804,  for  five  thousand  dollars,  payable  on  demand  to  Hale, 
or  order,  for  value  received  on  account  of  the  Literature  Lot- 
tery; and  the  other  dated  October  9,  1804,  for  one  thousand 
dollars,  payable  to  Storm,  or  order,  sixty  days  after  date,  value 
received  of  the  lottery. 

Ten  Eyck,  one  of  the  defendants,  suffered  judgment  to  pass 
against  him  by  default,  and  Gaine,  the  other  defendant,  pleaded 
non-asxumpsit. 

Tho  following  facts  appeared:  The  defendants  "were  partners 
as  booksellers,  and  the  partnership  name  had  been  signed  to 
the  notes  by  Ten  Eyck,  who  managed  the  business,  and  was 
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accustomed  to  subscribe  the  notes  issued  by  the  firm.  The  de- 
fendants had  been  concerned  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  tickets 
jn  two  former  lotteries  granted  by  the  state;  and  tickets  to 
those  lotteries  as  well  as  to  a  third  lottery,  to  which  the  notes 
referred,  were  publicly  sold  in  defendant's  bookstore.  Ten 
Eyck  and  the  clerks,  who  attended  at  the  store,  generally  sold 
the  tickets  and  mixed  the  money  received  therefrom  with  money 
obtained  in  the  course  of  the  partnership  business,  and  in  one 
or  two  instances  money  received  from  the  sale  of  tickets  in  the 
two  former  lotteries  was  deposited  in  the  bank  to  the  partner- 
ship account.  It  did  not  appear  that  Gaine  knew  of  this 
mingling  of  the  money.  Ten  Eyck  kept  a  separate  account  of 
the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  tickets  in  each  of  the  three 
lotteries.  Gaine  had  no  interest  whatever  in  the  third  lottery; 
Ten  Eyck,  Hale  and  Storm  were  the  just  managers  of  it,  and  to 
Hale  and  Storm  the  notes  were  given  in  part  for  money  received 
by  Ten  Eyck  from  the  sale  of  tickets  in  the  third  lottery. 

The  partnership  of  Gaine  and  Ten  Eyck  was  dissolved  by 
public  advertisement,  on  the  twenty-second  October,  1804;  and 
Storm's  note  was  delivered  to  him  November  3,  1804,  after  the 
failure  of  Ten  Eyck,  which  became  publicly  known  November 
1 ,  1804,  the  day  on  which  Hale's  note  was  delivered.  The 
notes  being  dishonored  were  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff,  the  state 
treasurer,  for  the  use  of  the  state. 

Storm  testified  that  he  received  the  notes  as  agent  for  the 
state  on  the  credit  of  Gaine  and  Ten  Eyck,  supposing  them 
equally  liable. 

Plaintiff's  Counsel  offered  in  evidence  what  purported  to  be  a 
release,  dated  twenty-second  October,  1804,  from  Gaine  to  Ten 
Eyck,  of  all  demands  against  him  by  reason  of  the  partnership, 
in  consideration  of  an  assignment,  of  even  date,  from  Ten  Eyck 
to  Gaine  of  all  the  former's  interest  in  the  copartnership  prop- 
erty, and  of  all  his  personal  property,  Gaine  engaging  to  pay 
"  all  the  notes  and  bonds  mentioned  in  a  schedule  annexed,  and 
all  other  debts  due  from  the  copartnership,  of  whatsoever  kind 
or  nature  not  secured  by  notes,  and  to  save  harmless,"  etc.  In 
the  schedule  was  an  item,  "five  thousand  dollars,  notes  for 
lottery."  This  release  was  delivered  as  an  escrow,  to  be  deliv- 
ered to  Ten  Eyck  on  the  performing  of  certain  conditions,  one 
of  which  was  never  performed. 

This  evidence  was  objected  to;  but  the  judge  admitted  it, 
saying  that  though  the  release  was  not  conclusive  on  the  par- 
ties, its  conditions  not  having  been  performed,  yet  it  was  evi- 
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deuce  as  to  the  declarations  of  the  parties  in  relation  to  the 
subject-matter,  liable,  however,  to  be  explained  by  defendant. 
Verdict  for  plaintiff.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  on 
the  ground:  1.  That  the  notes  were  not  made  on  the  partner- 
ship account,  and  were  received  by  parties  who  knew  they  were 
given  for  Ten  Eyck's  separate  debt;  2.  That  the  notes  being 
issued  after  partnership  had  been  dissolved,  they  were  void;  8. 
That  evidence  had  been  improperly  admitted. 

Woudworlh,  attorney-general,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Hoffman  and  Harison,  for  the  defendant. 

Kent,  0.  J.  The  notes  upon  which  this  suit  is  brought  were 
delivered  by  Ten  Eyck  to  the  payees,  some  time  after  notice  had 
been  given  in  the  newspapers  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship of  Gaine  &  Ten  Eyck.  The  date  of  the  notes,  then,  be- 
comes immaterial,  as  they  were  valid  only  from  the  time  of  their 
delivery;  and,  unless  the  contrary  be  shown,  the  presumption 
will  be,  that  they  were  then  actually  drawn,  and  were  ante- 
dated by  mistake  or  design.  If  they  had  been  previously 
drawn,  they  had  no  force  while  in  the  possession  and  under  the 
control  of  the  maker.  To  all  legal  purposes,  the  notes  are  to 
be  considered  as  made  or  drawn  when  they  were  delivered. 
This  was  so  ruled  by  Lord  Kenyon,  in  the  case  of  Abel  v.  Suiton, 
3  Esp.  Cases,  108,  in  which  he  held  that,  if  a  fair  bill  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  partnership,  and  was  not  put  into  circulation 
until  after  the  dissolution,  all  the  partners  must  join  in  putting 
it  into  circulation,  otherwise  they  were  not  holden.  Notice  in 
the  newspapers  of  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership  is  sufficient 
notice  to  all  persons  who  have  had  no  previous  dealings  with 
the  firm;  and  there  is  no  evidence,  in  the  present  case,  that  the 
payees  ever  had  any  such  previous  dealings.  This  rule  has  re* 
ceived  repeated  sanction  in  the  English  courts:  Peake's  N.  P. 
42, 154;  1  Esp.  Cases,  871;  3  Esp.  108,  248;  and  it  is  reason- 
able and  just.  Without  the  protection  of  such  a  rule,  one 
partner  never  could  retire  with  safety  from  the  concerns  of 
the  partnership.  Instead  of  being  the  means  of  enterprise  and 
profit,  a  mercantile  connection  of  this  nature  would  prove  a 
source  of  never-ceasing  anxiety,  and  become  oppressive  and 
ruinous.  The  fact,  then,  that  the  notes  were  issued  by  Ten 
Eyck,  after  the  partnership  was  dissolved,  is  sufficient  to  ex- 
empt Gaine  from  being  bound  by  the  notes,  even  if  they  had 
been  given  for  a  partnership  concern.  The  power  of  one  part- 
ner.to  bind  the  other  ceases  with  the  existence  of  the  partner- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIc 


Aug.  1807.]  Lansing  v.  Gains.  425 

drip.     This  is  a  proposition  clear  and  undeniable,  and  it  plaoes 
the  defense  set  up  by  Oaine  upon  sure  and  tenable  ground. 

It  would  be  as  unjust  as  it  is  illegal  to  charge  the  defendant 
Oaine;  for  the  notes  were  not  only  given  subsequent  to  the 
dissolution  of  the  partnership,  but  the  evidence  in  the  case 
shows  that  they  were  given  for  the  private  debt  of  Ten  Eyck. 
The  partnership  of  the  defendants  was  a  limited  one.  It  was 
confined  to  the  bookselling  business.  Ten  Eyck  was  a  manager 
in  the  lottery  alluded  to  in  the  notes.  This  was  a  personal 
trust,  and  could  not  be  carried  into  the  partnership.  Gaine  had 
no  interest  or  concern  with  hin^  in  the  lottery.  The  payees 
were  managers  of  the  lottery  with  Ten  Eyck,  and,  of  course, 
were  well  acquainted  with  the  relation  in  which  he  acted,  and 
with  the  consideration  for  which  the  notes  were  given,  which 
was  for  the  lottery  money  received  by  Ten  Eyck,  upon  the  sale 
of  tickets.  Though  the  tickets  were  sold  in  the  bookstore  of 
the  defendants,  and  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  them 
was  mingled  with  the  copartnership  moneys,  yet  a  separate 
account  was  kept  by  Ten  Eyck  of  the  sale  of  the  tickets,  which 
was  not  in  the  partnership  books.  There  was,  then,  no  ground 
for  an  inference  that  a  partnership  existed  in  the  sale  of  the 
tickets.  The  sale  was  made  in  pursuance  of  a  trust,  open  and 
notorious,  not  of  a  copartnership  nature,  and  in  which  the  payees 
were  personally  connected.  The  proceeds  of  the  sales  formed 
a  separate  account,  detached  from  the  partnership  books;  and, 
notwithstanding  that  one  of  the  payees  said  that  he  received  his 
note  on  the  credit  of  the  firm,  yet  he  had  no  authority  to  con- 
sider the  firm  as  holden,  and  he  drew  that  inference  at  his  peril. 
The  payees  either  knew,  or  were  bound  to  know,  from  the  facts 
in  the  case,  that  the .  notes  were  given  by  Ten  Eyck  on  his  own 
account,  for  a  debt  contracted  by  him  in  his  character  as  man- 
ager. There  was  no  room  for  mistake  or  imposition.  The  notes, 
upon  the  face  of  them,  specified  for  what  consideration  they 
were  given,  and  the  payees  were  joint  managers  with  Ten  Eyck 
in  the  lottery  in  question.  Most  clearly,  then,  the  notes  were 
not  given  for  a  partnership  debt,  and  it  is  equally  clear  that 
this  was  known  to  the  payees.  Here  were  then  copartnership 
notes  given  by  one  partner  for  his  private  debt,  after  the  part- 
nership was  dissolved,  and  when  the  payees  knew  that  the  notes 
were  for  his  private  debt,  and  knew  also,  or  what  amounts  to 
the  same  thing,  were  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  dissolution 
of  the  partnership.  It  would  be  difficult  to  make  out  a  stronger 
case  for  the  defendant  Gaine,  even  upon  principles  of  justice; 
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and  I  feel  disposed  to  adopt  and  apply  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Livingston  v.  Hastie  and  Patrick,  2  Caines,  249,  that  when  one 
takes  a  partnership  note  from  one  of  the  company  for  what  he 
knows  to  be  his  particular  debt,  and  he  takes  it  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  other  partner,  it  would  be  wrong 
to  hold  the  other  party  bound,  and  unreasonable  to  allow  a 
payee  thus  to  extend  his  security. 

If  the  notes,  while  in  the  hands  of  the  payees,  did  not  bind 
Gaine,  they  are  equally  inoperative  in  the  hands  of  the  plaint- 
iff. They  were  negotiated  to  him  after  they  had  been  dishon- 
ored, and  he  took  them,  subject  to  all  the  equity  that  existed 
against  them  in  the  hands  of  the  original  payees. 

But  a  certain  covenant  of  the  defendant  Gaine,  with  the 
schedule  annexed,  is  supposed  to  give  a  different  complexion  to 
the  case. 

This  deed  and  schedule  were  delivered  as  an  escrow,  i.e.,  con- 
ditionally, and  as  the  condition  was  never  complied  with,  the 
same  became  void.  Whether  those  papers  were  still  competent 
evidence  against  Gaine  of  the  facts  stated  or  admitted  therein, 
is  a  point  we  need  not  stay  to  examine,  because,  supposing 
them  admissible,  the  declaration,  as  to  the  notes  in  question, 
was  too  loose  and  equivocal,  to  charge  Gaine  with  a  contract, 
by  which  he  was  not  before  holden;  and  when  we  perceive  that 
the  admission  contended  for  was  against  the  real  truth  of  the 
case.  The  admission  ought  at  least  to  have  been  explicit  that 
the  notes  were  given  on  a  partnership  account,  and  that  Ten 
Eyck  had  authority  to  draw  and  deliver  them  in  behalf  of  the 
firm.  But  the  admission  contains  no  such  thing.  It  merely 
says,  at  the  head  of  a  long  list  of  notes,  of  which  those  before 
us  form  a  part,  "  notes  given  on  our  account;"  and  this  is  said, 
too,  not  in  the  covenant  executed  by  Gaine,  but  in  a  schedule 
refered  to  in  that  covenant,  and  signed  by  Ten  Eyck  alone. 
This  is  a  very  dangerous  and  unfit  foundation  on  which  to  rest 
a  demand  against  Gaine,  for  the  debts  of  Ten  Eyck.  The 
nature  and  manner  of  the  admission  cannot  but  strike  us  with 
peculiar  force.  The  paper  was  given  upon  the  ground  of  com- 
promise with  a  partner,  who  had  abused  his  confidence;  and 
upon  certain  terms,  Gaine  might  not  have  had  any  objection  to 
have  the  notes  in  question  added  to  the  list  of  notes  given  on 
the  partnership  account.  If  he  were  to  assume  the  payment  of 
them,  he  would,  of  course,  be  very  careless  as  to  the  particular 
list  to  which  they  were  added.  A  paper  which  was  drawn 
originally  upon  the  ground  of  accommodation,  and  which  has 
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become  void  in  law,  ought,  at  least,  to  be  read  with  caution, 
for  we  cannot  determine  how  far  the  facts  it  contains  may  have 
been  declared  or  assumed  hypothetical^.  But  taking  the 
declaration  in.its  full  extent,  that  the  notes  were  given  ' '  on  our 
account/'  it  is  not  sufficient,  because  the  evidence  in  the  case 
is  decisive,  that  the  notes  were  put  in  circulation  by  Ten  Eyck, 
after  the  partnership  was  dissolved,  and  consequently  after  the 
authority  of  one  partner  to  bind  the  other  had  ceased.  Ten 
Eyck  had  no  longer  any  authority  to  bind  Gaine,  even  upon  a 
partnership  account.  The  case  of  Abel  and  Sutlon  is  to  this 
effect.  It  required  something  more  than  the  admission  that 
the  notes  were  given  upon  a  partnership  account.  He  must 
have  gone  further,  and  admitted  that  Ten  Eyck  had  new  or 
fresh  authority,  to  negotiate  the  notes  in  behalf  of  the  firm. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  verdict  is  against  evi- 
dence, and  that  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  granted,  upon  payment 
of  costs. 

Thompson,  J. ,  declared  himself  of  the  same  opinion. 

Spenoeb,  J.,  not  having  heard  the  argument  in  the  case,  gave 
no  opinion. 

New  trial  granted. 


Emans  v.  Turnbull. 

[2  JOHHSOlf,  313.] 

Easement,  Extent  of. — Where  a  grant  was  made  with  a  reservation  of 
a  right  of  egress  and  regress,  or  of  fishing  and  fowling  upon  the  land, 
this  did  not  give  the  right  of  taking  wood,  grass,  or  anything  ap- 
purtenant to  the  ownership  of  the  soil. 

Presumption  as  to  Ancient  Grant.— An  agreement  relative  to  lands, 
which  had  existed  for  more  than  one  hundred  years,  providing  that  it 
should  he  owned  and  held  by  the  parties  in  parcels,  and  which  was 
evidently  intended  to  convey  a  fee,  and  where  there  has  been  under  it 
uninterrupted  possession,  will  not  be  technically  construed,  and  a 
regular  grant  will  be  presumed. 

Title  by  Estoppel. — If  one  party  agrees  in  writing  with  another  that  he 
shall  own  and  hold  a  piece  of  land  to  him  and  his  heirs,  and  delivers 
him  possession,  which  possession  is  held  and  enjoyed  beyond  the 
memory  of  man,  he  is  concluded  from  disputing  the  title. 

Ownership  of  Accretion  to  Lakd.— Sea- weed  which  has  been  thrown 
upon  land  by  the  sea  is  considered  an  accretion,  and  belongs  to  the 
owner  of  the  soil. 

Trespass  for  assaulting  plaintiff  and  detaining  him,  and  his 
horses  and  wagon.     Pleas*  1.  The  general  issue;  2.  San  assault 
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demesne;  3.  That  defendant,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
trespass  was  possessed  of  a  certain  close  in  Qravesend,  and  of 
the  sea-weed  on  the  ground  in  the  close;  that  the  plaintiff,  with 
force  and  arms  entered  the  close,  and  would  hare  carried  away 
large  quantities  of  sea-weed  had  not  defendants  and  their 
servant  gently  laid  hands  upon  the  sea-weed  to  keep  the  same, 
and  gently  led  plaintiff's  horses  and  wagon  out  of  the  close. 
Replication  and  rejoinder. 

There  were  produced  at  the  trial  patents  and  grants  extend- 
ing back  many  years,  and  an  agreement  made  the  twenty-ninth 
of  April,  1670,  by  the  inhabitants  of  Qravesend  and  one  Brown, 
between  whom  disputes  had  arisen  regarding  the  property  in 
question  and  other  lands,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  lands 
and  limits  lately  in  controversy  should  be  held  and  owned  to 
each  party,  their  heirs,  etc. ;  that  Brown  should  have  the  neck 
of  land,  with  the  timber  and  herbage  that  lies  from  his  house 
southward,  bounded  on  one  side  by  the  bay  to  the  west,  and  by 
a  creek  to  the  east,  the  creek  to  be  the  boundary  between 
Brown  and  Gravesend;  but  that  the  inhabitants  of  Gravesend 
should  have  free  egress  and  regress  oyer  the  said  neck  of  land, 
and  along  by  the  water  side,  or  strand  on  the  west,  with  the 
liberty  of  taking  fish  and  fowling,  or  any  other  needful  occa- 
sion, without  any  molestation  from  Brown,  etc.  There  was  in 
evidence  a  patent  from  the  governor  confirming  the  terms  of 
the  agreement.    The  defendant  claimed  under  Brown. 

From  parol  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  neck  was  a  sandy, 
uncultivated  strip  of  ground,  producing  wild  grass  capable  of 
sustaining  cattle;  that  Turabull  and  those  under  whom  he 
claims,  had  exclusively  pastured  cattle  there  and  had  taken  the 
wood;  that  the  inhabitants  of  Gravesend  had  used  the  neck  for 
passing  and  repassing,  to  fish,  and  for  a  public  landing;  that 
the  sea-weed  had  not  been  considered  of  any  value  until  after 
the  war,  when  it  was  found  to  be  good  for  manure;  that  the 
inhabitants  of  Gravesend,  from  time  to  time  since,  have  taken 
away  the  sea-weed  from  the  beach  of  the  neck,  though  con. 
tinually  warned  not  to  do  so;  that  plaintiff,  one  of  the  in- 
habitants, had  collected  a  quantity  of  sea-weed,  and  was  about 
carrying  it  away,  when  he  was  prevented  by  defendants  as  com- 
plained of. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendants,  and  plaintiff  moved 
for  a  new  trial. 

Biggs  and  Benson,  for  tne  plaintiff,  contended  that  the  locu* 
in  quo  being  in  the  freeholders  of  Gravesend,  the  agreement  of 
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1670  did  not  divest  them  of  it.  That  agreement  amounted  to 
nothing  more  than  a  license  to  Brown  to  take  the  wood  and 
herbage;  the  soil  did  not  pass.  Had  there  been  a  formal  grant 
of  the  wood,  and  herbage,  the  fee  would  still  remain  in  the 
grantors:  4  Com.  Dig.  Grant,  E.  5;  Co.  Litt.  4  b.,  note  19. 
The  sea-weed  Tested  in  the  inhabitants  immediately  upon  being 
cast  up  by  the  sea,  as  well  as  by  reason  of  prior  occupancy; 
the  inhabitants  having  been  accustomed  to  carry  it  away:  1 
Domat  Ciy.  L.  Lib.  3,  tit.  7,  sec.  2;  2  Bl.  Com.  393.  By  viiv 
tue  of  the  agreement,  moreover,  the  inhabitants  have  right  to 
the  sea- weed;  for  the  words  "  needful  occasions  "  should  be  lib- 
erally construed  in  their  favor. 

Hoffman  and  Harison,  contra,  urged  that  the  fee  was  vested 

in  Brown  by  the  agreement  of  1670;  that  the  words  wood  and 

herbage  did  not  control  the  first  part  of  the  instrument;  that 

the  quiet  possession  for  more  than  a  hundred  years  ought  to  be 

conclusive  in  favor  of  the  defendants.     The  sea-weed  belongs 

to  the  owner  of  the  soil,  not  the  first  occupant;  it  is  an  alluvion: 

Hargrave's  Law  Tracts,  28. 

__  • 

Kent,  0.  J.    The  first  question  arising  upon  this  case  is,  who 

is  seised  in  fee  of  the  locus  in  quo  t  Does  it  reside  in  the  inhab- 
itants of  Gravesend,  or  in  Turnbull,  the  defendant?  By  the 
agreement  of  1670,  it  was  evidently  intended  to  convey  the  fee 
of  the  neck  to  Brown.  It  is  stated  to  be  a  final  agreement  or 
determination  concerning  certain  parcels  of  land  lately  in  con- 
troversy between  the  parties,  and  the  order  of  Governor  Love- 
lace, of  the  preceding  year,  stated  that  the  title  to  the  neck  was 
one  of  the  subjects  of  controversy.  The  agreement  declares 
that  the  said  parcels  of  land  shall  be  owned  and  held  by  each 
party,  as  thereafter  mentioned,  and  to  their  heirs,  successors 
and  assigns,  as  their  proper  right;  and  in  the  seventh  and 
eighth  articles,  it  is  declared  to  be  agreed  that  Brown  should 
have  all  the  neck  of  land,  with  the  timber  and  herbage,  and  that 
the  inhabitants  of  Gravesend  should  have  free  egress  and  regress 
over  the  same.  The  intention  here  is  manifest  to  vest  the  fee 
in  Brown,  and  to  reserve  a  right  of  way  to  the  inhabitants. 
Considering  the  antiquity  of  the  instrument,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant, Turnbull,  and  those  under  whom  he  claims  by  a  regu- 
lar deduction  of  title  from  Brown  for  a  period  of  time  as  re- 
mote as  the  memory  of  witnesses  can  reach,  have  exercised  con- 
stant and  exclusive  ownership  over  the  neck  in  question,  the 
agreement  ought  at  this  day  to  be  most  liberally  expounded,  so 
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as  to  give  effect  to  the  intention.  The  agreement  purports  to 
be  signed  by  sundry  persons,  and  the  inhabitants  of  Gravesend 
cannot  be  permitted  to  say  that  those  were  not  persons  com- 
petent to  convey  the  neck;  for  afterwards,  in  the  same  year, 
1670,  they  accepted  from  Governor  Lovelace  a  confirmation  of 
their  patent,  which  patent  of  confirmation  expressly  allows  and 
confirms  the  agreement.  The  inhabitants  of  Gravesend  are, 
therefore,  to  be  considered  as  regular  parties  to  the  agreement; 
and  as  it  was  accompanied  by  a  delivery  of  possession,  for  so 
we  are  to  intend,  as  the  possession  hath  been  uninterruptedly 
enjoyed  and  continued  down,  the  people  of  Gravesend  are  con- 
cluded from  disputing  the  title  of  the  opposite  party.  Admit- 
ting the  writing  to  be  deficient  in  the  apt  terms  requisite  to 
pass  a  fee,  the  agreement  ought  to  bind  the  inhabitants, 
especially  after  such  a  lapse  of  time,  accompanied  by  so  long 
an  acquiescence.  An  arbitration  bond  and  award  cannot  have 
the  operation  of  conveying  land;  but  a  party,  by  his  agreement 
in  that  way,  has  been  held  to  conclude  himself  from  disputing 
the  title:  Dae  v.  Rosser,  8  East,  15.  This  is  going  much  fur- 
ther than  the  present  case  requires.  We  need  only  say  that  if 
one  party  agrees  in  writing  with  another  that  he  shall  own  and 
hold  a  piece  of  land  to  him  and  his  heirs,  and  he  delivers  him 
the  possession,  and  that  possession  is  held  and  enjoyed  for  a 
time  beyond  the  memory  of  man,  in  such  a  case  we  will  not 
search  curiously  for  technical  terms,  but  will  hold  the  party  to 
be  concluded,  by  his  agreement  and  subsequent  acts,  from  dis- 
puting the  title. 

The  next  point  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  sea-weed  thrown 
by  the  sea  upon  the  shore  or  beach  of  the  neck  did  thereby  vest 
in  the  owner  of  the  soil,  or  belong  to  the  first  occupant.  The 
plaintiff's  right,  if  any,  rested  upon  occupancy;  for  the  liberty 
of  egress  and  regress,  and  of  fishing  and  fowling,  reserved  to 
the  inhabitants  of  Gravesend  by  the  agreement  of  1670,  gave 
them  no  other  rights  than  those  expressed.  They  could  not 
take  wood,  grass,  or  anything  appurtenant  to  the  ownership  of 
the  soil.  The  plaintiff  then  had  no  right  to  the  sea-weed,  be- 
cause he  was  on  inhabitant  of  Gravesend.  Any  stranger  would 
have  had  an  equal  right  to  take  it. 

The  sea- weed  thus  thrown  up  by  the  sea  may  be  considered  as 
one  of  those  marine  increases  arising  by  slow  degrees;  and 
according  to  the  rule  of  the  common  law  it  belongs  to  the 
owner  of  the  soil.  The  rule  is,  that  if  the  marine  increase  be 
by  small  and  almost  imperceptible  degrees,  it  goes  to  the  owner 
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of  tho  land;  but  if  it  be  sudden  and  considerable,  it  belongs  to 
the  sovereign:  2  Bl.  Com.  261;  Harg.  Law  Tracts,  28.  The 
sea-weed  must  be  supposed  to  have  accumulated  gradually. 
The  slow  increase^  and  its  usefulness  as  a  manure,  and  as  a 
protection  to  the  bank,  will,  upon  every  just  and  equitable 
principle,  vest  the  property  of  the  weed  in  the  owner  of  the 
land.  It  forms  a  reasonable  compensation  to  him  for  the  grad- 
ual encroachment  of  the  sea,  to  which  other  parts  of  his  estate 
may  be  exposed;  this  is  one  sound  reason  for  vesting  these 
maritime  increments  in  the  proprietor  of  the  shore.  The  jus 
aUuvvonia  ought,  in  this  respect,  to  receive  a  liberal  encourage- 
ment in  favor  of  private  right.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  denied. 

Thompson,  J.,  concurred. 

Spencer,  J.,  not  having  heard  the  argument  in  the  cause,  gave 
no  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

In  3  Waehburne  on  Real  Estate,  54,  56,  59,  this  case  is  cited,  first  show- 
ing  a  presumption  as  to  a  grant  from  long-continued  possession,  next  show- 
ing title  by  accretion,  the  author  saying:  "Thus  kelp  and  other  marine 
plants,  when  detached  from  the  bottom  of  the  sea  and  thrown  on  the  shore 
or  beach,  become  vested  in  the  owner  of  the  soil.  But,  to  become  so.  they 
must  be  cast  upon  the  shore,  and  rest  there  so  as  to  become  attached  to  the 
soil."  In  United  States  \.  Arredondo,  6  Peters,  740,  it  is  cited  as  to  the 
construction  of  a  grant  In  Mather  v.  CJtapman,  40  Conn.  382,  the  court 
referred  to  the  case,  saying:  "  The  sea- weed  in  this  suit  is  not  treated  as 
part  of  the  real  estate  which  by  small  and  imperceptible  degrees  had  be- 
come part  of  the  plaintiff's  land.  It  is  treated  as  personal  property,  and 
the  defendant  is  sued  for  taking  it  as  such  and  converting  it  to  his  own 
use.  In  the  case  of  Emans  v.  Turnbnll,  the  plaintiff's  title  was  held  good 
upon  a  liberal  construction  of  the  jus  aliuvionis,  which  implies  that  the 
weed  had  then  become  part  and  parcel  of  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  must 
therefore  have  been  above,  or  upon,  ordinary  high-water  mark.'9 


Scott  v.  Libby. 

£2  JomitOM,  336.] 

Freight,  when  Earned.— A  vessel  was  chartered  from  New  York  to  St 
Domingo  and  return,  the  charterer  to  pay  an  entire  sum  for  the  whole 
voyage,  in  sixty  days  after  the  return  of  tho  vessel  to  New  York.  Ar- 
rived in  sight  of  St  Domingo,  the  vessel  was  turned  away  by  a  British 
cruiser,  because  of  a  blockade  of  that  port;  thereupon,  she  returned 
with  her  original  cargo  to  New  York,  where  the  owners  refused  to 
deliver  the  cargo  until  freight  was  paid.  In  an  action  of  trover  to 
recover  the  value  of  the  goods,  it  was  held  that  no  freight  was  due. 
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Charter  Party,  how  Dissolved.— A  blockade  of  the  port  of  destination 
dissolves  the  chatter  party,  and  thus  all  claim  for  freight  under  it,  most 
be  given  up.  No  pro  rata  freight  can  be  recovered,  unless  the  goods 
have  been  accepted  at  a  place  short  of  the  port  of  destination. 

Trover.  A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  upon  the  following  statement  of  facts: 

In  November,  1803,  the  plaintiff  chartered  from  defendants' 
agents,  the  ship  Live  Oak,  on  board  of  which  he  shipped  two 
hundred  and  sixteen  doubloons,  to  recover  the  value  of  which 
the  action  was  brought,  and  certain  other  articles.  By  the  bill 
of  lading,  signed  by  the  master,  he  was  to  deliver  the  doubloons, 
etc.,  to  plaintiff 's  consignee  at  St.  Domingo.  By  the  charter 
party  the  outward  cargo  was  to  be  delivered  at  the  city  of  St. 
Domingo  to  the  consignee,  and  the  plaintiff  was  to  pay  for  the 
freight  of  the  outward  and  return  cargoes,  four  thousand  four 
hundred  and  forty-four  dollars  and  forty-four  cents  in  sixty 
days  after  the  ship's  return  to  New  York.  The  vessel  sailed  on 
her  voyage,  and  on  the  twenty-eighth  December,  she  came  in 
sight  of  St.  Domingo,  when  she  was  boarded  by  the  com- 
mander of  a  British  ship  of  war,  who  forbade  the  master  of  the 
Live  Oak  to  enter  St.  Domingo,  as  it  was  blockaded.  She  was, 
consequently,  forced  to  return  to  New  York,  where  she  arrived 
January  29,  1804.  Plaintiff  obtained  a  permit  to  land  the 
cargo,  but  defendants'  agent  refused  to  deliver  the  doubloons 
until  the  freight  was  paid  according  to  the  charter  party. 

Hoffman  and  Biggs,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  there  had 
been  an  actual  conversion;  that  defendants  had  no  lien  on  the 
cargo;  that  they  should  resort  to  the  charter  party  in  an  action 
against  plaintiff;  that  this  was  not  a  question  as  to  freight,  but 
a  contract  for  the  use  of  the  ship  for  a  specific  voyage,  without 
regard  to  the  quantity  of  goods:  Paul  v.  Birch,  2  Atk.  621;  Ab- 
bot, 244;  Malyne's  Lex  Mercatoria,  100;  Bright  v.  Cowper,  1 
Brownl.  21;  Abbot,  2C3. 

Wells,  for  the  defendants,  urged  that  plaintiff  was  indebted 
to  them  for  the  services  performed,  though  he  derived  no  benefit, 
Luke  v.  Lyde,  Burr.  882;  that  a  pro  rata  freight  was  due,  Lutr 
ridge  v.  Grey,  Abbot,  249;  that  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  insist 
on  relanding  the  goods  already  laden,  without  paying  full 
freight:  Abbot,  338;  2Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  98. 

Thompson,  J.  The  claim  to  freight  set  up  by  the  defendants 
cannot  be  sustained.  It  appears  to  be  conceded  by  the  counsel 
on  both  Bides,  that  by  the  blockade  of  the  port  of  discharge. 
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the  charter  party  was  dissolved,  and  all  claim  to  freight  under 
it  gone:  Abbot,  838.  Nor  is  this  a  case  tor  pro  rata  freight. 
Here  was  no  acceptance  of  the  cargo  at  an  intermediate  point. 
A  variety  of  cases  may  occur  where  the  owner  of  goods  may 
make  himself  responsible  for  freight,  by  an  acceptance  of  his 
goods,  short  of  the  port  of  destination.  But  this  results  from 
an  implied  contract,  raised  by  the  acceptance  of  the  cargo,  and 
a  supposed  benefit  received  by  the  owner,  from  a  partial  trans- 
portation of  his  goods.  But  when  the  cargo,  as  in  the  present 
case,  is  brought  back  to  the  port  of  lading,  no  such  presump- 
tion can  arise.  No  benefit  has  accrued  to  the  owner,  nor  has 
he  done  any  act,  from  which  an  implied  contract  to  pay  any 
freight  can  be  raised.  The  case  of  the  Hiram,  decided  by  Sir 
William  Scott,  3  Bob.  Ad.  180,  is  an  analogous  case;  and  not- 
withstanding it  is  not  to  be  received  as  an  authority,  it  is  en- 
titled to  very  respectful  consideration,  as  the  decision  of  a 
learned  and  eminent  jurist  on  the  maritime  law  of  England. 
In  that  case,  after  a  part  performance  of  the  voyage,  and  a  cap- 
ture and  recapture,  the  vessel  was  brought  back  to  the  port,  or 
quasi  port  of  her  departure.  And  after  a  consideration  of  the 
foreign  authorities,  and  the  case  of  Luke  v.  Lyde,  it  was  held 
that  neither  under  the  particular  terms  of  the  contract,  nor 
upon  general  principles  and  practice,  was  any  freight  due. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  judgment  ought  to  be  ren- 
dered for  the  plaintiff. 

Kent,  G.  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

Spenokb,  J. ,  not  having  heard  the  argument,  gave  no  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Bird  v.  Caritat. 

[2  Jomnov,  842.] 

Right  op  Foreign  Assignee  to  Sue.— A  suit  may  be  brought  in  this 
state,  in  the  name  of  a  foreign  bankrupt,  and  not  by  his  assignees,  and 
he  may  be  joined  with  the  assignees  of  a  copartner  who  is  bankrupt  in 
this  country. 

Law  of  Forum,  when  Governs. — The  mode  of  proceeding  to  recover 
the  debts  of  a  bankrupt,  whether  in  his  own  name,  or  in  that  of  his 
assignees,  is  governed  by  the  law  of  the  forum  where  the  suit  is 
instituted. 

Plea  op  Payment,  when  Bad.— Where  the  defendant  alleged  in  his 
plea,  that  on  the  statement  of  an  account,  he  delivered  certain  nego- 
tiable notes  to  C.  on  account  and  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  did 
Am.  Dao.  Vol.  Ill— 28 
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not  aver  that  C.  was  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs,  nor  that  the  notet 
were  accepted  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  debt,  the  plea 
was  held  bad. 
Issuing  Writ,  Commencement  op  Action.— An  allegation  that  prior 
to  the  suing  out  of  the  writ,  the  defendant  settled  and  discharged  the 
debt  of  the  plaintiffs,  is  sufficient  as  to  the  time;  for  the  suing  out  of 
the  writ  is  considered  as  the  commencement  of  the  suit 

Assumpsit.  The  action  was  brought  by  H.  M.  Bird,  B.  Sav- 
age, and  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  Robert  Bird;  the 
declaration  stating,  that  prior  to  the  bankruptcy  of  Robert 
Bird,  Savage  and  Bird  were  partners;  that  defendant  was  then 
indebted  to  them  in  twenty-five  hundred  dollars  for  money  laid 
oat  and  expended,  in  the  like  sum  for  money  lent,  in  the  like 
sum  for  money  had  and  received,  and  in  the  like  sum  on  an 
insimul  computassent. 

The  defendant  pleaded:  1.  Non  assumpsit;  2.  That  prior  to 
the  bankruptcy  of  Robert,  and  prior  to  the  suing  out  of  the 
writ  in  this  suit,  H.  M.  Bird  and  B.  Savage  became  bankrupts 
in  Great  Britain,  that  a  commission  was  sued  out  there  against 
them,  that  they  were  declared  bankrupts,  and  their  property 
placed  in  the  hands  of  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors, 
and  that  such  commission  remains  in  full  force;  3.  That  prior 
to  the  suing  out  of  the  commission  against  H.  M.  Bird  and 
Savage,  prior  to  the  appointment  of  the  assignees  of  Robert, 
and  before  the  suing  out  the  writ  in  this  suit,  an  account  was 
stated  between  Bird,  Savage  &  Bird  and  defendant,  when  it 
was  found  that  the  latter  was  in  arrear  in  the  sum  of  six 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-nine  dollars  and  twenty-five 
cents,  for  which  sum  he  gave  his  promissory  note  payable  to 
Riley,  by  whom  it  was  indorsed,  and  that  defendant  delivered 
the  note  to  Childs  on  behalf  of  Bird,  Savage  &  Bird,  and  on  ac- 
count of  the  said  six  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-nine 
dollars  and  twenty-five  cents,  which  is  due,  etc. ;  4.  That  as 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  note  delivered  to  Childs,  on 
behalf  of  Bird,  Savage  &  Bird,  defendant  indorsed  and  deliv* 
ered  to  Childs,  on  account  of  Bird,.  Savage  &  Bird  and  on  ac- 
count of  said  note,  several  negotiable  notes,  all  of  which  are 
long  since  due,  and  defendant  has  received  no  notice  of  their 
non-payment. 

To  the  second,  third  and  fourth  pleas  demurrers  were  inter- 
posed. 

Hoffman  and  Biggs,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Harison  and  Caines,  for  the  defendant. 
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Kent,  0.  J.    The  demurrer  to  the  second  plea  raises  the 
question,  whether  the  assignees  under  a  commission  of  bank* 
ruptcy  sued  out  in  England,  can  maintain  a  suit  at  law  here  in 
their  own  names.     This  is  more  a  question  concerning  form 
than  substance,  for  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  right  of  the 
assignees  to  collect  the  debts  due  to  the  bankrupt,  either  by  a 
suit  directly  in  their  own  names,  or  as  trustees,  using  the  name 
of  the  bankrupt.    It  is  a  principle  of  general  practice  among 
nations,  to  admit  and  give  effect  to  the  title  of  foreign  as- 
signees.   This  is  done  on  the  ground,  that  the  conveyance 
under  the  bankrupt  laws  of  the  country  where  the  owner  is 
domiciled,  is  equivalent  to  a  voluntary  conveyance  by  the  bank- 
rupt; and  that  the  general  disposition  of  personal  property  by 
the  owner  in  one  country,  will  affect  it  everywhere,  because,  in 
respect  to  the  owner's  control  over  it,  personal  property  has  no 
locality.    But*  the  mode  of  recovering  the  debts  of  the  bank- 
rupt, will  depend  upon  the  forms  of  proceeding  in  the  country, 
and  in  the  forum  in  which  the  assignee  institutes  his  suit.     In 
the  court  of  chancery,  in  England,  the  assignee  files  his  bill  in 
his  own  name,  and  states  his  title  under  the  commission.     This 
is  also  said  to  be  the  practice  in  Scotland,  because  there  is 
nothing  in  the  forms  of  the  Scotch  proceedings  to  bar  the  as- 
signee from  bringing  a  direct  action  against  the  debtors  of  the 
bankrupt:   Kame's  Equity,   vol.    2,   864;  Chevalier  v.   Lynch, 
Doug.  170.     At  common  law,  however,  a  chose  in  action  is  not 
assignable.     It  was  not,  therefore,  in  the  power  of  the  bank- 
rupt to  assign  the  promises  stated  in  the  declaration,  so  as  to 
enable  the  assignee  to  sue  upon  them  in  his  own  name;  yet  his 
assignment  would  have  transferred  as  valid  a  title  as  that  under 
the  foreign  commission.     No  instance  has  been  shown  in  which 
the  English  courts  of  law  have  allowed  the  foreign  assignee  to 
prosecute  in  his  own  name,  and  I  presume,  no  such  instance 
exists.    The  plea  is,  therefore,  clearly  bad.     The  suit  was  prop- 
erly brought  in  the  name  of  the  English  bankrupts,  and  there 
is  nothing  upon  the  record  by  which  the  court  can  infer,  that 
the  suit  is  not  carried  on  at  the  instance  of  the  assignees,  and 
for  their  benefit  as  trustees. 

The  third  and  fourth  pleas  do  not  correspond  with  the  pre- 
cedent in  Kearslake  v.  Morgan,  5  T.  B.  513.  In  that  case,  the 
plea  averred  that  the  negotiable  note  of  a  third  person  had 
been  accepted  and  received  by  the  plaintiffs  in  full  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  the  prior  assumpsit.  Here  the  notes  are  stated 
to  have  been  delivered  to  one  Francis  Ghilds,  for,  and  on  be* 
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half  of  the  plaintiffs;  and  non-oonskU  that  Ohilds  was  an  agent 
of  the  plaintiffs  for  that  purpose,  or  that  the  notes  ever  came 
to  the  knowledge  or  into  possession  of  the  plaintiffs.  Childs 
was  to  them  a  stranger,  and  they  were  not  bound  to  look  after 
him.  These  pleas  are,  therefore,  bad  in  substance,  and  it  would 
be  unnecessary  to  notice  the  special  causes  of  demurrer,  were  it 
not  that  the  defendant,  according  to  his  suggestion  upon  the 
argument,  may  apply  for  leave  to  amend  them. 

As  to  the  objections,  then,  to  the  pleas  in  point  of  form,  I 
would  observe  that  the  averment  of  a  settlement  and  discharge, 
prior  to  the  suing  out  of  the  writ,  was  sufficient,  because  the 
time  of  the  suing  out  the  writ  is  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
for  the  purpose  averred  in  the  plea.  It  was  considered  as  the 
commencement  of  the  suit  in  the  case  of  Carpenter  v.  Butterfield, 
July  term,  1801,  and  again  in  Lowry  v.  Lawrence,  1  Gaines,  69, 
and  this  is  the  good  sense  as  well  as  the  truth  on  the  subject. 
The  matters  contained  in  these  pleas,  if  amounting  to  a  satisfac- 
tion and  discharge,  or  payment,  might  be  pleaded  as  well  as 
given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue.  The  case  of  Kear- 
slake  v.  Morgan,  5  T.  R.  513,  is  decisive  that  they  might  be  spe- 
cially pleaded. 

Thompson,  J.,  declared  himself  of  the  same  opinion. 

Spxnceb,  J.,  not  having  heard  the  argument,  gave  no  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


See  where  the  authority  of  this  case  is  recognised:  Raymond  v.  Johnson, 
11  Johns.  490;  Fowler  v.  Sliarp,  15  Id.  326 ;  Anderson  v.  Highland  T.  Co., 
16  Id.  88;  Bronson  v.  Earl,  17  Id.  65;  Holmes  v.  Remsen,  20  Id.  259;  where 
the  whole  subject  of  a  foreign  assignee's  right  to  sue  is  ably  considered! 
Hogan  v.  Cuyler,  8  Cow.  205;  Betan  v.  Drew,  19  Wend.  305;  WUUnk  v. 
Piermoni,  23  Id.  65;  Hoyt  v.  Thompson,  6  N.  Y.  341;  Better  v.  Turnpike 
Co.,  14  Pa.  St.  166;  Taylor  v.  Carpenter,  2  Wood.  &  M.  16;  Perry  Mfg. 
Co.  v.  Brown,  Id.  464;  Sims  v.  Boss,  16  Miss.  560;  Fish  v.  BrackeU,  32  Vt 
802;  see  Riley  v.  Biley9  ante,  260. 

Story,  Conf.  of  Laws,  sec  565,  referring  to  this  case,  says:  "In  America, 
contradictory  decisions  have  been  made  upon  the  same  point  (assignee's 
right  to  sue),  some  courts  affirming,  and  others  denying,  the  right  of  the 
assignee  to  sue  in  his  own  name,  although  the  weight  of  authority  must 
now  be  admitted  to  be  against  the  right"  An  examination  of  the  cases 
cited  by  the  distinguished  author  shows  that  the  cases  most  decidedly  are 
against  the  right 
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Cheriot  v.  Barker. 

[9  JoiDMOH,  846.] 

Insurable  Intebest.— A  vessel  was  chartered  for  a  voyage  from  New 
York  to  Jeremie  and  return,  the  charterer  paying  sixteen  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars  within  sixty  days  after  arrival  at  Jeremie,  and  eight  hun- 
dred dollars  on  the  delivery  of  the  return  cargo.  The  charterer  in- 
sured freight  for  eighteen  hundred  dollars,  being  "  two-thirds  the  value 
of  the  freight,"  on  a  voyage  "from  Jeremie  to  New  York,  upon  the 
freight  of  goods  laden  or  to  be*  laden, M  etc.  The  vessel  having  been 
captured  on  her  return  voyage,  and  condemned,  it  was  held  that  the 
charterer  had  not  an  insurable  interest;  for  the  policy  being  on  freight 
generally,  it  could  not  be  considered  as  on  freight  earned. 

Policy  when  Explicit  must  Control.— Where  the  terms  of  a  policy 
are  clear  and  explicit,  the  court  will  not  hear  any  suggestion  or  proof 
of  mistake,  as  that  an  insurance  on  freight  generally  was  intended  to 
cover  freight  earned. 

Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  freight.  The  policy  was 
dated  February  25, 1804,  and  the  voyage  was  described  from 
Jeremie  to  New  York,  upon  the  freights  of  goods  laden  or  to  be 
laden  on  board  the  schooner  Mars.  The  freight  was  valued  at 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  dollarto,  being  two -thirds  of  the 
value  of  the  entire  freight.  The  charter-party  was  dated  the 
thirteenth  December,  1803,  by  which  the  vessel  was  chartered 
to  the  plaintiff,  on  a  voyage  from  New  York  to  Jeremie,  and 
from  thence  back,  for  two  thousand  four  hundred  dollars,  one 
thousand  six  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  to  be  paid  within  sixty 
days  after  notice  of  the  arrival  at  Jeremie,  and  eight  hundred 
dollars  on  the  delivery  of  the  return  cargo.  The  outward 
freight  was  duly  paid  by  plaintiff.  At  the  time  the  policy  was 
executed,  defendant  knew  plaintiff  was  the  charterer,  and  de- 
fendant had  been,  or  was  to  be,  the  agent  of  the  owner  of  the 
vessel.  The  Mars  was  captured  on  her  return  voyage  and  con* 
demned,  by  which  there  was  a  total  loss  of  vessel  and  cargo. 
The  owners  of  the  vessel  had  insured  their  freight,  and  recov- 
ered from  the  insurer  eight  hundred  dollars,  the  amount  of  the 
homeward  freight. 

Verdict  for  plaintiff  for  total  loss,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
this  court. 

Hoffman  and  J.  Badclif,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  he  had 
an  insurable  interest,  if  not  an  absolute,  at  least  a  qualified  in- 
terest, which  might  be  insured:  Park,  11;  Marshall,  218;  that 
where  a  right  to  freight  has  commenced  by  an  inception  of  the 
voyage,  the  insured  may  recover  for  the  loss  of  freight:  Mar- 
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shall,  76.    In  Lawrence  v.  Sebor,  2  Caines,  204,  the  court  looked 
to  the  intention  to  see  what  interest  was  to  be  insured. 

Hari&vn  and  Boyd,  for  the  defendant,  urged  that  the  owner 
of  goods,  who  stipulated  to  pay  freight,  has  no  interest  in  the 
vessel  or  freight  as  such;  that,  as  there  had  been  no  risk  run, 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  on  the  policy,  but  was  entitled  to  a 
return  of  the  premium. 

Thompson,  J.  The  policy  declares  the  insurance  to  be  upon  . 
the  freight  of  goods,  laden  on  board  the  schooner  Mars,  on  a  voy- 
age from  Jeremie  to  New  York.  This  is  a  plain  contract,  with- 
out  any  ambiguity;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the 
plaintiff  has  shown  an  interest  in  the  subject  insured.  Though 
the  policy  may  not  be  adapted  to  the  real  truth  of  the  case,  we 
must  confine  ourselves  to  it  in  determining  what  is  the  subject 
insured.  It  is  a  good  general  rule  to  require  this  to  be  clearly 
and  plainly  expressed  upon  the  face  of  the  policy,  so  that  the 
underwriter  may  be  apprised  of  what  he  insures.  It  is  extremely 
easy  for  the  assured  to  specify  his  particular  interest,  and  it 
would  be  unreasonable  to  allow  him  to  avail  himself,  under  a 
general  expression,  of  a  concealed  particular  interest,  contrary 
to  custom  and  usage.  Hence,  it  has  been  decided  in  the  Eng- 
lish courts:  8  Burr.  1401,  and  the  same  principle  is  recognized 
in  this  court,  that  a  respondentia  and  bottomry  interest  cannot 
be  covered  by  a  general  insurance  on  goods:  Robertson  v. 
United  Insurance  Company,  January  term,  1801  (1  Am.  Dec. 
166,  and  see  Kenny  v.  Clarkson,  ante9  336).  Considering  this  an 
insurance  on  freight,  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  it.  He 
was  not  owner  of  the  ves3el,  but  had  hired  her  for  the  voyage, 
and  had  agreed  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  the  freight,  on  the  de- 
livery of  the  cargo.  The  plaintiff  was  owner  of  the  cargo,  and 
the  charter-party  was  a  mere  covenant  to  carry  the  goods.  The 
plaintiff,  instead  of  receiving  the  freight,  was  to  pay  it  on  the 
delivery  of  the  cargo.  As  the  cargo  was  not  delivered,  owing 
to  the  perils,  no  freight  was  ever  due  from  him,  and,  of  course, 
he  has  sustained  no  loss.  This  must  be  considered  a  general 
insurance  on  freight,  and  not  a  particular  insurance  on  freight 
earned. 

It  was  suggested  that  there  was  some  mistake  in  describing 
the  interest  intended  to  be  insured;  but  we  cannot  listen  to  any 
such  suggestions.  The  contract  is,  of  itself,  clear  and  explicit; 
and  if  any  mistake  has  been  made,  it  is  not  to  be  corrected 
here. 
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No  risk  having  been  run,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  return 
of  premium.  He  must,  accordingly,  have  judgment  for  the 
amount  of  the  premium,  with  interest  from  the  time  of  demand* 
ingit. 

Kent,  C.  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

Spbmobb,  J.,  not  having  heard  the  argument,  gave  no  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  premium,  with  interest. 


CORTELYOU  V.  VAN  BRUNDT. 

[9  Jqbvson,  8S7  J 

Right  of  Fishing— Limitation  of.— A  right  of  fishing  in  any  water 
gives  no  right  over  the  adjoining  land,  nor  any  right  to  erect  huts  on 
the  shore  for  that  purpose. 

Prescriptive  Right. — A  right  to  erect  a  building  on  another's  land  can 
in  no  case  be  acquired  by  prescription,  which  applies  only  to  incorpo- 
real hereditaments. 

Evidence  of  Usage  Inadmissible. — Evidence  of  a  usage  is  inadmis- 
sible to  explain  the  language  of  a  deed  not  ambiguous  or  equivocal 

Same. — Where,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  the  defendant  pleaded  the  general 
issue,  and  gave  notice  that  he  would  offer  in  evidence  a  prescriptive 
right  of  fishing  in  the  sea  adjoining  the  locus  in  quo,  and  of  using  and 
occupying  the  shore  for  that  purpose,  he  cannot  give  evidence  of  any 
prescriptive  right  to  erect  huts  on  the  shore  for  the  purpose  of  fishing, 
but  such  a  custom  should  be  pleaded  or  mentioned  in  the  notice. 

Highway,  Title  in. — The  grant  or  laying  out  of  a  highway  gives  only 
a  right  of  way  to  the  public;  but  the  fee  or  right  of  soil  remains  in  the 
owner,  and  an  action  of  trespass  will  lie  for  any  exclusive  appropria- 
tion of  the  soil 

Trespass  quare  clausum  /regit,  for  erecting  a  hut  on  plaintiff's 
close.  Not  guilty  pleaded,  with  notice  that  defendant  would 
offer  in  evidence  that  the  inhabitants  of  New  Utrecht  had,  from 
time  immemorial,  used  the  bay  adjoining  the  close  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fishing,  and  had  occupied  the  shore  for  convenience  in 
doing  so;  that  defendant  was  one  of  the  inhabitants  of  New 
Utrecht,  and  had,  on  the  day  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  it 
being  a  proper  season  for  fishing,  entered  the  close,  and  erected 
a  temporary  hut  for  convenience  in  fishing.  And  further,  that 
defendant  would  give  in  evidence  two  patents  to  the  inhabitants 
of  New  Utrecht,  the  one  dated  August  15, 1668,  the  other  May 
13, 1686.  And  further,  that  the  citizens  of  this  state  had,  from 
time  immemorial,  used,  at  all  proper  seasons,  the  right  of  fish* 
ing.in  the  bay,  and  of  entering  and  occupying  the  shore  ad- 
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joining  the  same,  tor  the  purpose  and  convenience  of  fishing  in 
the  bay,  and  that  the  defendant  is  one  of  such  citizens.  And 
further,  that  the  close  is  a  public  highway  or  landing-place, 
and  that  defendant  had  a  right  to  enter  and  use  it  for  the  pur- 
poses of  fishing. 

Plaintiff  derived  title  from  Jacques  Cortelyou,  to  whom  a 
patent  had  been  granted  February  23, 1671,  for  the  premises 
"  stretching  along  the  bay,"  and  claimed  that  the  locus  in  quo 
was  a  part  of  these  premises.  It  was  admitted  that  if  the 
patent  extended  on  the  S.  W.  or  bay  side  to  ordinary  high- 
water  mark,  then  the  hut  was  erected  within  its  limits,  and  the 
judge  directed  the  jury  that  the  ordinary  high-water  mark  was 
to  be  considered  as  the  S.  W.  boundary  of  the  patent. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  use  of  the  bay  adjoining  the  close, 
and  the  shore  thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  fishing,  was  rejected. 
Defendant,  to  prove  the  locus  in  quo  a  public  highway,  offered 
in  evidence  an  ancient  record,  in  which  there  was  an  entry  of  a 
common  highway  along  the  S.  W.  side  of  the  meadow  of  Cor- 
telyou, over  the  beach:  together  with  a  memorandum  reserving 
a  space  six  feet  in  breadth  for  a  common  landing-place  to  be 
and  continue  forever,  within  which  space  defendant  claimed 
that  the  hut  was  erected. 

Plaintiff  then  proved  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  above  the 
present  usual  high-water  mark;  that  land  had  been  gradually 
washed  away  from  the  south-west  boundary;  that  no  use,  within 
the  memory  of  witnesses,  had  been  made  of  the  place  where 
the  trespass  was  committed,  for  the  purpose  of  a  landing-place; 
and  that  plaintiff  had  a  house,  for  about  twenty-five  years, 
nearly  adjacent  to  the  spot  where  the  hut  was  erected. 

Verdict  for  plaintiff  for  six  cents  damages. 

Baldwin,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  moved  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  evidence  was  improperly  rejected;  misdirec- 
tion of  the  judge,  as  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  should  have  been 
adopted,  that  the  highest  point  to  which  the  spring  tide  rises 
is  the  boundary  of  the  patent:  Just.  Inst.,  lib.  2,  tit.  1,  cap.  3; 
that  the  locus  in  quo  was  a  public  highway,  and  could  not  be 
lost  by  non-user;  that  the  erection  of  the  hut  might  be  a  nui- 
sance, but  could  not  be  a  trespass;  that  the  erection  of  huts 
and  drawing  seines  to  the  shore  were  inseparable  to  the  right 
1  of  fishing. 

Hoffman  and  Harison,  contra.  Defendant  could  give  no  evi- 
dence of  a  prescriptive  right  to  erect  huts,  as  no  notice  of  an 
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intention  to  do  bo  was  given  under  the  plea.  The  right  of  fish- 
ing gives  no  right  to  occupy  the  shore:  Saville,*  11,  sec.  19. 
The  right  of  erecting  a  hut,  being  an  exclusive  appropriation, 
can  only  be  established  by  grant.  In  laying  out  a  public  way, 
the  right  of  soil  remains  in  the  original  owner. 

Thompson,  J.  The  case  states  that  the  erection  of  the  hut 
was  the  only  trespass  attempted  to  be  proved.  The  first  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  matters  of  fadt  contained  in  the  first 
and  third  branches  of  the  notice,  annexed  to  the  plea,  were 
relevant  to  the  defense,  and  ought  to  have  been  admitted  in  evi- 
dence. These  facts  went  only  to  support  a  custom  in  the 
inhabitants  of  New  Utrecht,  and  in  the  citizens  of  this  state  to 
fish  in  the  bay  adjoining  the  close,  and  to  use  and  occupy  the 
shore  for  that  purpose.  I  think  this  evidence  was  properly  ex- 
cluded, because,  if  admitted,  the  facts  did  not  amount  to  a 
justification  of  the  trespass  in  erecting  the  hut.  A  right  to  fish 
in  any  water  gives  no  power  over  the  land:  Ipswich  v.  Brown , 
Saville,  11;  3  T.  R.  256.  Nor  will  prescription,  in  any  case, 
give  a  right  to  erect  a  building  on  another's  land.  This  is  a 
mark  of  title  and  of  exclusive  enjoyment,  and  it  cannot  be  ac- 
quired by  prescription.  Title  to  land  requires  the  higher  evi- 
dence of  corporeal  seisin  and  inheritance.  Prescription  applies 
only  to  incorporeal  hereditaments,  and  whether  the  right 
claimed  be  considered  as  strictly  a  custom,  or  prescription,  the 
principle  is  the  same;  the  only  material  distinction  between 
them  is  that  one  is  local  and  the  other  personal  in  its  nature: 
Coke  Litt.  118  b;  2  Bl.  Com.  263,  264.     . 

The  patent  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims,  is  described  as 
stretching  along  the  bay,  and  the  rule  of  the  common  law  carries 
it  down  to  ordinary  high-water  mark.  This  is  the  settled  rule, 
as  appears  from  Lord  Hale's  Treatise  de  jure  maris;  Hargrave's 
Law  Tracts,  12.  The  doctrine  of  the  civil  law  is,  therefore,  not 
our  rule,  and  the  direction  to  the  jury  in  this  respect  was  cor- 
rect. The  patents  introduced  by  the  defendant  gave  no  right 
of  fishing,  except  what  was  comprehended  within  the  bounds  of 
those  patents.  There  cannot  be  any  real  pretense  for  an 
authority  under  them,  to  encroach  on  adjoining  patents.  The 
usage  offered  to  be  proved,  was  inadmissible  as  a  rule  for  the 
construction  of  those  patents,  because,  when  the  language  of  a 
deed  admits  of  but  one  construction,  and  is  clear  and  pertinent, 
it  cannot  be  controlled  by  any  different  exposition  to  be  derived 
from  the  practice  under  it.  The  defendant  must  derive  the 
right  he  sets  up,  either  from  the  patent  itself  or  from  usage; 
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and  if  from  the  latter,  it  must  be  specially  pleaded,  or  stated  as 
a  ground  of  defense  in  the  notice.  The  defense,  in  both  these 
respects,  totally  failed,  as  the  patents  contained  no  color  for 
the  right,  and  the  usage  to  erect  huts  was  not  one  of  the  mat- 
ters of  defense  expressed  in  the  notice  which  had  been  given. 

The  question  as  to  the  locus  in  quo  being  a  public  highway, 
was  a  matter  of  fact  depending  on  proof  offered  on  each  side, 
and  the  jury  must  have  h#d  it  fairly  submitted  to  them.  Their* 
verdict  is  against  the  existence  of  the  highway,  and  it  appears 
to  me  to  be  agreeable  to  the  weight  of  evidence.  Even  admit- 
ting the  existence  of  the  highway,  the  general  rule  here  is,  that 
the  fee  of  a  highway  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoining 
ground,  and  that  the  sovereign  has  only  a  right  of  passage.  It 
is  but  a  servitude  or  easement,  and  trespass  will  lie  for  any  ex- 
clusive appropriation  of  the  soil:  1  Burr.  143;  2  Stra.  1004;  1 
Wils.  107;  6  East,  154. 

In  every  view,  therefore,  of  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  denied. 

Kent,  C.  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

Spencer,  J.,  not  having  heard  the  argument,  gave  no  opinion. 

Rule  refused. 


Whipple  v.  Foot. 

(2  Johhboji,  418.] 

Corn  Growing  considered  a  Chattel.— Wheat  or  com  growing  is  con- 
sidered a  chattel,  and  as  such  may  be  taken  in  execution. 

Lett  on  Growing  Crops. — To  make  a  valid  levy  of  an  execution  on 
growing  crops,  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  manual  possession  should  be 
taken,  and  it  is  sufficient  merely  to  declare  that  the  subject  is  levied 
on  under  the  execution. 

Trover  for  a  quantity  of  wheat  in  the  sheaf.  The  facts  were: 
On  August  16, 1806,  a  fieri  facias  issued  against  E.  Hatch,  di- 
rected to  the  sheriff  of  Madison  county,  the  plaintiff  in  this 
suit.  On  the  same  day,  Whipple  went  to  Hatch's  house,  to 
levy  on  all  his  property;  but  did  not  go  into  the  field  where 
the  wheat  was  until  the  eighteenth  of  August,  at  which  time  he 
made  a  formal  levy  on  the  wheat,  and  took  an  account  of  it. 
He  found,  however,  one  W.  Hatch  in  the  field,  with  a  number 
of  men,  engaged  in  cutting  and  removing  the  wheat,  and  was 
informed  that  they  acted  by  the  directions  of  Foot,  the  sheriff 
of  Chenango  county;  and,  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff's  re* 
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monstrances!  defendant  took  the  wheat  and  sold  it  at  auction. 
It  appeared  that  a  judgment  had  been  recovered  against  B. 
Hatch,  in  December,  1805,  upon  which,  on  the  nineteenth  of 
December,  an  execution  issued  to  Foot,  the  sheriff  of  Chenango 
county,  which  at  that  time  comprised  what  is  now  Madison 
county.  Foot  went,  in  December,  1805,  to  Hatch's  house,  and 
levied  upon  all  his  personal  property,  particularly  mentioning 
the  wheat,  then  in  the  ground. 

B.  Hatch  held  the  land  by  virtue  of  a  parol  agreement  with 
Smith,  in  December,  1803,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  Hatch 
should  have  the  use  of  the  land  until  he  was  paid  for  clearing  it. 

Kirkland,  for  the  plaintiff.  Wheat  growing  is  not  personal 
property,  until  severed  from  the  ground:  1  Salk.  368;  4  Corny. 
Dig.  Execution,  120,  121.  Defendant's  execution  was  made 
returnable  in  February,  1806,  and  he  had  no  right  to  take  the 
wheat  in  August,  1806.  The  wheat  taken  under  the  first  levy 
has  been  suffered  to  remain  in  the  debtor's  hand,  and  that  exe- 
cution is,  therefore,  fraudulent:  Wilson,  44;  7  Mod.  37,  38;  1 
Ld.  Eaym.  251;  2  T.  R.  596. 

Gold,  contra.  Growing  crops  are  considered  personal  prop- 
erty: Cox  v.  Godsalve,  6  East,  604,  in  note.  The  delay  in  the 
removal  of  the  wheat  is  explained  by  the  nature  and  situation 
of  the  thing. 

By  Court,  Thompson,  J.  If  the  execution  under  which  the 
defendant  justifies  the  seizure  and  sale  of  the  wheat  growing 
on  the  ground,  be  deemed  sufficient,  it  is  unnecessary  to  de- 
termine the  effect  of  the  bill  of  sale,  which  forms  a  distinct 
branch  of  the  defense.  The  defendant,  soon  after  receiving  the 
execution,  and  between  the  teste  and  return  of  it,  went  to  the 
house  of  Hatch,  the  debtor,  and  levied  on  his  personal  prop- 
erty, and  particularly  mentioned  the  wheat  in  the  ground. 
This  was  in  December.  In  the  ensuing  August,  when  the 
wheat  was  ripe  for  harvest,  the  defendant,  by  virtue  of  the  exe- 
cution, and  with  all  due  diligence,  caused  the  wheat  to  be  cut, 
carried  away  and  sold.  The  fee  on  the  land  on  which  the 
wheat  was  sowed,  belonged  to  one  Smith,  and  Hatch  had  the 
use  of  it  so  long  only  as  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  him  for 
clearing.  .  Under  these  circumstances  I  see  no  valid  objections 
against  considering  this  property  as  held  by  this  execution. 
The  wheat  growing  on  the  ground  was  a  chattel,  and  as  such, 
subject  to  be  taken  in  execution:  1  Salk.  368;  1  Bos.  &  Pul. 
397;  6  East,  604,  note;  Bob.  on  Frauds,  126.     The  defendant, 
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when  he  levied,  took  all  the  possession  which  the  subject- 
matter  would  permit,  and  it  was  sold  as  soon  as  it  was  fit  to  be 
repeated.  This,  therefore,  could  not  be  considered  as  a  dor- 
mant execution,  and  coming  within  the  operation  of  the  rule, 
that  if  a  creditor  seize  the  goods  of  his  debtor  on  execution, 
and  suffers  them  to  remain  in  his  hands,  the  execution  is  deemed 
to  be  fraudulent,  and  void  against  a  subsequent  execution: 
Prec.  in  Cha.  286;  1  Vernon,  245;  7  Mod.  37;  2  T.  R.  596. 
The  reason  of  this  rule  is  stated  to  be  that  in  such  case  there  is 
no  change  of  possession,  and  so  no  alteration  of  the  property. 
But  in  the  case  before  us,  the  sheriff  took  all  the  possession  of 
which  the  chattel  was  susceptible.  The  nature  of  the  property 
accounts  for  the  delay,  and  destroys  the  presumption  of  fraud 
that  might  otherwise  exist.  The  sheriff  might  perhaps  have 
sold  the  wheat  while  growing,  and  the  purchaser  would  then 
have  been  entitled  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  and  car- 
rying it  away.  But  such  a  sale  would  probably  have  been  very 
unfavorable,  as  the  certainty  and  value  of  the  crop  could  not 
be  ascertained:  Owen,  70;  Vent.  222.  The  mere  delay  in  such 
a  case  to  sell  until  the  crop  should  be  fit  for  harvest,  will  not, 
of  itself,  amount  to  a  fraud  in  law,  and  this  is  the  only  ground 
on  which  the  judgment  and  execution  under  which  the  defend- 
ant justifies  has  been  impeached.  The  justification  having  been 
made  out,  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  judgment;  but  by 
the  provision  in  the  case,  we  can  only  direct  a  judgment  of  non- 
suit to  be  entered. 
Judgment  of  nonsuit. 


Harbison  v.  Close. 

P  JOHMOX,  448.] 

Covenant  not  to  Sue  one  of  two  Obligor*.— Where  there  are  two 
obligors  or  promisors,  a  covenant  not  to  sue  one,  has  not  the  effect  of 
releasing  the  demand,  nor  will  it  protect  the  other  from  suit. 

Payment  of  Less  Sum  no  Accord.— The  payment  of  a  less  sum,  though 
accepted  in  full,  where  there  is  a  certain  amount  due,  cannot  be  taken 
as  a  good  accord  and  satisfaction. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note,  dated  May  3,  1804,  by  which 
defendants  promised,  jointly  and  severally,  to  pay,  six  months 
after  date,  to  O.  S.,  or  bearer,  seventy-one  dollars,  with  interest. 
Defendants  pleaded  non-assumpsit,  with  notice  that  they  would 
prove  at  the  trial  that  they  paid  and  satisfied  the  note  to  O.  S., 
the  bearer,  October  4, 1805,  and  further  that  they  paid  to  O.  S  . 
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before  the  suit,  twenty-one  dollars  and  fifty-five  cents  in  fall 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  note,  which  sum  was  accepted 
as  such  satisfaction  and  discharge;  and,  also,  that  they  paid 
twenty-one  dollars  and  fifty-five  cents  to  plaintiff,  who  accepted 
the  same  in  fall  satisfaction  of  the  note. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Kent,  C.  J.  At  the  trial  the  note 
was  produced  on  which  was  the  indorsement:  "Received  on 
this  note,  October  4,  a.  d.  1805,  twenty  dollars  and  fifty-five 
cents;"  and  it  was  proved  that  Close  gave  Wilcox,  the  co-de- 
fendant, who  was  only  surety  for  Close  in  the  note,  twenty-one 
dollars  and  fifty-five  cents,  which  Wilcox  paid  to  plaintiff,  who 
declared,  at  the  time,  that  if  Wilcox  would  pay  him  that  sum, 
he  would  not  call  on  him  for  the  payment  of  the  note,  but 
would  collect  the  residue  of  Close.  On  this  evidence  the 
plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 

A  motion  was  now  made  to  set  aside  this  nonsuit. 

JE  Williams,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Budd,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Spznoeb,  J.  An  agreement  never  to  sue  a  sole 
debtor,  made  on  a  valid  consideration,  or  a  covenant  not  to  sue, 
has  been  justly  held  to  operate  as  a  release,  to  avoid  circuity 
of  action;  not  that  such  agreement  or  covenant  is  in  fact  a  re- 
lease, but  that  it  may  be  pleaded  in  bar,  as  between  those  parties, 
and  it  operates  quasi  a  release.  The  case  of  Cuyler  v.  Cuyler,  2 
Johnson,  186,  was  decided  on  this  principle.  But  where  there 
are  two  obligors,  or  promisors,  a  covenant  not  to  sue  one  of 
them,  so  far  from  releasing  the  demand,  has  been  repeatedly 
held  not  to  protect  the  other  obligor,  and  that  then  its  opera- 
tion is  as  a  covenant:  2  Salk.  575;  8  T.  B.  168;  2  Saund.  48, 
note  No.  1.  But  in  this  case,  the  matters  given  notice  of, 
with  the  plea,  do  not  embrace  the  case  of  Wilcox,  the  defendant. 
The  notice  sets  up  the  agreement  not  to  call  on  him  for  pay- 
ment, but  to  look  to  Close  for  the  residue,  as  a  full  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  the  note.  Now,  clearly,  the  agreement  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  Wilcox,  is  wholly  different.  An  accord 
and  satisfaction  operates  as  a  final  bar  to  the  demand.  The 
proof  here,  if  proper  notice  had  been  given,  would  not  have 
barred  the  plaintiff's  remedy  against  Close;  a  very  distinct  case, 
therefore,  is  made  out  by  the  evidence,  from  the  one  set  up  in 
the  notice.  The  case  of  Filch  v.  Sullon,  5  East,  232,  and  the 
authorities  there  cited,  go  to  show  that  the  payment  of  the 
twenty-one  dollars  and  fifty-five  cents  in  this  case,  without  a 
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release  by  deed,  is  no  bar  to  the  demand,  and  that  the  promise 
to  look  only  to  Close,  is  a  nudum  pactum.    We  are  clearly  of 
opinion,  that  the  nonsuit  must  be  set  aside.    The  oosts  are  to 
abide  the  event  of  the  suit. 
Rule  granted. 


Markle  v.  Hatfield. 

p  Jaemov,  468.] 

Forged  Bank-bills  No  Payment.— The  vendor  sold  and  delivered  cat- 
tle, and  received  payment  in  bank-notes,  which  he  afterwards  paid 
away  to  a  third  party,  who  discovered  one  of  the  notes  to  be  forged. 
Neither  the  vendor  nor  vendee  knew  that  the  note  was  bad.  In  an  ac- 
tion brought  by  the  vendor  against  the  vendee,  on  the  original  con- 
tract, for  cattle  sold  and  delivered,  it  was  held  that  a  forged  note  or 
bill  which  proves  worthless  is  no  payment,  and  that  the  party  may 
treat  it  as  a  nullity,  and  resort  to  the  original  contract. 

Ebbob  from  the  court  of  common  pleas.  Hatfield  brought  an 
action  of  assumpsit  against  Markle,  the  declaration  containing 
counts  for  cattle  sold  and  delivered;  for  money  paid,  etc.;  for 
money  had  and  received,  etc.;  and  an  insimul  computassenL 
Plea,  non-assumpsit.  It  appeared  that  Hatfield  sold  to  defend- 
ant, a  butcher,  a  number  of  cattle  for  one  hundred  and  twenty 
dollars,  and  received  in  payment  therefor  several  bank-bills; 
that  plaintiff  paid  one  of  the  fifty-dollar  bills  to  a  third  person, 
who  soon  afterwards  discovered  it  to  be  counterfeit;  and  re- 
turned it  to  plaintiff.  The  bill  was  produced  at  the  trial,  and 
proved  to  be  counterfeit.  No  evidence  was  given  that  defendant 
knew  the  bill  was  counterfeit,  and  he  was  proved  to  be  an  illit- 
erate man. 

The  judge  charged  the  jury  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  fifty  dollars,  with  interest,  although  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  fraud  in  the  defendant.  The  jury  found  accordingly. 
To  this  opinion  and  charge  the  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken. 

Buggies,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  This  may  be  considered 
an  exchange  of  cattle  for  bank-notes,  which  are  to  be  regarded 
as  transferable  by  delivery  like  other  goods  or  property,  and 
unless  there  is  an  express  warranty,  the  doctrine  of  caveat  emptor 
will  apply:  Seixas  v.  Woods,  2  Cai.  48  (2  Am.  Dec.  215);  2  East, 
314;  Doug.  18,  20;  Id.  654;  2  East,  448.  He  who  has  accepted 
and  paid  a  bill  under  the  belief  that  it  was  genuine,  cannot  re- 
cover back  the  money  upon  discovering  the  forgery:  Price  v. 
Neal,  3  Burr.  1354.  Nor  can  the  purchaser  of  a  forged  bill  re- 
cover the  value  thereof  from  the  innocent  vendor  who  did  not 
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indorse  the  came:  Fenn  v.  Harrison ,  1  Ld.  Baym.  442;  3  T.  B. 
759.  Counterfeit  money,  if  accepted,  amounts  to  payment: 
Wade? s  case,  5  Co.  115;  Co.  Litt.  208;  Shep.  Touch.  140;  6 
Bac.  Ab.  450,  tit.  Tender,  B. 

J.  Tattmadge,  for  the  defendant  in  error.  The  doctrine  of 
caveat  emptor  applies  only  where  the  vendee  has  an  opportunity 
of  examining  and  ascertaining  the  truth;  here  the  party  had 
no  means  of  detecting  the  forgery.  If  a  bill  or  note,  payable  in 
the  future,  proves  of  no  value,  the  person  to  whom  it  was  given 
in  payment  may  consider  it  as  waste  paper,  and  resort  to  his 
original  demand:  Stedman  v.  Oooch,  1  Esp.  Cas.  3,  5;  Pukford 
v.  Maxwell,  6  T.  B.  53.  Unless  the  party  takes  the  bill  or  note 
as  payment,  and  agrees  to  run  the  risk  of  their  being  paid,  the 
mere  taking  does  not  amount  to  payment:  Owenson  v.  Morse,  7 
T.  B.64. 

By  Court,  Kent,  0.  J.  The  justice  of  this  case  is  clearly 
with  the  defendant  in  error.  He  parted  with  his  goods  to  the 
plaintiff,  without  receiving  the  compensation  which  was  in- 
tended. It  would  be  matter  of  regret,  if  the  law  obliged  us  to 
regard  a  payment  in  counterfeit,  instead  of  genuine,  bank-bills, 
as  a  valid  payment  of  a  debt,  merely  because  the  creditor  did 
not  perceive  and  detect  the  false  bills  at  the  time  of  payment. 
The  reasonable  doctrine,  and  one  which  undoubtedly  agrees 
with  the  common  sense  of  mankind,  is  laid  down  by  Paulus  in 
the  Digest;  and  has  been  incorporated  into  the  French  law.  He 
says,  .that  if  a  creditor  receive  by  mistake  anything  in  payment, 
different  from  what  was  due,  and  upon  the  supposition  that  it 
was  the  thing  actually  due,  as  if  he  receive  "brass  instead  of 
gold,  the  debtor  is  not  discharged,  and  the  creditor,  upon  of- 
fering to  return  that  which  he  received,  may  demand  that 
which  is  due  by  the  contract.  Si  quum  aurum  tibi  promisis- 
%em,  tibi  ignoranti  quas  aurum  aes  sotverim,  non  liberator:  Dig.  46, 
3,  50;  Pothier,  Traili  des  Obligations,  No.  495. 

But  there  are  some  ancient  dicta  in  the  English  law,  which 
advance  a  contrary  doctrine  in  respect  to  gold  and  silver  coin. 
It  is  said  that  the  creditor  must  at  his  peril  count  and  examine 
the  money  at  the  time  he  receives  it.  Bank-bills  are  not  money, 
in  the  strictly  legal  and  technical  sense  of  the  term;  but  as  they 
circulate,  and  are  received  as  money  in  the  ordinary  transac- 
tions of  business,  it  becomes  material  to  examine  into  the 
authority  and  solidity  of  these  positions  in  the  books.  In 
Shepherd's  Touchstone,  p.  140,  it  is  laid  down,  and  with  a  refer- 
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eaoe  to  the  Terms  de  Ley,  that  if  payment  be  made  partly 
with  counterfeit  coin,  and  the  party  accept  it  and  put  it  up,  it 
is  a  good  payment.  Shepherd's  Touchstone  is  supposed  to  be 
the  work  of  Mr.  Justice  Doderidge,  and  as  such,  it  has  always 
been  considered  as  a  book  of  authority;  but  it  loses  some  of  its 
character  for  accuracy,  when  we  consider  it  as  a  posthumous 
and  surreptitious  publication.  The  book  to  which  it  refers, 
gives  no  increased  weight  to  the  dictum.  The  same  doctrine  is 
contained  in  Wadtfs  case,  5  Co.  114,  but  it  is  supported  only  on 
the  authority  of  the  case  of  Vane  v.  Studley,  which  is  there  cited, 
in  which  it  is  said  to  have  been  adjudged,  that  where  the  lessor 
demanded  rent  of  his  lessee,  according  to  the  condition  of  re* 
entry,  and  the  lessee  paid  the  rent  to  the  lessor,  who  received 
it  and  put  it  into  his  purse,  and  afterwards  discovering  a  coun- 
terfeit piece  among  the  money,  he  refused  to  carry  it  away,  and 
re-entered  for  the  condition  broken,  the  re-entry  was  held  not 
to  be  lawful,  because  he  accepted  the  money  at  his  peril.  This 
case  of  Vane  v.  Studley  is  cited  cautiously,  and  stated  as  said  to 
have  been  so  adjudged.  With  regard  to  Wade's  case  itself,  it 
did  not  require  the  aid  of  any  such  decision,  because  no  such 
question  arose  in  that  case,  and  it  was  adopted  by  Lord  Coke 
merely  in  illustration  of  his  opinion.  Perhaps,  the  question 
arising  upon  the  forfeiture  of  a  condition,  might  have  induced 
the  judges  the  more  readily  to  adopt  the  rule,  though  in 
Shepherd  the  rule  is  laid  down  as  general,  and  without  any 
special  application.  These  loose  dicta,  and  this  doubtful  case 
of  Vane  v.  Studley  are,  then,  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  dis- 
cover, all  the  authority  which  we  have  for  this  ancient  doctrine; 
and  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  we  find  no  subsequent  sanction 
of  it  through  ail  the  accumulated  decisions  in  the  English  law. 
On  the  contrary,  the  modern  decisions  are  founded  on  different 
principles.  They  apply  another  and  juster  rule  to  cases  of 
payment  in  negotiable  paper.  These  cases  are  so  very  analogous 
to  the  one  before  us,  that  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  raise  a 
distinction. 

In  Stedman  v.  Gooch,  1  Esp.  Cases,  3,  the  plaintiff  took  in 
payment,  for  goods  sold  to  the  defendant,  three  promissory 
notes  of  one  Finlay,  payable  at  the  house  of  one  Brown,  and 
gave  the  defendant  a  receipt  to  that  effect.  It  appeared  that 
Finlay  had  no  effects  in  the  hands  of  Brown,  and  the  plaintiff 
sued  upon  the  original  demand,  before  the  notes  were  payable. 
Lord  Kenyon  held,  and  his  opinion  was  afterwards  concurred 
in  by  the  other  judges  of  the  king's  bench,  that  if  such  a  bill 
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or  note  was  of  no  value,  the  creditor  might  consider  it  as  waste 
paper,  and  resort  to  his  original  demand.  If  the  plaintiff  in 
that  case  was  not  bound  by  the  acceptance  of  the  promissory 
note  of  Finlay,  because  it  proved  afterwards  to  be  of  no  value, 
why  should  the  defendant  in  the  present  case  be  bound  by  the 
acceptance  of  a  pretended  promissory  note  from  the  Boston 
Branch  Bank,  when  the  note  proves,  afterwards,  to  be  counter- 
feit? Whether  it  be  the  promissory  note  of  an  individual,  or  of 
a  corporation,  can  make  no  difference.  The  creditor,  in  both 
cases,  is  presumed  to  have  been  ignorant  of  the  want  of  value 
in  the  note.  He  cannot  be  chargeable  with  negligence,  in  not 
detecting,  in  the  first  instance,  the  want  of  value,  because  the 
means  of  ascertaining  whether  the  note  was  or  was  not  of  value, 
may  be,  and  probably  were,  equally  in  both  cases,  absent  from 
the  party.  The  like  doctrine  was  advanced  in  the  case  of 
Owenson  v.  Morse,  7  T.  B.  64,  and  it  has  been  adapted  and  ap- 
plied to  a  similar  transaction  of  payment,  in  a  negotiable  note, 
in  the  case  of  Boget  v.  Merritt  and  Clapp,  decided  in  this  court: 
2  Caines,  117. 

The  negotiable  note  of  a  third  person,  and  a  bank  note,  are 
equally  promissory  notes,  for  the  payment  of  money;  and  if  the 
receiver  may  be  presumed  in  the  one  case,  and  not  in  the  other, 
to  have  taken  upon  him  the  risk  of  the  solvency  of  the  drawer, 
there  is  no  presumption  in  either  case  that  he  assumes  upon  him- 
self the  risk  of  forgery.  In  the  case  of  the  goldsmiths'  notes, 
which  formerly  were  accounted  as  ready  cash,  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice Holt  did,  indeed,  once  say,  Tassel  v.  Lewis,  1  Lord  Baym. 
743,  that  the  receiver  gave  credit  to  the  goldsmith,  and  took 
them  at  his  peril;  but  this  doctrine  has  since  been  exploded  by 
repeated  decisions:  Str.  415,  508, 1248.  Even  were  we  to  ad- 
mit (which  I  do  not)  that  there  might  be  some  difficulty  in  sur- 
mounting the  opinion  of  Lord  Coke,  as  to  gold  and  silver  coins: 
yet,  as  to  bank  bills  and  other  promissory  notes,  we  must  con- 
clude, upon  the  strength  of  authority,  as  well  as  upon  the  rea- 
son and  justice  of  the  case,  that  the  charge  of  the  court  below 
was  correct,  and  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

I  have  not  thought  it  requisite  to  pay  much  attention  to  the 
case  of  Price  v.  Neal,  3  Burr.  1354,  which  was  cited  in  the  ar- 
gument, because  I  consider  that  case  as  decided  upon  princi- 
ples which  have  no  application  to  the  case  before  us.  It  was 
there  held  to  be  incumbent  upon  the  acceptor  of  a  forged  bill 
of  exchange  to  satisfy  himself  of  the  genuineness  of  the  drawer's 
hand,  before  he  accepts  and  pays  it,  as  he  must  be  presumed  to 
Am.  Dao.  Vol.  Ill— » 
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know  bis  correspondent's  hand;  and  that  it  was  not  incumbent 
upon  the  defendant  to  inquire  into  that  fact.  That  decision, 
therefore,  turned  upon  the  negligence  imputable  to  the  one 
party,  and  not  to  the  other.  No  such  imputation  arises  in  the 
present  case.  The  acceptance  of  a  bill,  and  the  indorsement 
of  a  note,  give  a  credit  to  the  paper,  which,  upon  commercial 
principles,  the  party  is  not  afterwards  at  liberty  to  recall. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Bayard  v.  Malcolm. 

p  Jonracv,  660.] 

Pleading  Fraud  and  Deceit. — In  an  action  on  the  case  for  deceit  in 
the  sale  of  a  newspaper  establishment,  it  was  alleged  that  the  defend- 
ants affirmed  the  number  of  subscribers  to  be  nine  hundred,  aud  the 
profits  to  be  three  thousand  dollars  per  annum,  whereas,  in  fact,  the 
number  of  subscribers  was  only  six  hundred,  and  the  prohts  nothing, 
the  declaration  then  concluded:  "and  so  the  said  S.  B.  baith  that  he, 
by  reason  of  the  said  affirmation  of  the  said  R.  M.  and  S.  M.,  was 
falsely  and  fraudulently  deceived,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
at  the  city  and  county  aforesaid.  Wherefore,  he  Baith  he  is  mode 
worse,  and  hath  damage  to  the  value  of,"  etc  This  was  held  to  be  a 
sufficient  allegation  that  the  defendants  made  the  affirmations  falsely 
and  fraudulently,  especially  after  verdict 

Action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  deceit.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  below  for 
four  thousand  and  five  hundred  dollars,  and  judgment  having 
been  arrested  for  insufficiency  of  the  declaration,  plaintiff 
brought  a  writ  of  error  to  this  court. 

The  facts  appear  from  the  opinion. 

Benson  and  T.  A.  Emmet,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
Hanson  and  Hoffman,  for  the  defendants. 

Lansing,  Chancellor.  The  judgment  in  the  court  below  hav- 
ing been  arrested  for  certain  reasons  assigned  in  that  court, 
which  do  not  appear  particularly  specified  on  the  record,  but 
which  having  been  adjudged  to  be  well  taken,  judgment  pro 
forma  was  entered  for  the  defendants  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to 
bring  his  writ  of  error,  as  the  same  reasons  which  were  alleged 
in  arrest  of  judgment  will  be  available  here,  to  sustain  the 
judgment  thus  rendered:  Salk.  77. 

The  errors  now  relied  on  are  similar  to  those  alleged  in  ar- 
rest of  judgment.  They  are:  1.  That  the  plaintiff  has  not 
alleged  in  his  declaration  that  the  defendants  made  the  affirma- 
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lions  laid  in  it  fraudulently;  2.  That  the  plaintiff  has  not 
alleged  that  those  affirmations  were  fraudulently  made,  or  that 
they  were  known  by  the  defendants  to  be  false  at  the  time;  3. 
That  in  the  second  and  third  counts  the  affirmations  are  stated 
to  be  by  one  of  the  defendants,  without  averring  that  he  acted 
with  the  authority  or  privity  of  the  other,  and  the  jury  have 
found  an  entire  verdict  on  all  the  counts. 

As  to  the  first  and  second  points,  it  is  conceded  that  if  the 
affirmations  are  laid  to  have  been  fraudulently  made,  it  will 
supply  the  scienter.  This  being  after  verdict,  and  the  errors 
assigned  being  supposed  defects  of  the  plaintiff's  declaration, 
they  present  themselves,  in  a  point  of  view,  somewhat  different 
from  what  they  would  have  done  on  demurrer;  for  the  verdict 
has  ascertained  those  facts,  which  before,  from  the  inaccuracy 
of  the  pleadings,  might  be  dubious,  since  the  law  will  not  sup- 
pose that  a  jury,  under  the  inspection  of  a  judge,  would  find  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  unless  he  had  proved  those  circum- 
stances, without  which  his  general  allegations  are  defective:  3 
Bl.  Com.  395;  1  Mod.  292. 

It  has  repeatedly  been  held  that,  after  verdict,  the  court  will 
do  what  it  can  to  help  a  declaration;  that  the  court  will  sup- 
pose everything  right,  unless  the  contrary  appears  on  the 
record:  1  Salk.  29;  3  Burr.  1725;  1  Wils.  255;  and  the  general 
scope  of  the  authorities  is,  that  after  verdict  every  legal  intend- 
ment is  to  be  admitted  in  its  support.  Though  I  have  not  been 
able  to  find  any  adjudged  case  so  broad  as  to  embrace  the  doc- 
trine in  the  extent  it  is  laid  down  in  Comyn's  Digest,  5  Com. 
Dig.  521,  tit.  Pleader,  sec.  45,  that  a  judgment,  after  verdict, 
shall  not  be  arrested  for  an  objection  that  would  have  been  good 
on  demurrer;  and  though,  in  speaking  of  the  digest,  the  opin- 
ion of  Comyn  has  been  mentioned  by  Lord  Kenyon:  3  T.  B.  64, 
"  as  alone  of  great  authority,  since  he  was  considered  by  his 
contemporaries  as  the  most  able  lawyer  in  Westminster  Hall;" 
and  though  I  am  rather  inclined  to  think  that  so  is  the  rational 
and  legal  doctrine,  I  refrain  from  giving  an  opinion  on  that 
subject,  as  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  the  doctrine 
that  everything  ought  to  be  done,  which  the  court  can  do,  to 
support  the  verdict;  which  is  sufficient  for  the  determination 
of  the  present  case.  For  after  the  defendants  have  let  slip  their 
opportunity  of  demurring;  after  having  led  the  plaintiff  through, 
every  stage  of  litigation  the  forms  of  the  court  would  admit; 
and  after  their  defense  has  been  decided  upon  by  a  jury,  it 
seems  to  me  it  must  be  a  radical  defect  incapable  of  being  sur- 
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mounted  which  will  induce  this  court  to  wrest  the  verdict  from 
him. 

The  distinction  laid  down  is,  that  a  verdict  cores  everything 
which  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  in  maintenance 
of  his  action,  but  where  the  gist  of  the  action  is  omitted,  a  ver- 
dict will  not  cure  it:  Cowp.  826. 

Let  us  test  this  case  by  that  distinction.  The  plaintiff,  after 
stating  in  the  first  count  of  his  declaration  the  assignment  of 
three-fourth  parts  of  the  Daily  Advertiser,  and  of  the  printing- 
presses,  types,  and  other  materials  used  therewith,  which  as- 
signment is  described  as  purporting  that  the  defendants  were 
proprietors  and  publishers  thereof,  presents  a  case  which  when 
stripped  of  its  technical  drapery,  is,  that  the  defendants  did 
affirm  to  the  plaintiff  that  the  number  of  subscribers  for  the  . 
newspaper  called  the  Daily  Advertiser,  exceeded  nine  hundred, 
and  the  profits  thereof  exceeded  three  thousand  dollars  by  the 
year;  that,  confiding  in  such  affirmation,  the  purchase  of  the 
newspaper,  presses,  types,  and  other  materials,  was  made  by 
the  plaintiff  of  the  defendants,  for  eleven  thousand  two  hundred 
and  five  dollars;  whereas,  the  number  of  subscribers  was  only 
six  hundred,  and  there  were  no  profits,  and  the  plaintiff  con- 
cludes with  the  words,  "  and  so  the  said  Samuel  Bayard  saith 
that  he,  by  reason  of  the  said  affirmation  of  the  said  Bichard  M. 
Malcolm,  and  Samuel  B.  Malcolm,  was  falsely  and  fraudulently 
deceived,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  the  city  and 
county  aforesaid." 

The  epithets  false  and  fraudulent,  usually  inserted  in  prece- 
dents, in  actions  of  this  kind,  and  invariably  prefixed  to  the  verb 
affirmed,  are  omitted  here;  and  hence,  it  is  said  that  the  declar- 
ation is  defective;  but,  after  stating  the  affirmation  and  its 
falsity,  it  is  positively  alleged,  that  so  the  plaintiff  was  falsely 
and  fraudulently  deceived;  a  phraseology  widely  different  from 
a  charge  of  intending  to  deceive  and  defraud,  as  in  the  usual 
breach  in  the  forms  of  declarations  on  single  contracts,  to  which 
it  has  been  likened,  and  positively  applying  the  words  falsely 
and  fraudulently  to  the  whole  transaction  preceding  it.  It  was 
said  in  argument,  that  this  concluding  allegation  was  laid  with 
a  venue,  on  which  the  defendants  might  have  taken  issue;  -and 
the  fact  is,  they  did  take  issue  on  it. 

The  plea  of  not  guilty  was  put  in  here.  It  is,  in  the  abstract, 
a  negation  of  moral  turpitude;  its  denial  is  a  strong  impli- 
cation that  it  has  been  attributed  to  the  person  who  denies 
it    None  can  be  inferred  here,  but  from  the  allegations  in  the 
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declaration,  which  Betting  forth  the  affirmation  and  its  falsity, 
attempts  to  establish  the  scienter  from  the  situation  of  the  de- 
fendants, as  proprietors  and  publishers  of  the  paper  in  question, 
or  in  connection  with  the  concluding  clause.  Reject  the  infer- 
ence, and  strip  it  of  the  positive  fraud  attributed,  and  a  simple 
affirmation  remains,  untrue,  but  not,  therefore,  in  a  moral  sense, 
false.  The  declaration  must  hare  been  understood  as  alleging 
a  fraudulent  affirmation,  or  the  plea  could  not  have  been  con- 
ceived in  the  terms  it  is.  That  this  is  the  general  issue  in  ac- 
tions of  deceit,  is  not  a  satisfactory  answer,  for  it  is  an  admis- 
sion that  this  action  was  considered  as  included  in  that  class, 
and  clearly  shows  that  there  could  be  no  misapprehension  as  to 
the  object  of  the  action. 

The  precise  point  put  in  issue  will  not  admit  of  any  other 
construction,  than  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  the  deceit. 
Here,  therefore,  there  was  no  surprise  upon  the  defendants; 
they  came  prepared  to  meet,  and  did  meet  the  allegation  of 
fraud.  The  rules  of  pleading  are  tested,  as  well  as  dictated, 
by  good  sense  and  sound  logic.  The  science  of  special  plead- 
ing is  only  a  means  for  obtaining  the  ends  of  justice.  Precision 
in  its  modes  and  terms,  and  certainty  in  its  application,  may  be 
as  effectually  preserved,  by  compelling  the  pleader  to  exert  his 
skill  in  conducting  a  cause  properly  to  an  issue  in  law  or  fact, 
with  happier  and  more  useful  effect,  than  by  a  tardier  exhibi- 
tion of  it,  after  the  plaintiff  has  established  a  right  of  action 
against  the  defendant;  and  which  is  less  entitled  to  regard,  as 
it  is  not  unfrequently  premeditated,  from  the  moment  the  dec- 
laration has  been  perused,  to  give  a  double  chance  to  the  de- 
fendant to  defeat  his  antagonist,  first,  by  meeting  him  on  the 
merits,  and,  if  unsuccessful  on  that  ground,  to  take  refuge  un- 
der the  forms  of  law,  to  secure  himself  from  its  justice.  These 
attempts  to  stifle  justice  in  the  webs  of  form,  in  my  opinion, 
merit  no  further  countenance  than  the  stern  and  unbending 
rules  of  law  compel  the  court  to  yield;  they  ought  always  to  be 
met  with  a  disposition  as  far  as  the  settled  principles  of  law 
will  admit,  to  frustrate  them. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me,  that  though  the  plaintiff, 
in  his  declaration,  states  his  case  in  language  somewhat  variant 
from  the  common  precedent,  and  though  his  arrangement  of 
the  subject  differs  from  them,  it  contains  every  material  allega- 
tion to  entitle  him  to  retain  his  verdict. 

The  other  two  counts  are  alleged  to  be  defective,  though  on 
this  no  great  stress  was  laid.    This  also  resolves  itself  into  a 
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formal  objection,  for  it  is  to  be  collected  from  the  record,  and 
so  admitted  in  argument,  that  all  the  counts  related  to  the 
same,  and  not  to  diverse  affirmations  and  sales.  Unless  this 
court  can  shut  its  eyes  to  a  circumstance  so  obvious  from  every 
point  which  has  been  made  in  this  cause;  unless  they  can  divest 
themselves  of  the  knowledge  derived  from  the  admissions  of  the 
counsel  made  here  in  the  course  of.  the  argument,  this  must  be 
considered  as  indubitable,  and  yet  the  record  alleges  diverse 
and  other  assignments  and  affirmations,  as  the  ground  of  each 
count  succeeding  the  first. 

That  no  averment  can  be  admitted  against  a  record,  like 
many  other  general  propositions,  is  correct  only  in  degree. 
You  may  allege  nothing  to  impugn  its  verity;  but  the  common 
forms  of  proceeding  and  the  established  practice  of  the  court 
may  be  resorted  to  in  aid  of  the  legal  construction.  The  ch> 
cumstance  that  those  forms  and  that  practice  frequently  im- 
posed it  on  the  party  to  vary  his  count  for  the  same  cause  of 
action,  so  as  to  adapt  it  to  the  evidence  he  expects  to  adduce  in 
its  support,  is  so  well  known  as  to  require  only  to  be  intimated 
to  bring  it  fully  to  view.  The  intrinsic  evidence  furnished  by 
the  record  shows  that  this  is  one  of  those  cases  in  which  the 
varied  counts  originate  in,  and  depend  upon,  the  same  cause  of 
action;  for  otherwise  it  would  lead  to  the  preposterous  conclu- 
sion that  there  were  three  several  newspaper  establishments  in 
the  city  of  New  York  by  the  same  title  of  Daily  Advertiser,  hav- 
ing precisely  the  same  number  of  subscribers,  and  alleged  to 
have  yielded  the  same  precise  sum  in  profits;  that  the  plaintiff 
purchased  the  interest  of  the  defendants  therein  for  the  same 
price,  at  the  same  time,  under  similar  circumstances  of  deceit, 
only  varying  the  mode  of  practicing  it,  by  the  defendants, 
jointly  and  personally,  by  one  separately,  and  by  their  agents. 
These  singular  circumstances  might  exist;  but  that  they  should, 
is,  I  think,  too  remote  a  probability  to  afford  ground  for  a  ju- 
dicial decision,  especially  as  to  the  title;  for  that  three  daily 
papers  should  be  edited  in  the  same  city,  under  the  same  title, 
is  wholly  incredible,  as  the  names  of  papers,  it  is  well  known, 
like  the  names  of  men,  are  imposed  to  distinguish  one  from  the 
other,  and  the  application  of  the  same  name  to  several  estab- 
lishments in  the  same  city  would  confound  all  distinction  be- 
tween them.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  we  know  it  to  be  other- 
wise dehors  the  record;  for  our  knowledge  so  acquired  is  not  a 
legitimate  ground  for  decision. 

This  view  of  the  subject  leads  to  an  irresistible  conclusion, 
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that  all  these  counts  were  for  one  and  the  same,  and  not  for 
diverse  causes  of  action,  the  fiction  of  law  notwithstanding;  it 
being  a  maxim  of  law  that  no  fiction  shall  work  an  injury:  3 
Bl.  Com.  43.  In  fictione  juris  semper  subsistit  equiias,  Fictio 
leg%8  nemini  facit  injuriam.  If  this  be  so,  what  becomes  of  the 
reason  on  which  this  objection  is  founded  ?  The  risk  of  blending 
damages  for  a  cause  of  action  not  maintainable  at  law  with  one 
that  is,  might  have  existed  in  the  cases  cited  from  Cro.  Eliz.  and 
Viner:  Cro.  Eliz.  685;  Viner,  tit.  Judgment,  E.  pi.  1,  etc.,  on 
the  subject  of  action  for  words,  but  that  reason  is  not  applica- 
ble to  this  case. 

In  the  case  of  Peake  v.  Oldham,  Cowp.  275,  Lord  Mansfield, 
who  so  long  and  so  ably  presided  in  the  British  court  of  king's 
bench,  while  he  pronounced  the  rule  to  be  established,  that 
where  a  verdict  is  taken  generally,  and  any  one  count  is  bad,  it 
vitiates  the  whole,  observed,  that  it  always  struck  him  that  it 
would  have  been  much  more  proper  to  have  said,  that  if  there 
is  any  one  count  to  support  the  verdict,  it  shall  stand  good,  not- 
withstanding ail  the  rest  are  bad.  He  adds,  that  it  is  contrary 
to  the  truth  and  justice  of  the  case,  the  opinion  of  the  judge, 
upon  the  merits,  who  tried  the  cause,  and  the  meaning  of  the 
jury  who  pronounced  the  verdict.  In  the  case  of  Grant  v.  Asile, 
Doug.  696,  he  laments  that  so  inconvenient  and  ill-grounded  a 
rule  should  have  been  established  upon  the  fictitious  reasoning 
that  the  jury  has  assessed  damages  on  all,  although,  in  truth, 
they  never  thought  of  the  different  counts;  and  he  applies  to 
it  the  epithet  absurd.  When  it  is  considered  how  little  atten- 
tion is  generally  paid  by  jurors  to  the  technical  mode  of  stating 
the  plaintiff's  demand,  these  observations  apply  with  great 
force.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  this  is  a  mere  formal  objec- 
tion, and  that  to  sustain  it,  would  be  repugnant  to  the  real 
truth  of  the  cause.  It  may  turn  the  parties  over  to  a  new  field 
of  litigation,  but  it  cannot  comport  with  substantial  justice. 
The  common  law  is  said  to  be  the  perfection  of  reason,  and  it 
will  ill  accord  with  that  attribute,  if  instead  of  promoting  jus- 
tice, it  immolates  it  as  a  victim  to  form. 

I  have  a  profound  respect  for  the  institutions  and  maxims 
which,  having  been  ameliorated  by  the  wisdom  of  ages,  and 
sanctioned'  by  the  approbation  of  the  sages  of  the  law,  have 
been  transmitted  to  us  as  a  precious  inheritance;  but,  if  in  the 
gravity  of  legal  disquisition,  I  might  be  permitted  to  indulge  in 
figurative  language,  I  would  say,  that  I  approach  with  rever- 
ence the  fabric  of  special  pleading,  which  has  been  raised  with 
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bo  much  skill  and  industry  for  our  safety  and  protection;  but 
if,  in  the  lapse  of  ages,  the  buttresses  which  were  intended  to 
support  the  edifice,  have  been  so  inartificially  and  unskillfully 
constructed,  as  not  only  to  destroy  its  symmetry,  but  instead 
of  preserving  it  from  the  power  of  destruction,  point  it  with 
more  efficient  force  to  its  base;  if,  instead  6f  sheltering  the 
confiding  citizen,  who  flies, to  it  for  refuge,  it  makes  him  more 
accessible  to  oppression,  I  am  content  to  lend  my  aid  to  remove 
the  incongruous  mass,  and  to  contribute  to  restore  the  noble 
structure  to  its  pristine  simplicity. 

The  rule  now  under  consideration  originated  in  the  strict  and 
precise  notions  of  the  timep,  with  respect  to  special  pleading. 
It  was  correct  where  the  jury  were  expressly  charged  on  each 
count,  and  their  verdict  distinctly  taken  onf  each;  but  in  the 
gradual  change  in  the  manner  of  conducting  business,  it  has 
become  a  cause  of  the  extension  of  the  evil  which  it  was  in- 
tended to  remedy;  for  the  declaration  at  the  present  day  is  sel- 
dom read  to  the  jury.  The  general  eause  of  action  is  stated, 
and  the  jury  are  informed,  if  there  are  several  counts  for  the 
same  cause  of  action,  that  these  various  counts  have  been  laid 
to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  according  to  his  case;  that  the 
case  is  tried;  the  judge  has  the  record,  and  the  counsel  are  at- 
tentive to  prevent  any  wandering  from  the  point  to  be  tried;  so 
that  the  rule  is  now  become  palpable  for  its  inutility  and  in- 
equity. 

It  is  not  necessary,  nor  do  I  mean  to  examine  the  soundness 
of  the  objections  to  the  other  two  counts.  From  the  direction 
my  examination  of  the  subject  has  taken,  it  is  not  requisite  to 
express  an  opinion  respecting  them.  I  am  strongly  inclined  to 
think  them  good;  but  I  confine  my  opinion  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  first  count  to  sustain  the  action  in  deceit;  and  that  the  ver- 
dict ought  to  have  been  sustained  on  that  ground,  although  the 
others  may  have  proved  defective.  I  am,  of  consequence,  for 
reversing  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court,  and  giving  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  on  the  verdict. 

Clinton  and  L'Hoxmedieu,  senators,  delivered  concurring 
opinions. 

Woodworth,  attorney-general,  delivered  a  dissenting  opinion. 
The  majority  of  the  court  being  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
ought  to  be  reversed,  it  was  so  ordered. 

The  courts  elsewhere  have  noticed  this  case  as  to  what  errors  in  pleading 
a  verdict  will  cure.    See  Flanders  v.  Stewartsiown,  47  N.  H.  550;  JOchanU, 
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son  v.  Farmer,  36  Mo.  45;  Warren  v.  LUUefield,  7  Mo.  66;  McDonald  r. 
Hobsm,  7  How.  758. 

In  the  late  case  of  Boss  v.  Mather,  51  N.  Y.  114,  its  authority  was  af- 
firmed, and  the  doctrine  laid  down  that  the  words  "  falsely  and  fraudu- 
lently," when  used  to  qualify  a  defendant's  animus  in  making  representa- 
tions, are  equivalent  to  a  formal  statement,  or  constitute  a  sufficient  allega- 
tion of  a  scienter,  eren  in  an  action  of  deceit  The  same  doctrine  was  laid 
down  in  Thomas  v.  Beebe,  25  N.  Y.  249,  on  the  authority  of  the  principal 


Hallett  v.  Wylie, 

[SJommm.M.) 

Destruction  or  Leased  Pbemises  by  Fire. — In  an  action  for  rent  due  on 
a  lease,  it  was  held  that  the  destruction  of  the  demised  premises  by  fire, 
did  not  excuse  the  payment  of  rent  by  the  leasee,  according  to  his 
covenant. 

Debt  for  one  year's  rent.  Plea,  nil  debit.  The  plaintiff  pro- 
duced a  deed  or  "  memorandum  for  a  lease,"  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  and  bearing  date  February  26, 1804,  by  which 
plaintiff  agreedvto  lease  to  defendant  for  the  term  of  four  years 
from  May  1,  then  next,  a  house,  etc.,  at  a- certain  rent,  payable 
quarterly.  Defendant  agreed  to  pay  all  taxes  and  assessments, 
and  keep  the  internal  part  of  the  premises  in  good  and  suffi- 
cient repair;  and  entered  and  occupied  under  the  lease,  the 
execution  of  which  was  admitted.  In  December,  1804,  the 
house,  except  the  walls,  was  consumed  by  fire  against  the  will 
of  the  tenant,  bo  as  to  be  rendered  uninhabitable.  Plaintiff  has 
never  repaired  the  house,  although  she  had  notice  of  the  fire; 
and  since  the  fire  defendant  has  not  occupied  the  premises. 

Pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  judge,  a  verdict  was  re- 
turned for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  damages 
for  its  detention,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

Harison,  for  the  plaintiff,  urged  that  the  lessee  should  have 
protected  himself  by  the  terms  of  his  lease;  as  he  has  not  done 
so  he  is  liable:  Alleyn,  27;  Strange,  763;  Ld.  Raymond,  1479; 
1  T.  R.  811;  Id.  705;  Hare  v.  Groves,  8  Anstruther,  687. 

Golden  and  Hoffman,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  there 
was  no  express  covenant  to  pay  rent;  that  the  instrument  pro- 
duced was  merely  a  memorandum  for  a  lease:  1  T.  R.  735;  5 
Id.  163;  that  where  the  thing  is  destroyed  without  any  fault  of 
the  tenant,  the  rent  shall  abate:  6  Bao.  Abr.  49,  60;  Rent,  M.  2; 
Brown  v.  QuiUer,  Arab.  619. 

By  Court,  Van  Ness,  J.    This  is  a  hard  case  upon  the  de- 
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fendant;  and  if  thecourt  could,  consistently  with  settled  and 
established  principles,  relieve  him  against  the  payment  of  the 
rent  in  question,  we  should  most  willingly  do  it.  But  it  cannot 
be  done,  without  overturning  a  series  of  decisions  to  which  this 
court  is  bound  to  conform.  We  sit  here  "jus  dare"  not  lijus 
facere."  We  think  it  may  safely  be  said,  that  there  is  not  a 
case  in  the  books,  where  the  destruction  of  the  demised  prem- 
ises by  fire,  has  been  held  to  excuse  the  tenant  from  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rent  on  an  express  covenant;  but  in  every  case, 
where  a  defense  on  that  ground  has  been  attempted,  it  has 
failed:  2  Str.  763;  Monk  v.  Cooper,  2  Ld.  Baym.  1477;  Alleyn, 
27;  Paradine  v.  Jane,  1  T.  B.  705;  Doe  v.  Sandham,  3  Burr. 
1638.  The  law  on  this  point  has,  in  one  of  the  late  cases 
in  England,  been  considered  so  fully  established,  that  the 
court  would  not  even  hear  an  argument  respecting  it:  IT.  B. 
310.  We  have  found  but  one  case,  and  that  was  in  chancery, 
where  the  law  on  this  subject  has  ever  been  doubted.  But 
there  the  circumstances  were  special,  and  presented  a  case  dif- 
ferent from  those  to  which  the  general  rule  has  been  applied: 
Brown  v.  Quiller,  Ambler,  619. 

On  the  argument,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  admitting 
the  general  rule  to  be  against  them,  endeavored  to  take  this 
case  out  of  it.  It  was  said,  that  the  writing  upon  which  this 
suit  is  brought,  is  not  a  lease,  but  a  mere  agreement  for  a  lease, 
and  that  even  if  it  were  the  former,  it  contained  no  express  res-  « 
ervation  of  rent.  Whether  this  contract  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
lease,  or  only  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  must  depend  upon  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  of  the 
instrument:  OoodlUle  v.  Way,  1  T.  B.  735;  Roe  v.  Ashburner,  5 
Term,  163.  There  is  nothing  in  it  to  show  that  the  parties  con- 
templated any  further  assurance.  The  words  made  use  of,  im- 
ply a  present  demise,  and  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  entry 
under  the  agreement,  and  continuing  in  the  occupation  of  the 
house,  etc.,  from  May  to  December,  when  the  fire  happened,  is 
strong  evidence  to  show  that  in  the  understanding  of  the  par- 
ties, it  was,  in  fact,  a  lease;  and  the  period  for  which  the  prem- 
ises were  demised,  as  well  as  the  terms  upon  which  they  were 
to  be  held,  are  definitely  and  accurately  stated.  Nothing,  in 
our  opinion,  can  be  clearer,  than  that  this  is,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  an  executed  contract.  If  the  defendant  had  filed  a 
bill  for  a  specific  performance,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
chancellor  would  have  told  him,  he  had  already  the  legal  estate, 
and  that  he  could  not  interfere.    As  to  the  idea  that  there  is  no 
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express  reservation  of  rent  in  this  agreement,  if  that  were  nec- 
essary, the  defendant's  counsel  are  certainly  mistaken  in  point 
of  fact.  The  premises  are  demised  "  at  the  rent  of  two  hun- 
dred and  sixty  pounds  per  annum,  payable  quarter  yearly,  dur- 
ing the  term  of  four  years,  the  first  payment  of  sixty-five  pounds 
to  be  made  on  the  first  of  August,  1804,"  etc.  And  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  contract,  the  defendant  "agrees  to  take  the  said 
house  and  premises  on  the  terms  and  conditions  aforesaid." 
There  is,  therefore,  in  contemplation  of  law,  not  only  an  ex- 
press reservation  bt  rent,  but  a  covenant  to  pay  it.  No  partic- 
ular technical  words  are  requisite  to  make  a  covenant.  Any 
words  which  import  an  agreement,  between  the  parties  to  a 
deed,  will  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose:  Lard  v.  Norris,  1  Burr. 
290;  Bui.  Ni.  Pri.  156;  Cro.  Jac.  899. 

There  was  another  point  made  on  the  agreement  by  the  de- 
fendant's counsel,  which  I  will  briefly  notice.  It  was  said  that 
the  contract  between  the  parties  implied  a  covenant  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  to  rebuild  the  outer  walls  of  the  house;  and  that 
the  court  ought  to  hold  the  performance  of  that  covenant  to  be 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  the  rent. 
The  agreement  by  no  means  implies  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  lessor  to  rebuild;  and  if  it  did,  it  will  be  found,  on  examin- 
ing some  of  the  cases  before  cited,  that  even  where  the  lessor 
was  under  a  covenant  to  rebuild,  in  case  the  house  should  be 
destroyed  by  accidental  fire,  and  he  neglected  or  refused  to  do 
so,  the  lessee  was  notwithstanding  held  liable  for  the  payment 
of  the  current  rent.  The  court  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that 
the  plaintiff  must  have  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

See  Pollard  v.  ScMaafer,  1  Am.  Dec  239,  for  a  similar  decision. 


Tillotson  v.  Cheetham. 

[3  Jomnox,  M.] 

Mitigation  of  Damages  in  Libel.— Judgment  by  default  was  taken  in 
an  action  for  libel,  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  to  assess  damages  was  had  before 
the  court  A  motion  being  made  to  set  aside  the  assessment  of  damages 
for  misdirection  of  the  judge,  it  was  held  that  by  the  interlocutory  judg- 
ment, the  fact  of  publication,  and  the  truth  of  the  innuendoes  were  ad- 
mitted, and  that  the  defendant  could  not  have  the  attention  of  the 
jury  called  to  other  paragraphs  of  the  publication,  showing  a  different 
meaning  of  the  libelous  words,  nor  could  he  offer  in  evidence  in  miti- 
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gation  of  damages  the  recovery  of  damages  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant  in  another  action  for  a  libel  pnblished  in  one  of 
a  series  of  numbers  of  the  same  paper,  and  which  contained  the  same 
libelous  words  as  were  charged  in  the  present  suit 
Exemplaby  Damages. — The  jury  in  assessing  damages  in  an  action  for 
libel  may  properly  take  into  consideration  the  position  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  his  character  as  a  public  officer,  with  the  view  of  giving  exemplary 
damages. 

Libel.  After  an  interlocutory  judgment  for  want  of  a  plea, 
a  writ  of  inquiry  of  damages  was  issued;  and  on  the  assessment 
plaintiff's  counsel  offered  to  read  from  the  Republican  Watch 
Tower  of  July  17, 1805,  as  containing  the  libel  charged  in  the 
declaration.  An  objection  on  the  part  of  defendant  that  the 
title  of  the  paper  was  The  Republican  Watch  Tower,  and  differ- 
ent from  that  described  in  the  declaration,  was  overruled,  the 
chief  justice  deciding  that  defendant,  by  not  pleading,  had  ad- 
mitted the  libel  as  charged,  and  that  plaintiff's  counsel  might 
read  the  words  from  the  record  or  any  paper  which  contained 
them.  Evidence  as  to  plaintiff's  political  conduct  and  the 
badness  of  his  political  character  was  not  allowed,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  Defendant  then  offered  in  mitiga- 
tion of  damages  a  record  containing  an  assessment  of  damages 
of  one  thousand  and  four  hundred  dollars  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant,  for  a  libel  published  in  the  same  paper 
July  8,  1805,  and  offered  to  prove  that  the  libelous  words 
charged  in  both  declarations  were  contained  in  a  series  of  num- 
bers published  by  defendant  in  the  Republican  Watch  Tower, 
and  all  relating  to  the  manner  an4  means  of  procuring  the  in- 
corporation of  the  Merchants'  Bank.  Upon  plaintiff's  objec- 
tion, this  testimony  was  rejected. 

Damages  were  assessed  in  the  sum  of  eight  hundred  dollars; 
and  a  motion  was  made  to  set  aside  the  inquisition  for  irregu- 
larity. 

Foot  and  E.  Williams,  for  the  defendant. 

Golden,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Kent,  C.  J.  Several  reasons  are  assigned  why  the  assess- 
ment of  damages  in  this  case  ought  to  be  set  aside: 

1.  It  is  alleged  that  the  jury  were  restrained  from  examining 
the  remaining  part  of  the  paragraph,  or  the  parts  of  the  pub- 
lication which  preceded  and  followed  the  libelous  words 
selected.  But  this  allegation  does  not  appear  to  be  supported. 
The  affidavit,  which  is  the  ground  of  the  motion,  states  that  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  did  read  to  the  jury  "  the  remaining 
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part  of  the  paragraph  containing  the  libelous  words/'  and  that 
they  drew  their  inferences  "  from  the  whole  paragraph  taken 
together."  The  jury  had,  tyen,  before  them,  not  only  the  libel 
but  the  context,  and  were  left  to  form  their  judgment  of  the 
damages  "from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  publication."  It  is 
further  stated,  that  the  jury  were  charged  that  the  interlocutory 
judgment  admitted  the  fact  of  the  publication,  and  the  truth  of 
the  innuendoes.  Of  the  accuracy  of  this  position,  I  cannot  en- 
tertain a  doubt.  It  is  a  well-settled  rule,  that  the  interlocutory 
judgment  admits  the  cause  of  action:  1  Tidd's  Practice,  K.  B. 
523;  3  T.  R.  302;  and  in  a  suit  for  a  libel,  those  two  facts  are 
essential  to  establish  the  right  of  action.  But  it  is  added,  that 
the  jury  were  told  that  the  defendant  was  estopped  from  call- 
ing their  attention  to  the  other  paragraphs,  to  show  a  different 
meaning  of  the  libelous  words  from  that  set  up  by  the  plaintiff. 
Most  undoubtedly,  the  other  paragraphs  could  not  be  considered 
with  this  view,  and  for  this  purpose,  for  it  would  be  setting  up 
a  complete  justification.  If  the  defendant  was  to  be  permitted 
to  show  a  different  meaning  to  the  words  from  that  averred 
in  the  declaration,  he  would  effectually  destroy  the  right  of 
recovery.  The  innuendoes  are  essential  averments,  and  the  in* 
terlocutory  judgment  confesses  every  material  averment.  When 
the  affidavit  was  first  read,  it  struck  me  that  this  part  of  it  con- 
veyed the  idea,  that  the  jury  were  directed  not  to  pay  any  atten- 
tion to  the  remaining  paragraphs,  even  with  a  view  to  regulate 
the  damages,  and  it  led  me  to  think,  that  the  counsel  who  drew 
the  affidavit  had  misapprehended  the  charge.  Put  on  examina- 
tion of  the  affidavit,  I  am  satisfied  that  it  does  not  bear  that 
meaning;  and  that,  taken  together,  it  substantially  comports 
with  my  recollection  of  the  opinion  delivered  to  the  jury. 

2.  The  defendant  offered  in  evidence,  in  mitigation  of  dam- 
ages, a  record  containing  an  assessment  of  damages  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  for  publishing  a  libel  ou  the 
i  third  day  of  July,  1805;  and  he  offered  to  prove  that  the  libel- 
'ous  words  in  both  declarations,  were  continued  in  a  series  of 
numbers  published  by  him,  which  related  to  the  manner  and 
the  means  employed  in  procuring  the  incorporation  of  the 
Merchants'  Bank.  This  testimony  was  rejected,  and  on  a  re- 
consideration of  the  point,  I  cannot  but  be  of  opinion  that 
it  was  properly  rejected.  As  the  causes  of  action  were  wholly 
distinct  (the  one  publication  being  on  the  third,  and  the  other 
on  the  seventeenth  of  July),  the  admission  of  the  record  would 
have  been  without  precedent,  in  the  law  of  evidence.   Although 
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both  libels  were  contained  in  a  series  of  publications  relative  to 
one  subject,  yet  they  were  separate  publications,  circulated  at 
different  times,  and  many  of  them,  probably,  among  different 
hands,  and  the  jury  who  passed  upon  the  first  libel  could  not 
have  had  the  second  before  them.  I  cannot  perceive  on  what 
principle  the  assessment  in  the  one  case,  should  regulate  that 
in  the  other,  whether  the  damages  given  be  considered  as  a 
compensation  to  the  plaintiff,  or  as  a  punishment  on  the  de- 
fendant. On  the  ground  of  recompense  for  actual  injury,  the 
first  recovery  ought  clearly  to  have  no  influence  upon*  the 
second.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his  strict  compensation  for 
every  injury.  A  satisfaction  for  one  tort  is  no  satisfaction  for 
another.  This  will  not  be  denied.  But  the  argument  for  the 
admission  of  the  record  of  the  prior  recovery  proceeds  upon  the 
supposition,  that  a  part  of  the  damages  are  to  be  considered  as 
monitory,  and  given  for  the  sake  of  example;  but  in  this  view  of 
the  question,  the  position  taken  by  the  defendant's  counsel 
appears  to  me  to  be  equally  untenable.  A  subsequent  jury  have 
no  means  of  analyzing  the  damages  contained  in  a  former  ver- 
dict, and  of  ascertaining  the  respective  proportions  given  for 
recompense  and  for  punishment.  They  cannot  investigate  the 
merits  of  the  former  cause;  they  have  not  the  testimony  before 
them.  The  doctrine  is  not  to  be  confined  to  suits  for  defama- 
tion. It  would  %apply  to  every  case  of  tort;  for  juries,  in  all 
such  cases,  have  a  like  discretion  on  the  subject  of  damages. 
The  rule,  to  be  just  must  be  mutual,  and  the  plaintiff  would 
have  an  equal  right  to  show  the  former  recovery,  in  order  to 
enhance  the  damages  by  exhibiting  the  malignant  and  irre- 
claimable disposition  of  a  defendant.  But  no  such  practice  has 
ever  been  admitted,  because  each  case  ought  to  be  governed  by 
its  peculiar  circumstances;  and  it  would  be  exciting  prejudices 
against  the  party,  foreign  from  the  true  merits  of  the  cause.  The 
principle  would,  as  I  apprehend,  be  mischievous  in  its  opera- 
tion. It  would  invite  a  repetition  of  injury,  by  the  hopes  of 
comparative  impunity  for  the  second  offense;  yet  the  repetition 
of  an  offense  is  evidence  of  deeper  depravity,  and  calls  for  more 
exemplary  punishment.  Miserable  would  be  the  condition  of 
civil  society,  if  those  who  had  once  broken  the  law  by  attacking 
the  peace,  or  wounding  the  character  of  their  neighbors,  could 
thereby  acquire  a  valid  plea  for  a  future  relaxation  of  its  whole- 
some severities.  We  cannot  at  present  foresee  the  extent  of 
this  doctrine.  It  would  seem  to  require  the  admission  of  the 
record  of  a  former  recovery,  in  favor  of  a  different  plaintiff,  for 
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a  portion  of  the  damages  in  that  case  may  equally  have  been 
given  for  the  Bake  of  correction  and  example.  Suppose  the  rule 
to  be  once  established,  how  could  it  be  known  that  the  verdict 
in  the  former  cause  had  not  been  reduced  down  to  damages  for 
actual  injury,  by  the  evidence  of  a  still  prior  recovery?  Would 
the  plaintiff  be  permitted  to  show  that  such  evidence  had  been 
given  on  the  former  trial?  Is  one  recovery  to  be  a  standing 
shield  to  a  defendant,  against  all  subsequent  suits,  where 
positive  damages  cannot  be  computed,  or  how  long  will  it  be 
before  the  efficacy  of  the  first  recovery  will  become  exhausted, 
so  as  to  leave  the  jury  to  their  usual  discretion  ?  It  is  far  more 
easy  for  me  to  anticipate,  than  it  would  be  to  surmount,  the 
embarrassments  which  might  arise  from  the  application  of  the 
doctrine. 

I  can  readily  admit  that  there  may  be  cases  in  which  the  two 
offenses  follow  so  near  to  each  other,  in  point  of  time,  that  ex- 
emplary damages  in  the  first  case  might  answer  all  the  bene- 
ficial ends  intended  by  this  species  of  animadversion.  But  the 
possibility  of  undue  or  unnecessary  damages  in  a  subsequent 
suit,  will  not  affect  an  established  rule.  The  rules  of  evidence 
are  stable  and  uniform  principles,  which  cannot  bend  to  the 
hardships  of  a  particular  case,  or  yield  to  the  discretion  of 
courts.  The  record  of  a  recovery  for  a  like  tort  must,  as  a 
general  rule,  be  admitted  in  mitigation  of  damages,  or  it  must, 
as  a  general  rule,  be  rejected.  To  admit  it  in  particular  cases 
only,  and  that,  too,  with  limitations,  would  destroy  the  sim- 
plicity and  certainty  of  the  rule,  and  render  the  law  of  evidence 
vague  and  uncertain. 

3.  A  third  ground  of  the  motion  is,  that  the  public  character 
of  the  plaintiff,  as  an  officer  of  government,  and  the  evil  exam- 
ple of  libels,  were  stated  by  the  judge  to  the  jury  as  considera- 
tions with  them  for  increasing  the  damages.  And,  surely,  this 
is  the  true  and  salutary  doctrine.  The  actual  pecuniary  dam- 
ages, in  actions  for  defamation,  as  well  as  in  other  actions  for 
torts,  can  rarely  be  computed,  and  are  never  the  sole  rule  of 
assessment.  "  In  cases  of  criminal  conversation,  battery,  im- 
prisonment, slander,  etc.  (to  use  the  words  of  Lord  Camden, 
in  2  Wils.  206),  the  state,  degree,  quality,  trade,  or  profession 
of  the  party  injured,  as  well  as  of  the  party  who  did  the  injury, 
must  be,  and  generally  are,  considered  by  the  jury  in  giving 
damages.1'  And  in  the  case  to  which  these  observations  were 
applied,  he  admitted,  that  the  mere  personal  iujury  to  the 
plaintiff  was  very  small,but  said  that  the  jury  had  done  right 
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in  giving  exemplary  damages,  as  it  was  a  case  which  concerned 
the  liberty  of  the  subject.  In  another  case,  which  came  before 
the  court  of  0.  B.,  for  debauching  the  plaintiff's  daughter:  3 
Wils.  18,  Chief  Justice  Wilmot  observed,  that  actioDS  of  that 
sort  were  brought  for  example's  sake;  and  that,  although  the 
loss  to  the  plaintiff  might  not  really  amount  to  the  value  of 
twenty  shillings,  yet  that  the  jury  had  done  right  in  giving 
liberal  damages.  Again,  in  the  case  of  Priichard  v.  Papillon, 
Harg.  State  Trials,  vol.  3, 1071,  which  was  an  action  for  malici- 
ously causing  the  plaintiff,  as  lord  mayor  of  London,  to  be  im- 
prisoned for  a  few  hours,  the  chief  justice  charged  the  jury  that 
though  it  was  no  easy  matter  to  ascertain  particular  damages  in 
such  a  case,  yet  that  the  malicious  design  of  the  party  was  to 
govern  them,  and  that  the  government  of  the  city  and  the  honor 
of  the  magistracy  were  concerned,  and  put  a  weight  upon  their 
inquiry  into  the  damages.  But  it  cannot  be  requisite  to  mul- 
tiply instances  in  which  the  doctrine  contained  in  this  part  of 
the  charge  has  received  the  sanction  of  the  English  and  of 
the  American  courts  of  justice.  It  is  too  well  settled  in  prac- 
tice, and  is  too  valuable  in  principle,  to  be  called  in  question. 
As  these  were  the  only  grounds  of  the  motion  which  seem  to 
have  been  relied  on,  or  were  material  to  examine,  I  am~of  opin- 
ion that  the  motion  must  be  denied. 

Thompson,  J.,  and  Yak  Ness,  J.,  declared  themselves  to  be 
of  the  same  opinion. 

Spenceb,  J.  A  judgment  by  default  is  an  admission  of  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  action,  and  where  the  damages  are  liquidated 
by  the  convention  of  the  parties,  witnessed  by  written  docu- 
ments, set  forth  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  the  jury  are 
bound  to  give  the  damages  ascertained  by  the  parties;  there  is 
no  necessity  of  proving  the  note  or  writing  thus  set  forth, 
though  they  must  be  adduced  to  the  jury,  that  they  may  see 
whether  indorsements  have  been  made.  In  actions  of  a  vin- 
dictive nature,  such  as  the  present,  a  judgment  by  default 
deprives  the  defendant  of  no  other  right  than  that  of  gainsay- 
ing the  plaintiff's  title  to  nominal  damages,  and  of  consequence, 
the  printing  and  publishing  the  libel  is  admitted.  With  respect 
to  real  damages,  the  defendant  has  the  same  right  to  adduce 
evidence  in  mitigation  of  those  damages  as  he  would  have  had 
upon  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  after  the  publication  of  the  libel,  and 
the  innuendoes  had  been  proved.  These  are  elementary  prin- 
ciples, sanctioned  as  well  by  daily  practice  as  by  adjudged  cases. 
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It  then  becomes  a  question,  whether  the  evidence  of  a  record 
of  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  was  properly 
ezclnded.  It  was  offered  to  be  shown,  in  mitigation  of  dam- 
ages, that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  against  the  defendant  one 
thousand  four  hundred  dollars,  for  publishing  in  the  same  news- 
paper containing  the  libel  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  present 
suit,  another  libel,  the  innuendoes  stated  in  both  of  which  allege 
that  the  plaintiff  and  others  had  been  guilty  of  bribery  and  cor- 
ruption in  obtaining  the  incorporation  of  the  Merchants'  Bank. 
It  was  also  offered  to  be  proved  that  the  libelous  words  con- 
tained in  both  declarations  were  contained  in  a  series  of  num- 
bers published  by  the  defendant,  all  of  them  relating  to  the 
manner  and  means  employed  in  procuring  the  incorporation  of 
tho  Merchants'  Bank;  that  the  paper  containing  the  libel,  for 
publishing  which  the  said  one  thousand  four  hundred  dollars 
had  been  recovered,  was  published  on  the  third  July,  1805,  and 
the  paper  containing  the  libel  for  which  this  suit  is  brought  was 
published  on  the  seventeenth  of  the  same  month.  It  nowhere 
appears  that  a  suit  had  been  instituted  for  the  publication  of 
the  first  libel  before  the  second  was  published. 

The  defendant  could  not  have  pleaded  the  recovery  in  the 
first  suit  in  bar  to  the  second,  because  they  were,  technically, 
distinct  offenses,  and  the  recovery  in  the  former  suit  could  be 
noticed  in  no  other  manner  than  as  mitigating  the  damages  in 
the  second  suit.  It  cannot  be  inferred,  from  the  affidavit  before 
us,  that  special  damages  have  been  alleged  in  the  declaration 
in  either  suit.  Hence  it  results,  that  the  plaintiff,  having 
already  recovered  one  thousand  four  hundred  dollars,  for  a 
libel  of  the  same  nature  and  tendency  as  the  one  which  is  the 
basis  of  this  suit,  without  the  allegation  of  any  special  damage 
in  either  case,  would,  on  the  second  trial,  recover  as  though  the 
second  publication  was,  in  reality,  a  new,  distinct  and  uncom- 
pensated offense.  In  vindictive  actions,  such  as  for  libels,  defa- 
mation, assault  and  battery,  false  imprisonment,  and  a  variety 
of  others,  it  is  always  given  in  charge  to  the  jury,  that  they  are 
to  inflict  damages  for  example's  sake,  and  by  way  of  punishing 
the  defendant.  In  the  present  case,  the  chief  justice,  in  charg- 
ing the  jury,  inculcated  the  doctrine  of  giving  exemplary  dam- 
ages, as  a  protection  to  public  officers.  It  cannot,  then,  be 
denied,  that  by  excluding  the  record  of  the  former  recovery,  the 
defendant  has  again  been  assessed  to  the  amount  of  eight  hun- 
dred dollars,  as  though  the  present  plaintiff  had  not  recovered 
already  for  precisely  the  same  kind  of  injury,  and  as  though  the 
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defendant  had  not  been  exemplarily  punished  for  charging  the 
plaintiff  with  conniving  at  the  bribery  of  the  legislature.  It  is 
said,  that  to  admit  this  evidence  would  be  innovating  on  the 
rules  of  evidence,  and  introductory  of  a  new  rule.  No  author- 
ity has  been  mentioned  in  support  of  this  position,  nor  do  I 
know  of  any  rules  of  evidence  which  would  exclude  the  testi- 
mony offered.  New  cases  require  the  establishment,  of  new 
rules,  by  the  application  of  old  principles;  those  principles  war* 
rant  the  giving  facts  and  circumstances  in  evidence,  which  go 
to  regulate  the  verdict,  so  as  to  arrive  at  a  just  result.  It  is, 
in  my  conception,  evidently  unjust,  that  a  fact  should  be  sup- 
pressed and  withholden  from  the  jury,  which  would  and  ought 
to  lessen  the  damages;  for  what  honest  man  would  give  to  a 
plaintiff,  who  had  already  recovered  a  large  sum  upon  the  same 
charge,  as  much  in  a  second  suit,  when  his  character  had  been 
rescued  from  the  imputations  thrown  on  it,  and  when  the  de- 
fendant had  been  punished  for  example's  sake.  I  grant,  that 
had  it  appeared  that  this  libel  was  published  after  the  defend- 
ant had  been  prosecuted  for  the  publication  of  the  third  July, 
1805,  he  would  have  deserved  another  punishment  for  example's 
sake;  but  this  did  not  appear.  It  is  easy  to  suppose  cases 
where  the  injustice  of  refusing  such  kind  of  evidence  as  that 
now  offered,  would  be  universally  felt  and  acknowledged;  as, . 
for  instance,  the  sale  of  libelous  publications  by  a  bookseller. 
Every  sale  being  a  new  publication,  would  it  not  meet  the 
reprobation  of  mankind,  to  hold  him  alike  obnoxious  to  dam- 
ages for  each  publication,  or  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff  had  the 
same  title  to  damages  in  the  hundredth  suit,  as  in  the  first  ?  In 
every  light  in  which  I  can  view  the  subject,  I  am  struck  with 
the  abstract  justice  of  admitting  the  evidence  offered,  and  I  am 
unconscious  that  any  part  of  the  law  of  evidence  is  violated 
thereby.  For  refusing  this  evidence,  in  my.  opinion,  the  inqui- 
sition should  be  set  aside,  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  de  novo  issue. 
I  cannot  yield  my  assent  to  the  position  of  the  chief  justice,  on 
the  inquiry  that  the  defendant's  counsel  were  estopped  from 
calling  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  any  other  part  of  the  con- 
text, to  show  a  different  meaning  of  the  libelous  words,  from 
that  alleged  by  the  plaintiff,  having  already  said  that  though  the 
plaintiff  was,  in  consequence  of  the  default,  entitled  to  nominal 
damages,  yet,  as  respects  real  damages,  the  defendant  was  at 
liberty  to  urge  to  the  jury,  that  the  innuendoes  were  not  war- 
ranted by  the  context,  and  that,  from  the  libel  collectively,  he 
did  not  intend  to  attribute  to  the  plaintiff  any  agency  in  bribing 
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the  legislature.    I  dissent  from  tbe  principle  laid  down  by  the 
chief  justice,  without  giving  an  opinion  whether  the  innuendoes 
were  or  were  not  warranted  by  the  context. 
Rule  refused. 

In  Taylor  v.  Church,  8  N.  Y.  461,  Jewett,  J.,  referred  with  approval  to 
the  doctrine  laid  down  as  to  exemplary  damages  in  this  case;  and  on  the 
same  point  the  case  is  approved  in  Waffle  v.  Dillenbeci,  89  Barb.  183. 


Piebson  v.  Hooker. 

(8  Jammnr,  68.] 

BelbaSb  bt  one  Pabtneb. — If  one  partner  execute  a  deed  of  release 
under  hie  hand  and  seal,  in  the  firm  name,  of  a  debt  due  the  firm,  it 
extinguishes  the  debt,  and  the  release  is  binding  on  the  firm. 

P*bol  Evidence  Inadmissible  against  Release.— Where  a  release 
was  given,  expressing  a  release  of  all  demands,  parol  evidence  is  in* 
admissible  to  show  that  a  particular  debt  was  not  intended  to  bo  re- 
leased. 

Action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  defendant  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  accepted  by  the  drawees.  At  the  trial,  the 
signatures  of  the  defendant  and  of  the  acceptors  were  admitted, 
and  also  due  notice  to  defendant  of  non-payment.  It  was 
proved  that  defendant  promised  payment  after  it  became  due, 
and  the  judge  ruled  that  the  promise  to  pay  by  the  drawer  was 
a  waiver  of  the  necessity  to  prove  demand  on  the  drawee,  and 
notice  to  the  drawer. 

The  defendant  then  produced  a  sealed  instrument,  bearing 
date  subsequent  to  the  maturity  of  the  bill,  and  signed  by  one 
of  the  plaintive,  partners  in  trade,  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  by 
which  be  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  ten  shillings  in  the  pound, 
and  in  consideration  of  one  shilling  paid,  released  the  defend- 
ant of  and  from  all  debts  and  demands  of  every  nature  and  kind 
whatsoever.  The  judge  decided  that  this  release  extinguished 
the  debt.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  testimony  that  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  this  release  it  was  not  intended  to  affect  the 
bill  in  question,  and  that  the  defendant  had  since  promised  to 
pay  the  bill.  This  testimony  was  objected  to,  and  overruled, 
and  plaintiffs  nonsuited. 

i    The  case  came  before  this  court  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
Aonsuit. 

>    Fool,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sedgwick,  for  the  defendant. 
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Kent,  0.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  release 
was  executed  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  partnership  name. 
It  is,  therefore,  impossible  to  doubt  but  that  it  was  intended  to 
affect  and  cancel  partnership  demands.  The  plaintiffs,  however, 
offered  parol  testimony  to  show  that  the  present  demand  was 
not  one  of  those  which  were  intended  to  be  included.  But  the 
instrument  is  general  and  comprehensive,  and  expressly  reaches 
to  every  debt  and  demand  of  every  kind.  To  show  by  parol 
proof  that  it  was  not  so  intended,  is  to  contradict  or  explain 
away  the  instrument,  which  is  contrary  to  the  established  rule 
of  law.  It  is  again  said  that  one  partner  cannot  bind  another 
by  deed.  This,  as  a  general  position,  is  correct;  but  it  does 
not  apply  to  the  case  before  us.  Here  was  no  attempt  to  charge 
the  partnership  with  a  debt  by  means  of  a  speciality,  but  it  is 
the  ordinary  release  of  a  partnership  debtor.  It  is  a  general 
principle  of  law  that  where  two  have  a  joint  personal  interest, 
the  release  of  one  bars  the  other:  Ruddock }s  case,  6  Co.  25,  and 
I  cannot  perceive  that  the  case  of  copartners  in  trade  forms  an 
exception  to  the  general  rule.  Each  partner  is  competent  to  sell 
the  effects,  or  to  compound,  or  discharge  the  partnership  de- 
mands. He  is  to  be  considered  as  an  authorized  agent  of  the 
firm  for  all  such  purposes:  Watson,  137, 141.  Each  has  an  en- 
tire control  over  the  personal  estate.  So,  in  lite  manner,  one 
co-executor  or  administrator  cannot  bind  his  companion  to  an 
obligation,  but  he  may  commit  a  separate  devastavit,  and  re- 
lease a  debt.  This  court  admitted  the  general  principle,  in  the 
case  of  Clement  v.  Brush,  July  term,  1802,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  if  one  partner  gave  his  separate  bond  for  a  copartnership, 
simple  contract  debt,  the  simple  contract  was  extinguished  by 
the  specialty. 

As  the  matter  set  up  by  way  of  defense  was  admissible  and 
sufficient,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  examine  an  objection 
raiped  to  the  testimony  in  support  of  the  plaintiffs  right  of 
action;  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  prove  a  previous  demand  on 
the  drawees  of  the  bill.  If  this  was  now  to  be  decided,  it  would 
perhaps  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  case  of  Lundie  v.  Robertson, 
7  East,  231,  in  which  the  very  point  arose,  and  the  court  of  K. 
B.  held  that  where  the  indorser  had  made  a  subsequent  promise 
to  pay,  a  previous  demand  on  the  drawer  and  due  notice  to  the 
indorser  were  to  be  presumed,  and  need  not  be  proved.  This 
decision  was  agreeable  to  the  ancient  opinion*  of  Lord  Ray- 
mond and  Ch.  J.  Lee,  at  nisiprius.  (See  MS.  report  of  Burnet, 
in  a  note  to  the  above  case,  and  Str.  1246.)    On  this  last  point, 
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however,  we  give  no  definitive  opinion;  bat  on  the  ground  of 
the  competency  and  conclusiveness  of  the  defense,  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  is  denied. 
Bale  refused. 


Smith  v.  Lewis. 

[3  Jomrtoit,  157.] 

No  Action  fob  Suborning  a  Witness.— No  action  win  lie  against  a 
person  for  suborning  a  witness  to  swear  falsely  in  a  cause  in  another 
state,  in  consequence  of  which  a  judgment  was  given  against  the  de- 
fendant in  the  latter  state,  contrary  to  the  truth  and  justice  of  the 


Writ  of  error  taken  by  Smith,  the  plaintiff  below.  The  facts 
of  the  case  appear  from  the  opinions. 

P.  Buggies,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

TaUmadge,  for  the  defendant. 

Spenceb,  J.  The  declaration  in  this  cause  contains  but  one 
count;  it  sets  forth,  minutely,  a  suit  brought  by  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff  and  others,  in  a  court  of  common  pleas  in 
the  state  of  Connecticut,  and  afterwards  removed  to  the  supe- 
rior court  of  that  state,  in  which  the  defendant  prevailed  and 
obtained  a  judgment,  after  a  trial  before  a  jury,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  that  judgment  by  the  plaintiff.  It  is  then  alleged  that 
the  defendant,  in  order  to  prove  the  matters  necessary  to  main- 
tain his  suit,  unlawfully  and  corruptly,  and  with  a  view  and 
design  to  deceive  the  court  and  jury,  and  to  injure  the  plaintiff, 
procured  one  Stephen  Bnrritt  to  commit  willful  and  corrupt 
perjury,  by  making  a  deposition  altogether  false,  and  known  to 
be  so  by  the  defendant,  and  which  was  given  in  evidence  on 
the  trial;  on  which  evidence,  and  no  other,  the  defendant  pre- 
vailed in  said  suit;  also  alleging  that  the  defendant  joined  one 
Azor  Buggies  as  a  defendant  in  that  suit,  to  prevent  his  testi- 
fying to  the  facts  he  knew  in  that  cause,  and  that  the  truth 
might  be  suppressed;  that  the  said  Azor  could  have  disproved 
the  falsehoods  testified  by  the  said  Burritt;  and  that,  but  for 
the  false  deposition  of  Burritt,  the  jury  would  have  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  others  sued  with  him;  and  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  any  weight  to  maintain  the  said  issue, 
except  that  of  Burritt. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendant  demurred  specially,  insist- 
ing that  distinct  matters  are  alleged  in  one  count,  to  wit,  the 
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subornation  of  Burritt  and  the  joining  Buggies  in  the  suit,  to 
prevent  his  being  a  witness.  To  this  there  was  a  joinder,  and 
judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant. 

The  questions  presented  are:  1.  Is  it  actionable  to  suborn  a 
witness  to  bear  false  testimony,  whereby  a  verdict  is  given  con- 
trary to  the  truth  and  justice  of  the  case  ? 

2.  Is  the  declaration  defective  in  containing  the  double  alle- 
gation that  the  defendant  did  suborn  Burritt,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  lost  his  cause,  and  that  he  also  joined  Buggies  fraudu- 
lently, to  prevent  his  being  a  witness,  whereby  Burritt  could 
not  be  detected  in  his  perjury? 

However  just  and  reasonable  it  may  appear  upon  the  first 
view  of  the  proposition  that  a  man  who  has  by  perjury  injured 
another,  aud  subjected  him  to  the  unjust  payment  of  a  sum  of 
money,  should  be  answerable,  yet  on  a  nearer  inspection,  when 
the  mischiefs  resulting  from  upholding  that  proposition  are 
considered,  the  conclusion  will  be  that  it  would  be  dangerous 
in  the  extreme  to  sustain  this  action. 

First,  however,  as  a  point  adjudicated,  the  decisions,  when- 
ever the  point  has  arisen,  are  uniformly  against  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  action.  The  question  arose  in  the  case  of  Dampton 
v.  Sympeon,  Cro.  Eliz.  520,  whether  the  party  committing  per- 
jury in  falsely  swearing  on  a  trial  that  a  fountain  of  silver  was 
worth  only  one  hundred  and  eighty  pounds  when  it  was  worth 
five  hundred  pounds,  was  liable  in  an  action,  and  it  was  held 
by  all  the  judges,  except  one,  that  the  action  would  not  lie; 
and  among  other  reasons  not  very  conclusive,  the  court  was 
influenced  by  its  being  totally  unprecedented. 

In  the  case  of  Eyres  v.  Sedgwick,  Cro.  Jac.  601,  it  became  a 
question  whether  a  person  who  had  made  a  false  affidavit  in 
chancery,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  imprisoned  by  the  chancel- 
lor, was  liable  to  an  action  for  the  injury,  and  it  was  held  by  all 
the  judges  except  Houghton  that  to  punish  this  perjury  by  an 
action  on  the  case,  under  pretense  of  a  false  oath,  should  not 
he  suffered;  and  Houghton,  who  differed,  admitted  that  if  the  de- 
fendant had  come  in  by  process  of  law,  as  a  witness,  it  had  been 
otherwise,  for  then  he  would  have  been  punishable  by  indictment; 
but  not  in  the  case  then  before  the  court.  Doderidge,  J.,  in 
giving  his  opinion,  says  that  in  the  case  of  Skelhorn  v.  Harrison, 
Cro.  Eliz.  714,  which  was  an  action  for  putting  in  bad  and  false 
bail  to  discharge  other  good  bail,  the  better  opinion  was  that 
the  action  was  not  maintainable.  The  case  of  Coxe  v.  Smith, 
I  Lev.  119,  is  not  at  variance  with  the  cases  cited,  for  there  the 
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affidavit,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  removed  from  office,  was  not 
considered  as  the  gist  of  the  action,  but  only  inducement  to 
prove  the  maliqious  intent. 

These  are  all  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  or  met  with 
that  bear  on  the  question,  and  although  they  are  ail  cases 
against  the  party  committing  the  perjury,  their  application  can- 
not be  doubted;  for  if  the  very  person  who  has  committed  the 
supposed  injury  is  not  answerable,  surely  the  person  procuring 
it  will  not  be  amenable.  According  to  the  rule  of  Lord  Coke, 
it  is  better  to  submit  to  a  particular  inconvenience  than  intro- 
duce a  general  mischief,  which,  in  my  opinion,  would  be  the 
case  were  we  to  maintain  this  action.  If  a  perjury  has  been 
committed,  let  the  defendant,  who  is  alleged  to  have  procured 
it,  be  punished  according  to  the  known  law  of  the  land,  and  not 
in  a  way  altogether  novel  and  unprecedented,  nay,  even  against 
decisions.  This  case  affords  a  sample  of  the  danger  of  main- 
taining the  action.  Buggies  is  alleged  to  have  been  made  a 
party  fraudulently,  to  prevent  his  being  a  witness,  and  most 
probably  Buggies  is  to  be  the  witness  to  disprove  the  truth  of 
Burritt's  deposition.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  anything  against 
him,  but  it  is  obvious  that  he  must  feel  strong  inducements  to 
retort  on  Burritt  for  having  implicated  him  in  the  fraud.  The 
old  rule  is  the  safest,  that  the  parties  must  come  prepared,  at 
the  trial,  to  vindicate  themselves,  and  to  detect  the  falsity  of 
the  testimony  brought  against  them,  if  it  be  untrue;  or  they 
must  take  their  chance  of  obtaining  a  new  trial,  by  showing 
that  they  were  surprised  and  that  they  have  detected  the  im- 
position. 

I  confess  that  I  should  be  afraid  to  make  a  precedent  that 
would  be  so  productive  of  litigation,  and  that  would  open  a 
door  to  so  much  perjury  as  the  one  we  are  now  called  upon  to 
establish. 

The  fraudulently  joining  Buggies  in  the  suit  has  not  been 
pretended  to  be  of  itself  a  cause  of  action,  and  it  becomes  un- 
necessary to  examine  how  far  the  declaration  is  bad  on  that  ac- 
count, since  it  is  vicious  in  that  part  which  contains  the  gist  of 
the  action.  A  decision  of  the  superior  court  of  Connecticut  has 
been  cited,  to  show  that  an  action  like  this  has  been  sustained; 
though  I  respect  the  decisions  of  that  court,  I  cannot  yield  my 
settled  conviction  to  any  unauthoritative  adjudication  on  the 
subject. 

My  opinion,  therefore,  is  that  the  judgment  below  ought  to 
be  affirmed. 
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Kent,  0.  J.  This  suit  is  an  attempt  to  overhaul  the  merits 
of  the  verdict  and  recovery  in  Connecticut.  The  defendant 
below  recovered  damages  of  the  plaintiff,  in  *that  state,  on  a 
charge  of  fraud,  in  the  sale  of  Virginia  lands;  and  the  plaintiff 
now  alleges  that  there  was  no  such  fraud,  and  that  the  testi- 
mony which  was  produced  in  support  of  the  charge,  was  pro- 
cured by  the  corrupt  acts  of  the  defendant.  If  this  be  not  an 
effort  to  try  over  again  the  merits  of  the  former  recovery,  I 
must  be  greatly  mistaken  in  my  view  of  the  case.  The  injustice 
of  the  recovery  appears  to  be  the  real  gravamen.  The  declara- 
tion does,  in  substance,  tell  the  defendant  that  he  had  obtained 
a  verdict  and  judgment  against  the  plaintiff,  which  he  ought 
not  to  have  done,  whereby  the  plaintiff  is  injured,  and  claims  a 
return  of  the  money  so  unjustly  recovered.  "Shall  the  same 
judgment,"  says  Eyre,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Philips  v.  Hunter, 
2  H.  Blacks.  414,  "  create  a  duty  for  the  recoverer,  upon  which 
he  may  have  an  action  of  debt,  and  a  duty  against  him  upon 
which  an  action  will  lie  ?  This  goes  beyond  my  comprehen- 
sion." It  would  be  against  public  policy  and  convenience;  it 
would  be  productive  of  endless  litigation,  and  it  would  be  con- 
trary to  established  precedent,  to  allow  the  losing  party  to  try 
the  cause  over  again  in  a  counter  suit,  because  he  was  not 
prepared  to  meet  his  adversary  at  the  trial  of  the  first  suit. 
The  general  law  .of  the  land,  and  the  rules  of  every  superior 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  sufficiently  provide  against 
forcing  a  party  to  trial,  without  giving  him  a  due  opportunity 
to  prepare  for  his  defense,  and  cases  of  surprise  and  injustice 
are  generally  redressed  by  the  discretionary  power  of  the  courts 
in  setting  aside  verdicts.  We  are  to  intend  that  the  judgment 
in  Connecticut  was  fairly  obtained  in  the  regular  course  of 
justice,  and  it  is  conclusive  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  it,  until 
it  be  set  aside  or  reversed,  either  by  the  same  court,  or  by  some 
other  court  having  appellate  jurisdiction.  It  never  can  be 
opened  in  a  collateral  action.  It  is  as  binding  upon  the 
parties  here,  as  it  is  in  that  state;  for  foreign  judgments  are 
never  re-examined,  unless  the  aid  of  our  courts  is  asked  to 
carry  them  into  effect  by  direct  suit  upon  the  judgment.  The 
foreign  judgment  is  then  held  to  be  only  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  demand;  but  when  it  comes  in  collaterally,  or  the  de- 
fendant relies  upon  it  under  the  exceptio  rei  judicata;,  it  is  then 
received  as  conclusive;  this  distinction  is  taken  and  stated  by 
some  of  the  most  approved  jurists  on  the  law  of  nations.  The 
general  doctrine  in  Moses  v.  Macfarlane,  2  Burr.  1005,  has  been 
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strongly  questioned,  and  deservedly  shaken  by  subsequent 
decisions,  and  especially  by  the  ease  of  Merrit  v.  Eampton,  7 
T.  B.  269;  but  if  that  case  was  admitted  to  stand  in  fnll  force, 
it  would  not  apply,  as  the  plaintiff  was  there  allowed  to  recover 
back  money  adjudged  to  the  defendant  in  the  court  of  con* 
science,  because  from  the  nature  of  the  jurisdiction  below,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  avail  himself  of  his  legal  defense;  no  such 
pretext  is  allged  as  a  ground  of  the  suit  in  the  case  before  us. 

The  case  of  Hanford  v.  Pennoyer,  which  was  decided  in  the 
superior  court  of  Connecticut,  1802,  is  also  inapplicable;  for 
the  suit  there  was  not  against  the  party  to  the  judgment,  but 
against  a  third  person,  by  means  of  whose  fraud  and  perjury, 
the  judgment  was  obtained;  and  even  such  a  suit  against  a 
witness  is,  I  apprehend,  an  innovation  upon  the  English  law, 
for  it  appears  to  have  been  frequently  and  directly  denied  by 
the  English  authorities:  Damport  v.  Sympson,  Cro.  E.  520; 
Eyres  v.  Sedgwick,  Cro.  J.  601;  Harding  v.  Bodman,  Hutton,  11. 

I  am,  accordingly,  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  below  must 
be  affirmed. 

Van  Ness,  J.,  declared  himself  to  be  of  the  same  opinion. 

Yates,  J.,  not  having  heard  the  argument  in  the  cause,  gave 
no  opinion. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Jarvis  v.  Hatheway. 

[3  Jomnoit,  180.] 

Wobds  not  Actionable,  Question  fob  Jury.  —  If  words  actionable, 
per  «e,  be  spoken  between  members  of  the  same  church,  during  relig- 
ious proceedings  connected  with  the  discipline  of  the  church,  and  with- 
out malice,  no  action  will  lie;  and  the  question  of  malice  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  jury. 

Geound  for  New  Trial. — In  actions  of  a  penal  or  vindictive  nature, 
the  court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial  merely  because  the  verdict  is 
against  the  weight  of  evidence,  unless  some  rule  of  law  has  been 
violated. 

Slander.  On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved  that  the  defendant, 
in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  C.  and  D  ,  addressing  himself  to 
the  plaintiff,  said:  "  Tou  are  guilty  of  forgery;"  and  as  stated 
by  a  second  -witness:  "Tou  are  guilty  of  absolute  forgery," 
which  were  the  words  charged  in  the  declaration.  It  appeared 
that  the  words  were  spoken  at  a  meeting  of  the  parties  before 
the  witnesses,  C.  and  D.,  who  were  members  of  the  church  to 
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which  the  parties  belonged,  and  were  convened  for  the  express 
purpose  of  taking  "  the  seoond  step  of  labor  in  church  disci- 
pline, and  were  with  the  parties  alone,  and  acting  under  the 
rules  of  the  church,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  precept  or  rule  con- 
tained in  the  eighteenth  chapter  of  the  evangelist  Matthew/9 
which  was  set  forth  in  the  notice  annexed  to  defendant's  plea, 
to  which  plea  was  also  annexed  a  notice  of  justification  of  the 
truth  of  the  words  charged. 

The  judge  charged  the  jury  that  the  words  proved  to  have 
been  spoken  were  actionable  in  themselves,  but  that  they  ought 
to  be  satisfied  that  they  were  spoken  maliciously,  or  with  a  de- 
famatory intent;  that  the  circumstances  under  which  the  charge 
was  made  against  the  plaintiff,  were  proper  to  be  taken  into 
consideration  to  determine  the  intention.  If  it  was  made  in  the 
regular  course  of  church  discipline,  and  with  an  honest  inten- 
tion of  examining  whether  the  plaintiff  was  a  fit  member  of  the 
church,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  But  if  the  charge  was 
unfounded,  and  made  with  an  intention  of  injuring  the  feelings 
and  reputation  of  the  plaintiff,  the  circumstances  under  which 
it  was  made,  was  an  aggravation  of  the  slander.  A  verdict  was 
found  for  the  defendant. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  on  the  grounds:  1.  Mis- 
direction of  the  judge;  2.  Because  the  verdict  was  against  evi- 
dence. 

Gold,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Hatheway,  for  the  defendant. 

By  Court,  Spengeb,  J.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  have  consid- 
ered the  charge  of  the  judge  as  incorrect,  in  leaving  it  to  the 
jury  to  decide  whether  the  words  spoken,  which  were  action- 
able in  themselves,  were  spoken  maliciously,  or  with  a  defam- 
atory intention. 

I  am  perfectly  satisfied  that  the  charge  to  the  jury  was  not 
only  correct,  but  that  no  other  charge  could  have  been  legally 
given.  It  is  manifest  from  the  case  that  the  words  were  uttered 
in  the  course  of  church  discipline  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  were  both  church  members;  and  whether  such 
discipline  was  proper  or  not,  is  not  a  point  for  us  to  determine. 
Every  sect  of  Christians  are  at  liberty  to  adopt  such  proceed- 
ings for  their  regulation  as  they  see  fit,  not  inconsistent  with 
law,  or  injurious  to  the  rights  of  others.  In  actions  of  slander, 
it  is  of  the  essence  of  the  action  that  the  words  be  spoken  mali- 
ciously, and  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  belongs  to  the  jury  to 
determine. 
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If,  however,  the  weight  of  evidence  was  against  the  defend- 
ant, as  to  the  maliciousness  of  the  words,  it  would  be  violating 
a  salutary  rule  to  grant  a  new  trial.  In  penal  actions,  in  ac- 
tions for  a  libel  and  for  defamation,  and  other  actions  vindictive 
in  their  nature,  unless  some  rule  of  law  be  violated  in  the  ad- 
mission or  rejection  of  evidence:  1  Burr.  54;  2  Salk.  644-8;  or 
in  the  exposition  of  the  law  to  the  jury,  or  there  has  been  tam- 
pering with  the  jury,  the  court  will  not  give  a  second  chance  of 
success. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
must  be  denied. 

Bule  refused. 


Seabs  v.  Brink, 

[8  Johmsom,  210.] 

CkuramiBATiov  must  be  in  Writing.— Where  a  statute  of  frauds  provided 
that  "no  person  shall  be  charged  on  any  promise,  etc.,  unless  the  agree- 
ment on  which  such  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  note  or  memoran- 
dum thereof  shall  be  in  writing,"  it  was  held,  that  an  agreement  relating 
to  the  sale  of  lands,  must  have  the  consideration  for  the  promise,  as  well 
as  the  promise  itself,  in  writing. 

Assumpsit.  The  first  count  stated  an  agreement  between  one 
Newkirk  and  the  plaintiff,  by  which  the  plaintiff  sold  a  lot  of 
land  to  Newkirk,  and  which,  by  a  certain  agreement  by  one 
.  Farquhar  and  Lyon  had  been  sold  to  plaintiff.  Newkirk  agreed 
to  pay  one  hundred  pounds,  and  the  residue  in  four  equal  parts, 
the  first  before  twentieth  November,  1801,  and  the  others  be- 
fore twentieth  November,  1802,  with  interest,  the  deed  to  be 
given  when  the  last  payment  was  made.  Afterwards,  Newkirk 
agreed  with  the  defendants  to  assign  his  interest,  and  the  plaint- 
iff agreed  to  accept  them.  On  the  twenty-third  April,  1803,  the 
defendants  signed  a  note  or  memorandum  of  their  agreement, 
indorsed  on  the  former  agreement  as  follows: 

"  This  is  to  certify  that  Cornelius  Brink  and  Cornelius  Brink, 
Jr.,  have  taken  Peter  Newkirk' s  bargain  of  said  lot  of  laud  that 
the  within  article  mentions,  and  the  said  C.  B.  and  C.  B.  Jr. 
are  to  pay  the  sum  of  three  hundred  and  thirty-six  pounds, 
fifteen  shillings  and  four  pence,  which  is  the  balance  due  on 
the  said  land  to  Benjamin  Sears,  this  twenly-third  of  April, 
1803.  Cornelius  Brink. 

•'  Cornelius  Brink.  Jr." 
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The  counsel  for  the  defendants  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  assumpsit,  and 
because  the  contract  was  not  sufficiently  proved.  A  verdict  was 
fouud  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court.  On 
the  argument,  the  principal  point  raised  was,  that  Newkirk  not 
being  a  party  to  the  contract,  it  was  void  by  the  statute  at 
frauds,  for  want  of  a  consideration. 

Hamilton,  for  plaintiff,  maintained  there  was  a  sufficient  con* 
sideration,  for  the  release  of  Newkirk  was  giving  up  a  benefit 
or  advantage,  and  that  the  defendants  went  into  possession 
under  the  agreement,  and  derived  all  the  benefit  of  it.  It  is 
enough  that  the  memorandum  is  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged:  PUtans  v.  Van  Mierop,  8  Burr.  1663;  1  W.  Bl.  363; 
ICaines,  45;  2  Id.  150. 

Suydam,  for  the  defendant,  argued  that  Newkirk  ought  to 
have  been  a  party,  as  it  was  in  him  the  interest  in  the  land  was. 
If  there  was  any  consideration  it  must  have  moved  from  New- 
kirk. The  want  of  a  consideration  cannot  be  supplied  by  parol: 
Waine  v.  Wdrlters,  5  East,  10;  Roberts  on  Fraud,  116,  121. 

By  Court,  Yah  Ness,  J.  The  first  count  in  the  declaration, 
which  is  a  special  one,  is  that  on  which  the  plaintiff  is  to  re* 
cover,  if  at  all. 

The  consideration  to  support  the  defendant's  promise  is 
averred  to  be,  that  Peter  Newkirk  agreed  to  assign  or  give  up 
to  the  defendants  the  contract  for  the  lot  of  land  mentioned  in 
the  case.  This  is  a  material  averment,  and  must  be  proved,  or 
the  plaintiff  must  fail. 

It  has  been  urged  that  a  promise  in  writing  without  a  consid- 
eration is  valid,  and  the  case  of  PUlans  <£  Rose  v.  Van  Mierop  <£ 
Hopkins  has  been  relied  upon  to  support  that  position.  But 
that  case  has  been  overruled  both  here  and  in  England.  See 
Ballard  v.  Walker,  decided  in  January  term,  1802;  Rann  v. 
Hughes,  7  T.  B.  350,  in  the  note;  Roberts  on  Frauds,  7.  A 
promise  in  writing,  without  a  legal  consideration  to  sustain  it, 
is  as  much  a  nudum  pactum  as  a  parol  promise.  It  was  never 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  render  that  a  valid  contract 
when  reduced  to  writing,  which  would  not  be  so  without  it. 

It  remains,  then,  to  be  seen  whether  the  plaintiff  has  given 
any  legal  evidence  of  the  consideration  stated  in  the  declaration; 
and  this  depends  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  eleventh 
section  of  the  statute  for  the  prevention  of  frauds. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  contended  that  the  consid- 
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eration  may  be  proved  by  parol,  though  it  is  admitted  that  the 
promise  must  be  in  writing. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  it  is  insisted  that  the  consid- 
eration, as  well  as  the  promise,  must  be  in  writing,  and  that 
parol  evidence  can  in  no  case  be  received  to  prove  the  consid- 
eration. The  words  of  the  statute  are:  "  That  no  action  shall 
be  brought,  etc.,  to  charge,  etc.,  upon  any  special  promise,  to 
answer  for  the  debt  of  another,  or  to  charge  any  person,  upon 
any  agreement  made  upon  consideration  of  marriage,  or  upon 
any  contract  or  sale  of  lands,  etc.,  or  any  interest  in  or  con- 
cerning them,  etc.,  unless  the  agreement  on  which  such  action 
shall  be  brought,  or  some  note  or  memorandum  thereof  shall 
be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith/' 
etc. 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  consideration,  as  well  as  the 
promise,  must  be  in  writing.  The  statute  provides  that  the 
party  shall  not  be  charged,  unless  the  agreement  upon  which 
the  action  shall  be  brought,  be  in  writing.  This  means  the 
whole  agreement,  of  which  the  consideration  forms  an  essential 
and  material  part. 

It  is  as  necessary  to  the  prevention  of  fraud  and  perjury  that 
the  consideration  which  leads  to  the  promise  should  be  in  writ- 
ing, as  the  promise  itself.  The  word  agreement  comprehends 
the  consideration  as  well  as  the  promise.  This  is  the  construc- 
tion which  has  been  given  to  the  statute,  in  a  late  case  decided 
in  England:  Waine  v.  Warlters,  5  East,  10;  and  it  appears  to  be 
a  sound  construction,  and  one  which  this  court  is  disposed  to 
adopt.  The  contract  mentioned  in  the  case,  and  upon  which 
the  present  suit  is  brought,  does  not  set  forth  the  consideration 
with  sufficient  precision  and  certainty;  if  the  parol  evidence 
be  excluded,  the  consideration  is  not  proved,  and  the  plaintiff 
must,  therefore,  fail. 

The  decision  of  this  point  renders  it  unnecessary  to  give  my 
opinion  on  the  other  questions  which  were  made  on  the 
argument. 

The  court  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  according  to  the 
provision  in  the  case,  there  must  be  a  judgment  of  nonsuit. 

Judgment  of  nonsuit. 


Brown  on  Statute  of  Frauds,  sec.  890,  et  $eq.$  gives  a  very  accurate 
statement  of  the  decisions  on  this  question.  He  says:  "  In  this  country, 
such  has  been  the  contrariety  of  opinion  upon  the  doctrine  of  Waine  v. 
Warlters,  that  it  would  scarcely  serve  any  useful  purpose  to  attempt  to 
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weigh  the  cases  with  a  view  to  ascertain  which  way  the  balance  of  judicial 
opinion  may  incline.  In  each  of  the  states  the  point  has  been  presented, 
and  in  each  has  been  decided  as  seemed  to  its  courts  wisest  in  point  of 
policy,  or  most  commended  by  authority.  Of  those  states  where  the  word 
4  agreement  is  retained  in  the  clause  requiring  the  memorandum,  the  doc- 
trine of  Wain*  v.  Warlters  is  repudiated  in  Maine,  Vermont,  Connecticut, 
Massachusetts,  North  Carolina,  Ohio  and  Missouri;  but  it  has  received  the 
sanction  of  the  courts  in  New  Hampshire,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Mary- 
land, South  Carolina,  Georgia,  Indiana,  Michigan  and  Wisconsin.  In  the 
statutes  of  some  other  states  the  word  ' agreement'  does  noi  so  occur,  but 
the  word  'promise9  is  coupled  with  it  in  the  clause  in  question,  and  the 
courts  of  those  states  have  generally  dispensed  with  the  statement  of  the 
consideration  on  the  ground  of  that  difference." 

The  case  has  been  indorsed  by  the  authority  of  the  highest  courts  in  New 
York:  See  Justice  v.  Lang,  42  N.  Y.  622;  Church  v.  Brown,  21  Id.  316; 
Brewster  v.  Silence,  Sid.  213;  Thompson  v.  Blanehard,  3  Id.  339;  Durhamr. 
Manrow,  2  Id.  550L  The  New  York  statute  now  requires  the  consideration 
to  be  expressed  in  the  writing:  Justice  v.  Lang,  supra. 


Foots  v.  Colvin. 

(8  Joamov.aiS.] 

Who  may  Maintain  Trespass.— Where  the  owner  of  land  agreed  with 
another  to  cultivate  the  land  on  shares,  they  may  jointly  maintain  an 
action  of  trespass  against  a  third  person  who  cuts  and  carries  off  the 
crop. 

Resulting  Tbust.— If  A.  buys  land  with  the  money  of  B.  and  takes  a 
conveyance  to  himself,  he  will  be  considered  a  trustee  for  B. ;  and  such 
an  implied  or  resulting  trust  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and 
may  be  proved  by  parol,  and  the  land  may  be  sold  on  an  execution 
under  a  judgment  against  3.,  the  cestui  que  trust. 

Trespass  for  taking  and  carrying  off  a  large  quantity  of  rye 
and  wheat.  Not  guilty  pleaded,  with  notice  that  defendants 
would  give  in  evidence  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  the  freehold  of 
Colvin,  and  the  cutting  and  carrying  away  were  done  by  his 
orders. 

It  was  proved  that  Litchfield,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  sowed  sev- 
eral acres  of  Sowls's  farm  with  rye,  which  farm,  on  the  twelfth 
May,  1804,  had  been  conveyed  to  Foote  by  Sowls,  in  fee;  that 
Foote  was  to  have  one-third  of  the  crop  and  Litchfield  the 
remainder.  It  appeared  that  James  Litchfield,  the  father  of 
one  of  the  plaintiffs,  lived  with  his  family  on  the  farm,  when 
the  rye  was  sown,  and  that  Brett,  at  the  time  it  was  cut,  was.  in 
actual  possession  as  tenant  under  Foote.  The  cutting  and  car- 
rying off  the  rye  was  proved. 

A  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  plaintiffs  had  not 
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shown  a  joint  property  in  the  rye,  was  overruled.  Defendant 
then  offered  to  prove  that  the  farm  in  question  had  been  pur- 
chased with  the  money  of  the  elder  Litchfield,  who  allowed  the 
conveyance  to  be  made  in  Foote's  name,  to  avoid  a  judgment 
recovered  against  him  in  July,  1803,  in  favor  of  Hunt;  that 
Foote  was  never  in  possession,  but  had  given  a  lease  to  Brett, 
after  the  absconding  of  the  elder  Litchfield  in  1806,  who  had, 
until  that  time,  lived  on  the  farm;  that  the  agreement  between 
Foote  and  Litchfield,  as  to  the  division  of  the  crop,  was  made 
with  the  privity  of  James  Litchfield,  and  with  intention  to  de- 
feat any  execution  on  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Hunt;  that  in 
June,  1806,  the  sheriff,  by  virtue  of  an  execution  on  that  judg- 
ment, sold  all  the  title  and  interest  of  James  Litchfield  in  the 
farm  to  Colvin,  by  whose  orders  the  rye  was  cut  and  carried. 

The  chief  justice  rejected  this  evidence  as  being  inadmissible 
under  the  general  issue,  and,  if  admitted,  would  merely  estab- 
lish a  trust  estate  in  James  Litchfield,  of  which  a  court  of  law 
could  take  no  notice.    Verdict  for  plaintiffs. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  based  upon  grounds  which  ap- 
peal* from  the  opinion. 

Henry,  for  the  defendants. 

Kiriland  and  ChampKn,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

By  Court,  Spencer,  J.  On  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the 
defendants'  counsel  have  insisted: 

1.  That  the  plaintiffs  did  not  prove  a  joint  property  in  the 
rye,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  suit; 

2  That  the  parol  evidence  offered  and  overruled,  ought  to 
have  been  admitted,  to  show  that  James  Litchfield  furnished 
to  Foote  the  purchase-money  with  which  the  locus  in  quo  was 
bought;  as  it  created  a  resulting  trust  for  James  Litchfield; 

3.  That  such  resulting  trust  estate  was  liable  to  be  sold  on . 
the  execution  issued  at  the  suit  of  Hunt,  and  being  sold  to  Col- 
vin, he  thereby  acquired  the  legal  interest  in  the  land,  and  in 
the  growing  crop; 

4.  That  the  evidence  thus  offered  and  overruled  was  proper 
under  the  general  issue. 

On  the  first  point,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  plaintiffs 
had  a  joint  property  in  the  growing  crop.  Assuming  for  the 
present,  that  Foote  was  the  legal  owner  of  the  land,  E.  Litch- 
field sowed  on  shares,  and  on  reaping  the  crop,  they  were  to 
have  it  in  certain  proportions.  This  case  differs  from  that  of 
Newcomb  and  others  v.  Bamer,  2  Johnson,  421,  in  the  notes,  in 
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this,  that  the  rent  was  of  no  proportion  of  the  crop,  but  was 
specific  as  to  the  amount.  This  opinion  is  supported  by  the 
case  of  Hare  et  ah  v.  Celey,  Cro.  Eliz.  143,  and  seems  best  to 
promote  the  intentions  of  landlord  and  tenant.  If  the  portion 
reserved  for  the  landlord  was  to  be  considered  as  rent,  and  in 
which  he  had  no  interest  until  severance  and  delivery,  it  would 
put  it  in  the  power  of  tenants  clandestinely  to  alienate  the 
produce  of  the  land,  to  the  injury  of  the  person  who  had 
enabled  them  to  raise  the  crop. 

The  second  point  has  been  virtually  decided  in  the  case  of 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Kane  v.  Sternbergh,  1  Johnson,  45,  in  note.  In 
that  case,  Kane  had  obtained  a  judgment  against  Sternbergh,  and 
his  lands  were  sold  on  an  execution  to  Cox,  at  the  instance  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  sheriff  gave  a  deed  to  Cox,  and  he  conveyed 
to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  decided  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
was  the  real  purchaser,  by  Cox,  his  agent,  and  that  his  purchase 
was  a  resulting  trust,  which  might  be  proved  by  parol.  It 
seems  to  be  perfectly  well  settled  that  if  A.  buys  land,  and 
takes  a  conveyance  in  the  name  of  B.,  it  is  a  resulting  trust  for 
him  who  pays  the  purchase-money,  raised  by  implication  of 
law,  and,  therefore,  saved  by  the  statute.  There  is  a  diversity 
of  opinion,  whether,  notwithstanding  such  trusts  are  not  af- 
fected by  the  statute,  there  should  not  be  a  declaration  in  writ- 
ing, or  an  acknowledgment  in  the  deed  from  whom  the  consid- 
eration moved.  In  the  case  of  Ambrose  v.  Ambrose,  1  P.  Wms. 
323,  the  lord  chancellor  is  reported  to  have  said  that  "  it  plainly 
appearing,  upon  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  that  the  considera- 
tion money  of  this  purchase  was  the  proper  money  of  A.,  had 
it  not  been  for  the  statute  of  frauds  this  would  have  made  a  re- 
sulting trust."  However  great  the  authority  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  deservedly  is,  he  is  opposed  by  various  decisions,  and  the 
'  opinions  of  elementary  writers.  The  cases  in  2  Vent.  361  and 
1  Vern.  367,  Gascoigne  v.  Ihtving,  consider  such  trusts  as  saved 
by  the  statute  without  any  deed  declaring  them,  it  being  re- 
quired that  the  proof  should  be  clear,  that  the  purchase-money 
was  really  the  property  of  him  who  claims  the  estate.  To  the 
same  effect  are  3  Wooddeson,  439,  and  21  Yin.  497,  in  the 
notes.  In  the  present  case,  the  evidence  offered  and  overruled 
would,  we  are  to  presume  at  present,  have  established  the  fact 
that  the  farm  was  purchased  with  James  Litchfield's  money, 
and  that  Josiah  C.  Foote  was  the  mere  pipe  of  conveyance. 
This  proof  would  consequently  have  shown  an  estate  in  James 
Litchfield,  liable  to  be  sold  on  execution  under  the  fourth  sec- 
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tion  of  the  act  concerning  uses:  Rev.  Laws,  vol.  1,  p.  68,  sec. 
4.  Indeed,  without  the  aid  of  that  statute,  I  consider  James 
Litchfield,  if  he  advanced  the  purchase-money,  as  having  an 
interest  liable  to  be  sold  on  execution.  This  evidence,  then, 
was  improperly  overruled. 

There  may  be  an  interest  in  growing  crops  in  one  man,  whilst 
the  title  to  the  land  is  in  another.  The  one  does  not  necessarily 
follow  the  other;  but  when  the  right  to  any  portion  of  the  crop 
exists  in  the  owner  of  the  soil,  there,  unless  in  certain  excepted 
cases,  the  ownership  of  the  land  draws  after  it  that  of  the  crops, 
and  it  cannot  admit  of  a  doubt  that  a  sale  of  the  land  simply, 
by  the  owner  of  both  the  land  and  crop,  carries  the  property  of 
the  crop  to  the  purchaser.  If  a  voluntary  sale  would  do  this, 
a  sale  under  an  execution  will  produce  the  same  consequences. 
It  follows,  then,  that  Foote,  being  a  trustee  for  James  Litch- 
field, and  it  being  a  resulting  trust,  susceptible  of  parol  proof, 
and  the  interest  of  Litchfield  being  vendible  under  execution, 
Colvin,  as  a  purchaser  on  the  sheriff's  sale,  acquired  all  Foote's 
right,  both  to  the  land  and  the  crop.  Foote  then  ceased  to 
have  any  interest,  and  in  this  point  of  view  the  proof  would 
have  shown  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  a  joint  interest  in  the  rye. 

This  was  proper  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  it  being  a 
settled  and  established  principle  that  anything  may  be  given  in 
evidence  that  amounts  to  a  denial  of  the  right,  and  particularly 
of  a  freehold  in  the  defendant,  to  the  locus  in  quo :  7  T.  B.  855; 
8  T.  B.  405;  1  Ld.  Baym.  732;  1  Leon.  301;  Gilb.  Ev.  258. 

The  court  aro  of  opinion  that  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  granted, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit. 

New  trial  granted. 

The  case  holds  what  is  generally  the  received  doctrine  that  the  estate  of 
the  beneficiary,  where  there  is  a  resulting  trust,  maybe  taken  on  execution; 
though  in  New  York,  under  the  present  statute,  it  is  otherwise.  See  Oar* 
field  v.  HcUmaker,  15  N.  Y.  478;  and  see  Freeman  on  Executions,  sec  189, 
where  he  says:  "  The  majority  of  the  authorities  inclines  to  the  view  that 
the  estate  may  be  taken  on  execution  the  same  as  though  the  trust  was  ex- 
pressed  in  the  conveyance.  This  majority  is  opposed  by  a  minority  very 
equal  in  number  and  importance." 

Am.Dbo.VouJH-41 
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RUOGLES  V.  Keeler. 

(3  JOBMOH.  968.] 

Statute  op  Limitations  op  another  State  cannot  be  Pleaded.— 
The  defendant  in  an  action  here  may  set  off  demands  against  the 
plaintiff  arising  when  both  parties  resided  in  Connecticut,  notwith- 
standing that  such  demands  would  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  that  state,  provided  six  years  have  not  elapsed  since  the  plaintiff 
came  into  this  state. 

Absence  from  State  Prevents  Statute  Running.— The  saving  in 
the  statute  of  limitations  extends  to  foreigners,  or  those  who  have 
never  resided  in  the  state,  as  well  as  to  citizens  who  may  be  temporarily 
absent 

Writ  of  error.    Keeler  brought  his  action  against  Buggies, . 
on  a  promissory  note  given  to  him  by  the  latter  for  eighty-four 
dollars  and  thirty-four  cents,  payable  on  demand,  and  bearing 
date  April  4,  1803.     Defendant  pleaded  non-assumpsit,  with 
notice  of  special  matter  to  be  given  in  evidence. 

On  the  trial,  in  1807,  the  defendant  proved  that  Keeler  had 
transferred  the  note  to  Lewis  in  March,  1806,  whose  property 
it  was  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit;  that  Lewis  was  an  in- 
habitant of  Connecticut,  where  Buggies  had  lived  previous  to 
April,  1802.  The  defendant  then  offered  to  prove  that  between 
February,  1796,  and  March,  1797,  he  had  rendered  services  for 
Lewis  to  the  value  of  one  hundred  and  thirty-three  dollars,  and 
in  January,  1797,  had  sold  goods  to  him  to  the  amount  of  sixty- 
eight  dollars.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the  ground 
that  these  demands  were  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
Connecticut,  six  years  having  elapsed  since  the  right  of  action 
accrued.     The  objection  being  sustained,  defendant  excepted. 

P.  Buggies,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  urged  that  by  the  stat- 
utes of  New  York,  vol.  1,  p.  561,  the  right  of  the  creditor  to 
bring  his  action  was  until  six  years  after  the  return  of  the 
debtor  to  this  state;  that  the  court  should  not  regard  the  statute 
of  limitations  of  another  6tate:  Nash  v.  Tupper,  1  Caines,  402 
(2  Am.  Dec.  197);  Smith  v.  SpinoUa,  2  Johns.  198;  Pearsall  v. 
Duright,  2  Mass.  84,  ante  35. 

J.  Tallmadge,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the  case  was 
not  within  the  words  of  the  proviso  of  the  New  York  statute; 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Connecticut  having  commenced 
to  run,  it  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  action  here:  Smith  v.  Hill, 
1  Wilson,  134. 

By  Court,  Kent,  C.  J.    This  case  presents  an  important 
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question  arising  under  the  rules  of  prescription  which  prevail 
in  the  different  states.  An  inhabitant  of  Connecticut  sues  here 
upon  a  promissory  note,  and  a  demand  arising  between  the 
parties,  while  they  were  respectively  inhabitants  of  Connecticut, 
is  now  offered  by  way  of  set-off.  This  demand  is  objected  to, 
as  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Connecticut,  as  well 
as  of  this  state. 

The  first  question  which  naturally  arises  is,  whether  the  act 
of  limitations  of  this  state  can  be  interposed  in  bar  to  the  mat- 
ters contained  in  the  set-off. 

The  act  requires  that  all  actions  founded  upon  any  contract, 
without  specialty,  shall  be  brought  within  six  years  next  after 
the  cause  of  action  accrued.  These  words  would,  undoubtedly, 
unless  controlled  by  the  exception  in  the  statute,  apply  even  to 
the  case  of  foreigners,  and  to  causes  of  action  arising  abroad. 
The  statute  of  21  Jac.  1,  was  so  understood  by  Lord  Ch. 
Cowper,  in  the  case  of  Duplein  v.  DeRoven,  2  Vera.  540,  which 
arose  shortly  before  the  statute  of  Anne,  and  he  observed  that 
"  it  was  plausible  and  reasonable,  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions should  not  take  place,  nor  the  six  years  be  running,  until 
the  parties  came  within  the  cognizance  of  the  laws  of  England; 
but  tbat  must  be  left  to  the  legislature."  But  a  proviso  in  the 
statute  of  Anne,  and  which  we  have  adopted  in  our  act  of 
limitations,  saves  the  operation  of  the  statute,  if  the  party  shall 
be  "  out  of  the  state"  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  arises 
against  him,  and  the  statute  does  not  begin  to  run  until  "  after 
the  return"  of  the  defendant.  Whether  the  defendant  be  a 
resident  of  this  state,  and  only  absent  for  a  time,  or  whether  he 
resides  altogether  out  of  the  state,  is  immaterial.  He  is  equally 
within  the  proviso.  If  the  cause  of  action  arose  out  of  the 
state,  it  is  sufficient  to  save  the  statute  from  running  in  favor  of 
the  party  to  be  charged,  until  he  comes  within  our  jurisdiction. 
This  has  been  the  uniform  construction  of  the  English  statutes, 
which  also  speak  of  the  return  from  beyond  seas  of  the  party  so 
absent.  The  word  return  has  never  been  construed  to  confine 
the  proviso  to  Englishmen  who  went  abroad  occasionally.  The 
exception  has  been  considered  as  general,  and  extending 
equally  to  foreigners  who  reside  always  abroad.  This  was  evi- 
dently the  opinion  of  Lord  Talbot  in  the  case  of  Duplein  v. 
De  Boven.  In  Striihorst  v.  Greame,  3  Wils.  145;  2  Black.  Rep. 
723,  S.  C,  the  point  was  so  ruled  by  the  court  of  C.  B.  in 
England. 

The  party  to  be  charged  by  the  set-off,  not  having  been  six 
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years  within  this  state  since  the  cause  of  action  arose,  our 
statute  of  limitations  could  not,  therefore,  be  replied  to  the  plea. 
The  next  question  is  upon  the  Connecticut  statute  of  limitations. 
In  Nash  v.  Tupper  (2  Am.  Dec.  197),  this  court  determined  that 
we  were  bound  to  confine  ourselves  to  our  own  statute  of 
limitations,  and  could  not  regard  that  of  any  other  state.  The 
question  arose  there  upon  a  replication  to  the  usual  plea  of 
non  assumpsit  infra  sex  annos.  The  replication  stated  that  the 
cause  of  action  arose  in  Connecticut,  and  that  the  demand  was 
not  barred  by  the  act  of  limitations  of  that  state,  and  upon 
demurrer  this  replication  was  held  ill.  And  whether  we  con- 
sider the  question  upon  principle  or  authority,  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  decision  in  that  case  was  correct.  The  general  doc- 
trine which  we  there  recognized,  goes  far  towards  settling  the 
present  question.  A  foreign  statute  of  limitations  can  no  more 
be  pleaded  to  a  suit  instituted  here,  than  it  can  be  replied  to  a 
plea  under  our  statute.  Statutes  of  limitations  are  municipal 
regulations,  founded  on  local  policy,  which  have  no  coercive 
authority  abroad,  and  with  which  foreign  or  independent  gov- 
ernments have  no  concern.  The  lex  loci  applies  only  to  the 
validity  or  interpretation  of  contracts,  and  not  to  the  time; 
mode  or  extent  of  the  remedy.  Suppose  Buggies  had  sued 
Lewis  upon  the  account  attempted  to  be  set  off  in  the  court 
below,  the  defendant  could  not  have  interposed  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  Connecticut  by  way  of  plea;  and  the  rule  is  the 
same,  whether  the  foreign  statute  be  interposed  against  the 
demand  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  set-off  of  the  defendant.  It  was 
stated  upon  the  argument,  as  a  plausible  objection  to  the  rule 
that  stale  demands  might,  in  this  way,  be  revived  and  enforced 
against  persons  who  happen  to  be  found  in  this  state,  and  have 
not  resided  here  long  enough  to  be  protected  by  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  this  state. 

The  answer  is,  that  a  presumption  of  payment  will  undoubt- 
edly attach  to  stale  demands.  When  this  presumption  is  to  be 
let  in,  will  depend  upon  the  age  and  nature  of  the  demand,  and 
the  special  circumstances  under  which  it  may  present  itself. 
¥e  do  not  at  present  undertake  to  lay  down  any  precise  rule 
on  the  subject.  It  is  sufficient  to  observe,  that  this  presump- 
tion of  payment  must,  as  a  matter  of  evidence,  be  left  in  each 
case  to  be  raised  or  repelled  by  the  respective  parties,  and  in 
this  way  any  serious  inconvenience  from  the  revival  of  dormant 
claims  will  be  avoided. 
In  the  present  case,  the  court  below  rejected  the  evidence  of 
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the  eet-off,  and  their  decision  was,  therefore,  erroneous,  and 
must  be  reversed. 

Thompson,  J.,  and  Yates,  J.,  not  having  heard  the  argument 
in  the  cause,  gave  no  opinion. 
Judgment  reversed. 


Jackson  v.  Blanshan. 

[8  Jomraox,  393.] 

When  Will  Entitled  to  be  Read  in  Evidence.— In  order  to  entitle 
a  will  to  be  read  in  evidence,  without  proof  by  the  subscribing  wit* 
nesses,  it  must  be  at  least  thirty  yean  old,  reckoned  from  the  testator's 
death. 

Executory  Devise.— A  devise  of  "  all  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  . 
his  six  children,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  share  and  share 
alike;  but  if  any  of  them  died  before  arriving  at  full  age,  or  without' 
lawful  issue,  then  his,  her  or  their  part  or  share  should  devolve  upon 
and  bo  equally  divided  among  the  surviving  children,  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns  forever,"  was  held  to  be  good  as  an  executory  devise,  and 
that  the  share  of  one  of  the  sons  who  died  without  issue,  after  the 
death  of  four  of  the  other  children  who  left  issue,  went  to  the  only 
surviving  child. 

Ejectment.  Plaintiff's  lessors  claimed  under  the  will  of 
Matthys  Blanshan,  the  father  of  Brachie,  one  of  the  lessors. 
The  testator  died  about  1780,  leaving  six  children,  all  of  whom 
were  deceased  except  Brachie,  and  all  left  issue  except  Matthew. 
Matthew  had  mortgaged  the  premises  to  the  loan  officers  of 
Ulster,  by  whom  they  were  sold,  and  under  whom  defendants 
claimed.    Matthew  died  in  1804. 

The  will  of  Matthys  was  offered  in  evidence,  and  rejected, 
no  reason  being  shown  why  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses, 
who  lived  at  Pongbkeepsie,  was  not  produced  to  prove  it.  A 
second  subscribing  witness  was  won  compos,  and  the  other  de- 
ceased. Plaintiff  then  offered  to  prove  a  partition  of  the  lands 
of  the  testator  among  his  six  children,  and  that  Matthew  took 
the  premises  in  question  as  his  share,  which  the  other  children 
said  had  become  divested  according  to  the  will.  The  will  was 
then  admitted,  from  which  appeared,  after  certaih  legacies,  a  de- 
vise to  the  testator's  six  children,  of  all  his  property,  real  and 
personal,  share  and  share  alike;  "  but  if  any  one  or  more  of 
my  above-named  children  should  die  before  they  arrive  at  full 
age,  or  without  lawful  issue,  that  then  his,  her  or  their  part  or 
share  of  my  estate  shall  devolve  upon  and  be  equally  divided 
among  the  rest  of  my  surviving  children,  and  to  their  heirs  and 
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assigns  forever. "    It  appeared  that  the  other  four  children  died 
before  Matthew,  leaving  issue  that  were  still  living. 

A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  this  court. 

L.  Elmendorf,  for  the  plaintiff,  insisted  that  the  will  had  been 
properly  admitted,  5  East,  259;  Peake's  Ev.  109,  110;  Bullets 
N.  P.  255;  and  that  the  will  was  good  as  an  executory  devise: 
Fosdiek  v.  Cornell,  1  Johnson,  440  (ante,  340);  that  Matthew  took 
all  the  interest  of  the  four  children  who  died  before  him,  and 
Brachie  took  his  share,  he  having  left  no  issue. 

Suydam,  contra. 

Spenceb,  J.  The  questions  in  this  case  are,  whether  the  will 
of  Matthys  Blanshan  was  well  proved;  and  whether  Brachie, 
the  wife  of  the  lessor,  alone  took  the  share  of  Matthew,  one  of 
the  children  of  the  testator. 

It  has  been  decided  in  this  court,  that  a  will  stood  upon  the 
same  footing  as  a  deed,  with  respect  to  proof;  and  that  an  an- 
cient will  was  subject  to  the  same  rule  of  evidence  as  an  ancient 
deed.  The  will  is  dated  the  twenty-first  of  April,  1770;  but 
the  testator  did  not  die  until  1780,  or  1781.  A  will  does  not 
take  effect  until  the  testator's  death;  but  it  conveys  only  the 
lands  of  which  he  was  seised  when  it  was  made,  if  the  devise  be 
ever  so  broad;  and,  therefore,  though  not  consummated  until  the 
death  of  the  devisor,  it  relates  back  to  the  time  of  the  devise. 
The  reason  of  the  law,  in  dispensing  with  the  attendance  of 
witnesses,  to  a  deed  of  thirty  years'  standing,  and  where  pos- 
session has  been  held  under  it,  is  founded  on  the  presumption 
that  they  are  dead,  and  the  impossibility  of  proving  its  execu- 
tion; and  though  they  are,  in  fact,  alive,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
produce  them,  for  the  rule  is  general  in  its  operation.  The  rea- 
son of  this  rule  applies  to  the  time  of  the  execution  of  a  will, 
and  not  to  the  death  of  the  testator,  for  the  same  difficulty  of 
proof  exists  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  when  wills  and  deeds  have  the  same  principle  applied  to 
them,  as  respects  their  proof,  it  is  following  the  analogy  to  con- 
sider a  will  as  an  ancient  one,  when  thirty  years  have  elapsed 
since  its  execution;  and  that  it  may  be  read  in  evidence,  where 
the  possession  has  been  held  according  to  its  provisions,  for 
twenty-seven  years,  as  is  the  present  case. 

If  this  be  correct,  the  production  of  the  will,  the  proof  that 
all  the  children  held  under  it,  and  had  divided  the  estate 
according  to  its  provisions,  was  sufficient  proof,  prima  facie,  of 
its  execution. 
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In  the  case  of  the  Oovemor  <fe  Company  of  (he  Chelsea  Water 
Works  v.  Cowper,  1  Esp.  Case,  275,  Lord  Kenyon  admitted  a 
bond  to  be  given  in  evidence,  saving  that  all  deeds  of  above 
thirty  years'  date  proved  themselves;  and  that  it  added  to  its 
authenticity,  coming  from  among  the  papers  of  the  company, 
and  being  in  the  handwriting  of  their  secretary;  and  a  case  is 
cited  by  Lord  Eenyon,  where  Lord  Mansfield  declared  that  he 
would  admit  a  bond  of  above  thirty  years'  standing,  if  proved  to 
have  been  found  among  the  papers  of  the  deceased.  The  an- 
cient rule  required  the  lapse  of  sixty  years  before  a  deed  proved 
itself;  this  rule  has  been  narrowed  to  thirty  years,  and  as  by 
our  statute  of  limitations,  the  possession  of  land  for  twenty- 
five  years  gives  a  title  against  ail  the  world,  I  consider  a  deed 
of  more  than  thirty  years'  standing,  and  where  possession  has 
been  held  under  it  for  twenty-five  years,  good  evidence,  without 
proving  its  execution. 

The  devise  is  to  the  testator's  six  children,  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common.  But  if  any  one  or 
more  of  the  children  should  die  before  they  arrive  to  full  age, 
or  without  lawful  issue,  then  his  part  is  to  devolve  upon,  and 
be  equally  divided  among  the  rest  of  the  testator's  surviving 
children,  and  to  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  Matthew 
died  without  issue,  after  the  death  of  four  other  of  the  devisees 
with  issue,  leaving  Brachie  the  only  surviving  child  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

Though  the  real  and  personal  estate  are  both  given  in  the 
same  manner,  it  would  be  violating  the  plain  intention  of  the 
testator  to  consider  this  a  void  limitation  over,  because  the  per- 
sonal estate  might  admit  of  other  constructions;  and  since  the 
case  of  Fosdick  v.  Cornell,  ante,  340,  it  cannot  be  contended  that 
the  devise  means  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  but  only  a  failure 
of  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker.  That  case  is  an 
authority  for  saying  that  the  devise  here  created  a  good  limita- 
tion over,  by  way  of  executory  devise,  depending  on  the  con- 
tingency of  any  of  the  devisees  dying  without  leaving  issue  at 
the  time  of  their  death. 

The  grandchildren  cannot  be  considered  as  the  surviving 
children,  within  the  intention  of  the  testator.  The  plain  lan- 
guage of  the  limitation  would  be  violated  by  giving  it  such  a 
construction,  and,  indeed,  it  was  not  pressed. 

In  my  opinion,  Brachie  took  the  whole  share  of  Matthew  on 
his  dying  without  issue,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment. 
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Kent,  C.  J.  The  first  question  arising  in  this  case  is  as  to 
the  admission  of  the  will  of  Matthys  Blanshan.  The  acts  and 
declarations  of  the  children  might  perhaps  have  been  sufficient 
ground  for  presuming  a  will  dividing  the  estate,  according  to 
the  distribution  which  actually  took  place,  had  there  not  been 
positive  proof  behind  of  the  existence  of  the  will.  Presump- 
tions are  only  allowed  when  positive  proof  is  wanting;  but  here 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  admitted  that  they  had  in  their  hands 
the  will  itself.  They  were  then  bound  to  produce  it,  and  sup- 
port its  genuineness  by  such  proof  as  the  nature  of  the  case 
afforded.  The  highest  and  best  evidence  was  the  production 
of  one  or  more  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  the  will,  if  they 
were  living,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  It  was 
proved  that  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  was  alive,  and 
resided  in  Duchess  county,  and  no  reason  wad  given  why  he 
was  not  produced.  This  omission  was  a  fatal  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  admission  of  the  will  can  be 
supported  on  the  footing  of  an  ancient  deed,  which  proves  it- 
self. Here,  I  think,  also  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  have  failed. 
It  is  not  proper  to  compute  the  will  from  its  date,  but  only 
from  the  time  that  possession  took  place  under  it.  It  is  the 
accompanying  possession  alone  which  establishes  the  presump- 
tion of  authenticity  in  an  ancient  deed:  Gilb.  89;  Peake,  72, 73; 
Fleta,  426;  1  Inst.  6;  1  Bol.  Bep.  182;  Skinner,  239;  2  Mod. 
323;  2  T.  B.  466;  1  Black.  Bep.  532.  In  one  of  the  cases  re- 
ferred to,  Lord  Coke  says  that  possession  must  have  gone  all 
the  time,  according  to  the  deed,  before  a  feoffment  of  forty 
years'  standing  can  be  admitted  without  proof  of  livery.  Where 
possession  fails,  the  presumption  in  its  favor  fails  also.  The 
length  of  the  date  will  not  help  the  deed;  for  if  that  was  suffi- 
cient, a  knave  would  have  nothing  to  do  but  to  forge  a  deed 
with  a  very  ancient  date.  The  death  of  the  testator  could  not 
have  exceeded  twenty-six  or  twenty-seven  years,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  and  the  time  of  the  possession  under 
the  will  fell  short  of  the  lowest  period  which  has  been  required 
to  establish  an  ancient  deed. 

Perhaps  thirty  years  may  be  deemed  unreasonably  long, 
since  it  reaches  beyond  the  limitation  now  established  in  a  writ 
of  right.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  rule  requiring  thirty 
years  as  the  test  of  an  ancient  deed,  is  an  old  and  well  settled 
rule  of  evidence;  and  that  it  has  been  applied  to  a  variety  of 
instruments,  besides  conveyances  of  real  estate,  such  as  bonds, 
certificates  of  settlement  and  the  like.    It  may,  therefore,  well 
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be  questioned  whether  greater  inconveniences  would  not  be  felt 
from  a  departure  from  that  rule,  than  from  adhering  to  it,  in 
the  present  instance. 

On  this  ground  a  judgment  xrf  nonsuit  ought  to  be  directed, 
according  to  the  stipulation  in  the  case.  But  as  we  have  the 
will  before  us,  and  the  counsel  have  argued  on  the  merits  of  the 
controversy,  arising  on  the  construction  of  the  will,  it  may 
probably  be  convenient  to  the  parties,  and  save  further  litiga- 
tion to  have  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  will. 

The  will  devises  the  real  estate  to  the  six  children  in  fee,  of 
whom  Brachie,  one  of  the  lessors,  was  the  youngest,  and  the 
only  survivor;  it  then  adds  the  following  devise  over:  "But  if 
any  one  or  more  of  my  said  children  should  die  before  they  ar- 
rived at  full  age,  or  without  lawful  issue,  that  then  his  or  her 
share  should  devolve  upon,  and  be  equally  divided  among  the 
rest  of  my  surviving  children."  This  devise  over  is  good  by 
way  of  executory  devise,  and  not  too  remote;  for  the  construc- 
tion is  well  settled  that  the  words  "  without  lawful  issue"  mean 
issue  living  at  the  time  of  his  death.  The  case  of  Fosdick  v. 
CorneiL  1  Johns.  440,  was  on  a  devise  to  four  sons  and  a 
dauglntf,  and  that  if  any  of  them  should  die  without  heirs  male 
of  their  bodies,  their  share  should  go  to  the  survivors.  The 
court  reviewed  the  leading  authorities,  and  held  that  the  devise 
over  was  a  good  executory  devise,  and  that  the  true  construc- 
tion was  a  devise  over,  to  take  effect  on  failure  of  male  issue, 
during  the  life  of  the  first  taker.  The  case  of  Eanbury  v. 
CoclceriM,  1  Bol.  Abr.  835,  is  an  ancient  case,  quite  analogous, 
in  favor  of  the  validity  of  this  executory  devise.  The  devise 
there  was  to  the  two  sons  in  fee,  with  a  proviso  that  if  either 
died  before  they  should  be  married,  or  before  they  should  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  without  issue  of  their  bodies, 
then  his  share  should  go  to  the  survivor.  In  the  two  cases  of 
Porter  v.  Bradley,  and  Roe  v.  Jeffery,  3  T.  B.  143;  7  Id.  689, 
Lord  Kenyon  supported  this  established  construction  in  a  very 
forcible  manner,  and  the  present  case  cannot  be  distinguished 
in  principle  from  those  in  which  this  rule  of  law  is  settled  be- 
yond controversy.  The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  would,  therefore, 
be  entitled  to  recover  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  it  is  with 
regret  that  I  am  obliged  to  turn  them  round  to  a  new  action; 
but  according  to  the  stipulation  in  the  case  there  must  be  a 
judgment  of  nonsuit. 

Yah  Ness,  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


490  Griswold  v.  N.  Y.  Insurance  Go.  [New  York, 

Thompson  and  Yates,  JJ.,  not  having  heard  the  argument  in 
the  cause,  gave  no  opinion. 
Judgment  of  nonsuit. 


The  authority  of  this  case  is  well  sustained  on  the  point  as  to  an  execu- 
tory devise:  See  Wilkes  v.  Lion,  2  Cow.  394;  Paterson  v.  BUis,  11  Wend. 
292;  Boone  v.  Phillips,  24  N.  Y.  469;  Guernsey  v.  Guernsey,  35  Id.  271;  2 
Washburne  on  Real  Prop.  684;  3  Id.  527;  Richardson  v.  Noyes,  ante,  24; 
holding  a  similar  role.  On  the  question  of  a  will  or  deed  thirty  years  old 
being  admissible  in  evidence,  without  proof  of  execution,  its  authority  has 
been  doubted  in  Jackson  v.  Blanehan,  6  Johns.  54;  WUlson  v.  Betts,  4  Demo, 
213;  Hewlett  v.  Cock,  7  Wend.  371,  374.  But  in  Jackson  v.  Davis,  5  Cow. 
127;  Jackson  v.  Christ/man,  4  Wend.  282,  its  authority  on  this  point  is  recog- 
nized. 

In  Enders  v.  Sternbergh,  1  Eeyes,  264,  it  is  held  that  a  deed  appearing  to 
be  of  the  age  of  thirty  years  may  be  given  in  evidence  without  proof  of 
execution,  if  such  an  account  of  it  be  given  as  may  under  the  circum- 
stances  be  reasonably  expected;  and  such  as  affords  the  presumption  that 
it  is  genuine.  The  correct  doctrine  held  by  the  New  York  courts  is 
stated  by  Selden,  J.,  in  Clark  v.  Owens,  18  N  Y.  437.  He  says:  "  In  Eng- 
land, if  the  deed  appears  to  have  been  in  existence  for  thirty  years,  and 
during  that  time  to  have  been  in  the  proper  custody,  it  is  held  to  be  ad* 
missible  without  further  proof.  In  this  state,  however,  something  more 
has  been  generally  required.  There  must  be  not  only  direct  prooflf^evid- 
ence  warranting  the  inference  that  the  deed  has  been  in  existence  for  thirty 
years,  but  something  in  addition  to  establish  the  authenticity  of  the  in- 
strument If  possession  has  accompanied  the  deed  for  that  length  of  time, 
.  that  is  enough.  If  not,  other  circumstances  may  be  resortecl  to  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  the  necessary  presumption  in  favor  of  the  deed. "  This  doc- 
trine is  also  supported  by  the  following:  Carter  v.  Cftandron,  21  Ala.  72; 
BeaU  v.  Dealing,  7  Ala.  1*24;  Doe  v.  Roe,  31  Ga.  593;  Hedger  v.  Ward,  15 
B.  Hon.  106. 


Griswold  v.  New  York  Insurance  Co. 

[8  JomnoM,  821.] 

Right  to  Abandon.— A  policy  was  made  on  freight  from  New  York  to 
Barcelona.  The  vessel,  while  proceeding  out  of  the  harbor  on  the  voy- 
age insured  was  stranded,  and  the  cargo,  consisting  of  flour,  was  so 
damaged  that  it  would  not  be  worth  the  freight  to  carry  it  to  its  place 
of  destination.  Information  was  given  to  the  insurers  at  the  time  of 
the  accident,  and  two  days  afterwards  the  insured  abandoned  as  for  a 
total  loss.  The  vessel  was  repaired  in  seventeen  days,  enabling  her  to 
prosecute  the  voyage,  at  an  expense  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars. 
The  cargo,  which  was  insured  by  others,  had  also  been  abandoned  and 
accepted  by  the  insurers,  and  sold  at  auction  at  a  loss  of  about  twenty- 
seven  per  cent.  It  was  held  that  the  insured  on  the  freight  had  no 
right  to  abandon,  but  should  have  offered  to  the  owners  of  the  cargo 
to  carry  it  to  its  place  of  destination,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  the 
freight 
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Same.— Where  goods  are  carried  to  the  place  of  destination  and  found 
damaged  so  as  to  he  of  no  value,  the  owner  cannot  abandon  the  goods 
for  the  freight,  hut  the  owner  is  entitled  to  his  full  freight  for  the  trans- 
portation of  the  goods. 

Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  freight  of  the  ship 
Onlloden,  on  a  voyage  "  at  and  from  New  York  to  Barcelona, 
with  liberty  to  touch  at  Gibraltar/9 

On  a  second  trial  of  this  case,  a  special  verdict  was  found 
containing  the  following  facts:  The  vessel  in  going  out  of  New 
York  harbor,  on  the  voyage  insured,  stranded,  thereby  so  dam- 
aging the  greater  part  of  the  cargo,  which  consisted  of  flour, 
that  it  was  totally  unfit  to  be  reshipped,  and  would  have  been 
worth  nothing  at  the  port  of  destination.  On  the  day  of  the 
accident;  March  3, 1804,  plaintiffs  notified  defendants,  and  on 
the  fifth  abandoned.  In  their  letter  of  the  fifth  to  the  defend- 
ants, the  plaintiffs  say:  "  If  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  cargo 
is  bound  to  pay  any  freight,  it  will  be  for  your  interest  to  give 
directions  that  the  cargo  be  not  delivered  to  the  shippers  or  un- 
derwriters on  the  cargo  until  the  freight  may  be  settled.  There 
is  a  sloop  with  some  flour  on  board  taken  from  the  ship;  it  is 
necessary  that  some  orders  should  be  given  for  discharging  the 
flour.0  On  the  tenth  of  March,  defendants  informed  plaintiffs 
that  their  taking  charge  of  the  ship  should  not  prejudice  any 
claim  they  had  on  the  defendant  for  freight.  The  voyage  was 
broken  up  in  consequence  of  the  disaster,  and  the  vessel  hav- 
ing been  afterwards  repaired,  at  an  expense  of  one  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars,  was  sold  by.  the  plaintiffs  for  their  own  bene- 
fit. The  cargo  was  delivered  to  the  insurers  thereon;  Kermit, 
the  agent  of  the  defendants,  knowing  of  such  delivery  and 
pairing  no  objection. 

Wells  and  Eadcliff,  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended  that  the  facts 
showed  that  they  were  entitled  to  abandon;  that  it  made  no 
difference  whether  the  goods  were  totally  lost,  or  so  damaged 
as  to  be  worth  nothing  at  their  destination;  that* plaintiffs  had 
cautioned  defendants  as  to  the  delivery  of  the  cargo  to  the  in- 
surers thereon,  until  the  freight  had  been  secured;  and  defend- 
ants, through  their  agent,  had  acquiesced  in  such  delivery. 
Moreover,  the  owners  of  the  cargo  might  have  abandoned  it  to 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  freight  at  Barcelona:  Lukev.  Lyde,  2  Burr. 
886;  Lutwidge  v.  Grey,  Abbott,  234,  239;  Baxllie  v.  Moudigliani, 
Park,  53. 

Hoffman  and  Harison,  for  the  defendants,  urged  that  noth- 
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ing  would  prevent  a  ship  from  earning  freight  but  an  incapacity 
to  prosecute  the  voyage,  or  the  absolute  loss  of  the  cargo  by 
the  perils  of  the  sea;  that  Hermit's  authority  did  not  extend  to 
binding  the  corporation,  and  that  if  the  owners  of  the  cargo 
might  have  abandoned  it  at  Barcelona  for  the  freight,  it  would 
then  have  been  substituted  for  the  payment  of  freight,  and 
plaintiffs  would  have  had  no  action  for  a  loss  of  freight. 

By  Court,  Kbkt,  0.  J.  The  only  material  difference  between 
the  special  verdict  before  us,  and  the  case,  which  was  made 
upon  the  former  trial  of  this  cause,  is  respecting  the  extent  of 
the  damage  to  the  flour.  It  is  now  found  that  all  the  flour,  ex- 
cept between  one  hundred  and  two  hundred  barrels,  became 
damaged,  and  wholly  unfic  to  be  reshipped  for  that  or  any  other 
voyage,  and  that  if  the  damaged  flour  had  been  carried  to  Bar* 
celona,  it  would  have  been  worth  nothing  there,  and  would  have 
injured*  the  sound  flour,  and  that  no  prudent  person  would  have 
taken  the  cargo  as  a  gift,  and  carried  it,  subject  to  the  expense 
of  the  freight.-  But  it  is  also  found  that  the  whole  cargo  was 
sold  at  New  York,  at  a  loss  of  only  twenty-five  or  twenty-seven 
per  cent,  which  was,  of  course,  more  than  double  the  amount 
of  the  freight. 

These  facts  do  not  appear  to  vary  in  any  degree  the  applica- 
tion of  the  principles  laid  down  by  the  court  in  the  former  con- 
sideration of  this  cause.  When  the  plaintiffs  abandoned,  on 
the  fifth  of  March,  they  had  a  cargo  in  charge  worth  more  than 
double  their  freight.  The  ship  was  in  a  condition  to  be  imme- 
diately and  easily  repaired,  and  in  seventeen  days  she  was  re- 
paired and  ready  for  sea.  If  the  plaintiffs,  instead  of  abandon- 
ing to  the  defendants,  had  offered  to  proceed  with  the  cargo, 
and  the  owners  of  it  had  refused,  they  would  have  made  them- 
selves liable  for  the  full  freight.  If  the  owners  had  consented, 
the  plaintiffs  would  have  been  bound  to  proceed,  and  run  the 
risk  (against  which  risk  the  defendants  had  assured  by  the 
policy)  of  losing  the  freight  by  the  loss  of  the  cargo,  in  the 
course  of  the  voyage,  or  of  earning  freight  by  its  safe  arrival 
and  delivery  at  the  port  of  destination.  How  does  it  appear 
that  freight  could  not  have  been  earned?  For  the  plaintiffs  to 
abandon  without  assuming  this  risk,  was  unreasonable  and  in- 
admissible. It  would,  no  doubt,  have  suited  very  well  with 
their  convenience  to  have  received  the  full  freight  for  the  voy- 
age, without  ever  leaving  the  port  of  New  York,  and  to  have 
employed  the  time  which  that  voyage  would  have  consumed,  in 
earning  freight  on  some  other.    But  they  cannot  be  permitted 
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to  enjoy  this  good  fortune,  unless  they  can  show  clearly  that  the 
freight  insured  was  lost,  either  by  the  act  of  the  shipper,  or  by 
the  perils  of  the  sea.  Whether  it  would  have  been  wise  or  fool- 
ish in  the  shipper,  to  have  sent  on  the  flour,  in  the  condition  it 
was  in,  was  a  question  not  to  be  put  by  the  plaintiffs.  It  was 
none  of  their  concern.  The  risk  of  the  value  of  the  cargo  at 
the  port  of  delivery  lay  with  the  owners  of  the  cargo.  All  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  to  do,  by  their  contract,  was  to  provide  the 
means  to  take  on  the  cargo,  by  repairing  their  ship,  or  procur- 
ing another. 

But  it  is  said  th*t  the  cargo,  if  carried  on  to  Barcelona,  would 
not  have  been  worth  the  freight.  This  is  the  import  of  the 
special  verdict.  Here,  then,  the  question  arises,  whether  the 
plaintiffs  would  not  have  had  their  remedy  against  the  shipper 
personally,  for  any  deficiency  in  the  freight,  or  whether  the 
owners  could  discharge  themselves  completely  by  abandoning 
the  damaged  cargo  to  the  plaintiffs,  after  its  arrival  at  Barcelona. 

The  question  has  not,  hitherto,  received  any  judicial  decision 
in  the  English  courts;  and  it  has  been  frequently  mentioned  in 
this  court  as  a  point  unsettled.  We  are,  therefore,  called  to 
examine  the  question  upon  principle,  and  upon  the  authority  of 
the  marine  law  of  foreign  states. 

The  contract  of  affreightment,  like  other  contracts  of  letting 
to  hire,  binds  the  shipper  personally,  and  the  lien  which  the 
ship-owner  has  on  the  goods  conveyed,  is  only  an  additional 
security  for  the  freight.  This  lien  is  not  incompatible  with  the 
personal  responsibility  of  the  shipper,  and  does  not  extinguish 
it.  The  consideration  for  the  freight,  is  the  carriage  of  the 
article  shipped  on  board;  and  the  state  or  condition  of  the 
article  at  the  end  of  the  voyage  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
obligation  of  the  contract.  It  requires  a  special  agreement  to 
limit  the  remedy  of  the  carrier  for  his  hire  to  the  goods  con- 
veyed. It  cannot  be  deduced  from  the  nature  of  the  under- 
taking. The  ship-owner  performs  his  engagement  when  he 
carries  and  delivers  the  goods.  The  condition  which  was  to 
*  precede  payment,  is  then  fulfilled.  The  right  to  payment  then 
becomes  absolute,  and  whether  we  consider  the  spirit  of  this 
particular  contract,  or  compare  it  with  the  common  law  doc- 
trine of  carrying  for  hire,  we  cannot  discover  any  principle 
which  makes  the  carrier  an  insurer  of  the  goods  as  to  their 
soundness,  any  more  than  he  is  of  the  price  in  the  market  to 
which  they  are  carried.  If  he  has  conducted  himself  with 
fidelity  and  vigilance  in  the  course  of  the  voyage,  he  has  no 
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concern  with  the  diminution  of  their  value.  It  may  impair  the 
remedy  which  his  lien  afforded,  but  it  cannot  affect  his  personal 
demand  against  the  shipper.  This  conclusion  appears  to  be  so 
natural  and  just,  that  I  cannot  perceive  any  plausible  ground 
upon  which  it  has  been  questioned  or  denied.  The  weight  of 
authority  is  certainly  on  this  side.  The  French  ordinance  of 
the  marine,  tit.  du  Fret,  art.  25,  is  explicit  to  the  point.  This 
code  is  not  only  very  high  evidence  of  what  was  then  the 
general  usage  of  trade,  but  from  its  comprehensive  plan  and 
masterly  execution,  it  has  long  been  respected  as  a  digest  of  the 
maritime  law  of  all  the  commercial  nations  of  Europe.  Valin, 
in  his  commentary  upon  this  ordinance,  calls  in  question  the 
equity  of  the  rule;  but  his  reasoning,  when  we  apply  it  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  contract,  is  weak  and  superficial;  and 
it  has  been  exposed  and  answered,  and  the  solidity  of  the  rule 
vindicated,  by  a  superior  and  more  luminous  jurist:  Valin, 
torn.  1,  670;  Pothier,-  Charte  Partie,  No.  69. 

But  though  this  question  has  never  been  settled  at  West- 
minster Hall,  Mr.  Abbott,  p.  243,  says  that  the  assumed  right 
to  abandon  deteriorated  goods  at  the  port  of  discharge,  is  not, 
in  point  of  practice,  claimed  in  that  country,  and  his  opinion 
is  evidently  in  favor  of  the  rule  as  established  in  France.  We 
have,  however,  the  opinion  of  Lord  Mansfield  against  it,  ac- 
cording to  the  report  of  the  case  of  Luke  v.  Lyde,  and  if  we 
were  certain  of  the  accuracy  of  that  part  of  the  report,  and  that 
the  observation  was  intended  to  apply  the  very  question  before 
us,  we  ought  to  pause  even  over  the  dicta  of  so  pre-eminent  a 
judge.  We  cannot,  however,  bend  our  convictions  to  a  mere 
extra-judicial  saying,  and  when  this  cause  was  formerly  before 
us,  the  weight  of  this  dictum  was  greatly  diminished  by  the  ju- 
dicious reflections  of  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court,  who  has 
since  been  elevated  to  the  bench  of  the  United  States.  [Judge 
Livingston.  ] 

The  acquiescence  of  the  defendants  in  the  breaking  up  of  the 
voyage  and  the  abandonment  of  the  freight,  have  been  urged  to 
the  court  as  facts  better  supported  by  the  special  verdict  than 
they  were  by  the  case  made.  There  does  not,  however,  appear 
any  material  alteration  of  the  cause  in*  this  respect,  and  there  is 
nothing  which  gives  sufficient  color  for  such  an  inference.  The 
acts  of  Eermit,  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  relative  to  the 
delivery  of  the  cargo  to  the  Commercial  Insurance  Company, 
went  no  further  than  was  requisite  to  the  unloading  and  repair- 
ing of  the  ship,  of  which  the  defendants  were  also  the  insurers. 
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Every  act  is  referable  to  that  object.  The  assent  of  the  de- 
fendants ought  to  have  been  found  as  a  positive,  substantive 
fact,  if  it  ever  existed.  It  would  be  unjust  to  infer  it  from  acts 
capable  of  a  different  explanation,  and  which,  at  most,  were 
but  equivocal. 

The  court  are,  accordingly,  of  opinion  that  judgment  must  be 
rendered  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Reads  v.  Commercial  Insurance  Co. 

[3  JOHJWOM,  802.] 

Deviation. — A  vessel  was  insured  from  New  York  to  Bordeaux,  and  had 
French  passengers  on  board;  and  the  owners  instructed  the  master  to 
proceed  through  the  Sound,  so  as  to  avoid  the  risk  of  detention  by  British 
cruisers  then  off  Sandy  Hook.  The  master  accordingly  went  through 
the  Sound,  instead  of  going  through  the  Narrows,  the  ordinary  and 
least  dangerous  route  for  vessels.    This  was  held  to  be  no  deviation. 

Liability  op  Insurers  to  Pay  Bottomry  Bond.— A  vessel  being  in- 
sured from  New  York  to  Bordeaux,  was  consigned,  with  a  part  of  the 
cargo  belonging  to  the  owner,  to  a  person  at  Bordeaux,  on  whom  bills 
were  drawn  to  the  full  amount  of  the  goods  and  freight  The  master 
applied  to  the  consignee  there  to  make  necessary  repairs  for  the  return 
voyage,  and  the  consignee  made  an  advance  of  money,  taking  a  bot- 
tomry bond  for  the  amount  It  was  held  that  the  insurers,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  were  not  bound  to  pay  the  bottomry  bond, 
but  only  for  the  repairs. 

Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  ship  Frances  Ann,  on 
a  voyage  from  New  York  to  Bordeaux  and  back. 

The  vessel  sailed  on  the  voyage  insured  September  7, 1807, 
having  on  board  a  number  of  French  passengers,  and,  pursuant 
to  the  orders  of  the  owners,  went  through  the  Sound  to  avoid 
the  risk  of  detention  by  British  cruisers  then  off  Sandy  Hook. 
The  passage  through  the  Narrows  was  that  usually  taken  by 
vessels  bound  to  sea,  and  was  the  more  convenient;  but  it  was 
not  shown  that  leave  was  ever  asked  of  insurers  for  vessels  to 
go  through  the  sound. 

The  ship  having  suffered  damage  at  sea,  it  became  necessary  to 
repair  her  at  Bordeaux,  and  the  master  applied  to  the  consignee, 
P.  Coudere,  Jr.,  who  paid  for  the  repairs  with  his  own  funds, 
and  took  a  bottomry  bond  from  the  captain,  at  his  own  risk,  at 
twenty-five  per  cent.,  marine  interest.  The  value  of  that  por- 
tion of  the  cargo  which  belonged  to  plaintiffs  had  been  coun- 
terbalanced by  plaintiff*'  drafts  on  London,  which  Coudere  had 
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agreed  to  pay.  The  master  incurred  no  personal  responsibility 
in  repairing  the  vessel,  except  that  which  arose  from  his  execu- 
tion of  the  bottomry  bond. 

On  the  return  of  the  vessel  to  New  York,  the  defendants  re- 
fused to  take  up  the  bottomry  bond;  whereupon  she  was 
libeled  in  the  United  States  district  court,  and  the  amount  re- 
covered, which  plaintiffs  paid  to  prevent  a  sale  of  the  ship. 

A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court  upon  the  following  questions:  1.  Whether  there 
was  a  deviation  ?  2.  Whether  the  defendants  were  liable  for  the 
marine  interest  on  the  bottomry  bond  ? 

Hopkins,  for  the  plaintiffs,  as  to  the  first  point,  contended 
that  the  sailing  through  the  sound  was  prudent  and  justifiable: 
:  2  Emerig.  58,  59,  60;  Marsh.  412;  and  as  to  the  second,  relied 
upon  Dacosta  v.  Newnham,  2  T.  B.  407,  to  show  that  the  bot- 
tomry bond  was  the  measure  *of  damages,  for  which  the  insur- 
ers were  Jiable. 

Wells,  contra,  urged  that  it  should  have  been  left  to  the  mas- 
ter's judgment  which  passage  to  have  taken,  that  the  insured's 
undertaking  to  prescribe  the  course,  discharged  the  insurers: 
Marsh.  407;  Middlewood  v.  Blokes,  7  T.  B.  162.  He  further 
contended  that  the  master  had  no  right  to  borrow  on  bottomry 
in  places  where  ihe  owners  reside,  nor  where  they  have  agents 
or  consignees  who  are  bound  to  furnish  the  requisite  funds  on 
the  credit  of  the  owners:  Peter's  Ad.  Dec.  302,  303;  and  that, 
in  any  event,  the  insured  were  not  liable  for  the  marine  interest. 

By  Court,  Van  Ness,  J.  There  are  two  questions  in  this 
cause:  1.  Was  the  going  to  sea  through  the  Sound,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  a  deviation?  And,  2.  Are  the  de- 
fendants liable  for  the  marine  interest  on  the  money  borrowed 
on  bottomry  at  Bordeaux  ? 

There  are  two  passages  to  sea  from  the  port  of  New  York; 
one  by  the  Sound,  and  the  other  by  the  Narrows.  The  former 
has  of  late  years  been  frequently  pursued,  but  the  latter  is  used 
in  far  the  greater  number  of  cases,  and  is  the  most  usual  and 
ordinary  course  for  vessels  sailing  from  the  port  of  New  York 
on  a  foreign  voyage. 

In  every  contract  of  marine  insurance,  there  is  an  implied 
condition  on  the  part  of  the  insured,  that  the  ship  shall  pro- 
ceed on  her  voyage  to  her  destined  port,  in  the  shortest,  safest, 
and  most  usual  course.  If  this  be  not  done,  and  the  ship, 
without  just  and  reasonable  cause,  leaves  the  regular  and  cus- 
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tomary  tract,  it  is  a  deviation,  and  from  that  time  the  policy  ie 
at  an  end,  and  the  insurer  is  discharged  from  all  subsequent 
responsibility. 

If  there  were  no  evidence  in  this  case  to  justify  the  departure 
of  the  ship  from  the  most  usual  and  ordinary  course,  we  are 
inclined  to  think  that  here  would  have  been  a  deviation;  but 
under  all  circumstances,  we  consider  that  there  was  a  just  and 
reasonable  ground  for  such  departure,  though  there  may  not 
have  been  an  absolute  necessity  for  it. 

The  ship  was  bound  to  a  French  port,  having  a  number  of 
French  passengers  on  board,  some  of  whom  were  sent  home 
on  account  of  the  French  government,  and  part  of  her  cargo 
was  colonial  produce.  At  the  time  she  sailed,  the  Cleopatra, 
and  other  British  ships,  were  off  Sandy  Hook,  who  captured 
several  American  ships,  and  there  was  considerable  apprehen- 
sion on  this  subject  among  the  merchants.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  owners  were  justifiable  in  instructing  the  cap- 
tain to  go  by  the  way  of  the  Sound,  and  there  was  no  occasion 
to  apply  to  the  underwriters  for  their  consent  to  a  measure  so 
obviously  the  dictate  of  prudence,  and  for  the  benefit  of  all 
concerned.  It  is  no  deviation  to  go  out  of  the  ordinary  track 
to  avoid  danger:  Marshall,  408.  That  in  this  case,  there  was 
danger,  not  only  of  detention,  but  even  of  capture  and  con- 
demnation, cannot  reasonably  be  doubted.  To  avoid  this  dan- 
ger, it  was  a  prudent  exercise  of  the  discretion  resting  with  the 
owners,  to  direct  the  master  to  leave  the  customary  passage  to 
the  sea,  and  to  pursue  another,  not  new  and  unexplored,  but  oc- 
casionally used,  and  in  which  there  were  regular  pilots.  The 
owners,  in  giving  these  instructions,  could  have  no  sinister 
views;  and  it  is  not  pretended  but  that  they  acted  with  the 
most  perfect  good  faith  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  interested, 
and  with  the  sole  view  to  conduct  the  ship  and  cargo  by  the 
safest  course  to  her  port  of  destination. 

It  has  been  said,  that  in  cases  where  a  departure  from  the 
usual  course  is  excusable,  for  reasons  growing  out  of  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  at  the  time,  the  insured  have  a  right  to  the 
opinion  of  the  master,  and  to  the  uncontrolled  exercise  of  his 
discretion.  This  is  true  to  a  certain  extent;  as  where  the  voy- 
age has  been  commenced,  and  when  the  circumstances  which 
render  such  a  departure  expedient,  are  unknown  to  the  owners, 
and  when,  consequently,  they  could  not  form  so  correct  an 
opinion  as  the  master.  Such  was  the  case  of  Middlewood  v. 
Blake* ,  7  T.  B.  162.  But  when  the  departure  takes  place,  as  in 
▲m  .  Dio.  Vol.  m— 9% 
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the  present  case,  where  the  owner  is  on  the  spot,  and  well  ac- 
quainted with  all  the  circumstances,  and,  in  all  probability, 
most  competent  to  judge  of  their  urgency  and  weight,  there 
can  be  no  use,  neither  is  there  any  reason  or  necessity  for  con- 
sulting the  master,  or  leaving  the  course  to  be  pursued  to  hi* 
discretion. 

Whether  defendants  are  liable  for  the  marine  interest  or  not, 
for  the  money  borrowed  by  the  master  at  Bordeaux,  is  the  next 
question;  and  in  the  consideration  of  which,  it  is  taken  for 
granted,  that  the  repairs  of  the  vessel  were  rendered  necessary 
by  the  injuries  she  had  sustained  in  the  course  of  her  voyage, 
by  the  perils  within  the  policy,  and  for  which,  consequently, 
the  insured  are  liable. 

The  general  power  of  the  master  to  hypothecate  the  ship 
abroad,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  money  necessary  for  com- 
pleting the  voyage,  is  not  questioned,  but  it  is  objected  in  this 
case,  that  such  right  does  not  exist  at  the  port  of  destination; 
that  there  was  no  necessity  for  resorting  to  this  mode  of  raising 
money;  and  that,  at  all  events*  admitting  the  right  of  the 
master  in  this  case,  still  it  was  not  so  exercised  as  to  subject 
the  insurers  to  the  payment  of  the  marine  interest. 

The  only  limitation  of  the  master's  right  to  hypothecate  the 
ship,  in  case  of  necessity,  is  that  it  shall  be  exercised  abroad,  and 
not  in  the  place  where  the  owners  reside.  The  reasons  from 
which  the  origin  of  this  right  is  deduced,  seem  to  apply  with  4s 
much  force  to  the  case  where  the  necessity  for  exercising  it 
arises  at  the  port  of  destination,  as  at  any  other  port  into  which 
the  vessel  may  have  been  driven  in  distress.  The  only  difference 
between  the  two  cases  is,  that  in  the  one,  the  necessity  which 
justifies  the  exercise  of  the  right,  is  more  palpable  and  manifest 
than  in  the  other.  Freight  is  frequently  made  payable,  and 
the  insured  commonly  have  a  correspondent  and  credit  at  the 
port  of  destination,  and  while  the  captain  can  find  resources 
from  either  of  these,  he  would  not  have  a  right  to  pledge  the 
ship.  But  it  does  not  follow,  from  thence,  that  if  the  master 
does  not  receive  freight,  and  cannot  borrow  money  upon  the 
credit  of  the  insured,  that  he  may  not  pledge  the  ship.  The 
only  and  important  inquiry  must  necessarily  be,  were  the 
exigencies  of  the  case  such  as  to  render  a  pledge  of  the  ship  in- 
dispensable, and  that  being  granted,  the  right  results,  of 
course,  wheresoever  the  vessel  may  then  be.  Suppose,  in  the 
case  of  an  insurance  out  and  home,  and  the  injury  to  the  vessel 
happens  at  the  port  of  delivery,  or  at  sea,  when  the  port 
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of  delivery  ia  the  nearest  port  into  which  the  vessel  can  put,  and 
that  the  freight  is  not  payable  until  the  ship's  return,  and  the 
master  is  unable  to  procure  money  for  the  necessary  repairs,  to 
enable  him  to  complete  the  voyage  in  any  other  way  than  upon 
bottomry,  what  is  he  to  do  ?  One  of  two  things:  he  must  either 
pledge  the  ship,  or  give  up  the  voyage.  By  doing  the  one,  he 
may,  at  a  trifling  loss  to  the  underwriter,  repair  the  ship  and 
perform  the  voyage;  by  doing  the  other,  the  underwriter  may 
be  subjected  to  a  total  loss. 

Abbott,  Marshall  and  Park  recognize  the  master's  right  to 
borrow  money  on  bottomry  in  a  foreign  country,  whenever  it  is 
essential  to  the  safety  of  the  ship,  and  the  success  of  the  voyage, 
and  the  term  "  foreign  country  "  is  used  in  contradiction  to  the 
place  of  the  owner's  residence:  Marsh,  on  Insur.  638;  Park  on 
Insur.  413,  414;  Abbott  on  Shipping,  118.  So,  also,  are  the 
laws  of  the  Hanse  Towns,  art.  3,  and  of  Wisbuy,  art.  45.  See, 
also,  the  Marine  Ordinance  of  France,  art.  17  and  19,  book  2, 
tit.  1.  Upon  principle,  therefore,  as  well  as  authority,  we  are 
satisfied  that  in  cases  of  necessity,  and  when  the  master  cannot 
otherwise  procure  the  money,  he  may  borrow  it  on  bottomry, 
and  hypothecate  the  vessel  for  the  re-payment  of  it,  as  well  at 
the  port  of  destination,  as  at  any  other  foreign  port. 

But  there  are  circumstances  in  the  present  case  which  ought 
to  induce  the  court  to  lean  against  rendering  the  insurers  liable 
for  the  marine  interest.  The  bottomry  bond  was  given  to  the 
consignee  of  the  ship,  and  of  the  plaintiffs'  part  of  the  cargo. 
The  consignee  was  the  person  to  whom  the  master  alone  ap- 
plied, and  upon  whom  he  relied,  as  he  says,  for  everything;  and 
there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  the  necessity  of  repairs, 
and  of  money  for  that  purpose,  was  made  known  to  the  con- 
signee upon  the  arrival  of  the  ship.  Notwithstanding  this,  he 
diverted  the  funds  in  his  hands  to  other  objects,  and  advanced 
his  own  money  at  an  interest  of  twenty-five  per  cent. 

To  render  the  insurer  liable  for  marine  interest,  it  ought  evi- 
dently and  clearly  to  appear  that  there  were  no  other  means  of 
raising  money  than  by  a  bottomry  bond. 

The  conduct  of  the  consignee  is  not  free  from  all  suspicion. 
If  the  master  had  pressed  him  to  make  the  advances  for  bills 
upon  the  plaintiffs,  he  might  have  agreed  to  accept  them.  It 
does  not  appear,  neither  can  it  be  fairly  inferred  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  master  ever  attempted  to  obtain  the  money  on 
the  credit  of  the  owners;  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  appears  that 
he  at  once  agreed  either  to  give  the  bills  or  the  bottomry  bond; 
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and  it  is  even  doubtful  whether  the  master  had  not  himself  the 
election  to  give  the  one  or  the  other.  The  consignee  did  not 
advance  the  money  exclusively  on  the  engagement  to  give  a 
bottomry.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  master  to  have  exhausted  all 
other  means  of  raising  the  money,  before  he  could  legally  sub- 
ject the  insurer  to  the  payment  of  an  extravagant  marine  in- 
terest. He  did  not  do  so,  and  it  is  questionable  whether  this 
bond  was  valid,  even  as  against  the  owners;  but  we  are  clearly 
of  opinion  that  the  insurers  cannot  be  affected  by  it. 

The  opinion  of  the  court,  therefore,  is  that  the  marine  interest 
must  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  verdict,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  must  have  judgment  for  the  residue  only. 

Thompson,  J.,  not  having  heard  the  argument  in  the  cause, 
gave  no  opinion. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Jackson  v.  Hudson. 

[3Jotmow.S75.] 

Possession  by  Indians  not  Adverse.— A  possession  by  native  Indians, 
existing  as  an  independent  nation,  is  not  such  an  adverse  possession  as 
will  render  void  alienations  by  patentees  to  whom  the  lands  were 
granted  by  the  state,  and  cannot  oe  set  up  against  the  validity  of  the 
patent,  or  conveyances  under  it. 

Defendant's  Title  in  Ejectment.— Where  the  defendant  in  ejectmea 
sets  up  an  outstanding  title,  it  must  be  a  present  subsisting  and  opera* 
tive  title,  otherwise  it  will  be  presumed  that  such  title  in  a  stranger 
has  been  extinguished. 

Interpretation  of  Deed.— Where  a  deed  may  inure  in  different  ways, 
the  grantee  shall  have  his  election  which  way  to  take  it;  and  an  ex* 
ception  in  a  deed  is  always  to  be  taken  most  favorably  for  the  grantee. 

Ejectment.  The  facts  appear  from  the  opinion.  The  case  came 
before  the  court  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  giving  the 
plaintiff  three-eighths  of  the  premises  in  question. 

Cody  and  Van  Vechlen,  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Eildreth,  contra. 

By  Court,  Kent,  0.  J.  The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  have  made 
out  the  following  paper  title  to  the  premises: 

1.  A  patent  from  government,  in  the  year  1731,  for  eight 
thousand  acres  of  land,  and  which  included  the  Conajohaxy 
Castle  tract,  of  which  the  premises  in  question  are  a  part; 
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2.  A  release  from  one  of  the  four  patentees,  in  the  year  1734, 
to  Philip  Livingston,  another  of  the  patentees,  for  his  one- 
fourth  part  of  the  tract.  This  release  invested  Livingston 'with 
a  moiety  of  ihe  lands; 

3.  The  will  of  Livingston,  in  the  year  1748,  by  which  he 
devised  his  estate  in  the  patent  to  his  eight  children,  in  fee; 

4.  A  deed  from  the  devisees,  in  the  year  1761,  to  Jellis  Fonda 
and  George  Klock,  for  a  moiety  of  the  same  patent,  excepting 
one  thousand  acres  before  conveyed  to  David  Schuyler; 

5.  A  deed  from  the  heirs  of  Van  Home,  another  of  the 
patentees,  in  the  same  year,  1761,  to  Fonda  and  Klock,  for  a 
fourth  part  of  the  patent,  excepting  five  hundred  acres  before 
conveyed  to  David  Schuyler.  • 

These  several  conveyances  invested  George  Klock,  the  father 
of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  with  the  title  to  an  undivided 
fourth  part  and  an  undivided  eighth  part  of  lot  No.  2,  in 
the  Conajohary  Castle  tract  (being  the  premises  in  dispute), 
provided  the  portions  of  land  previously  conveyed  to  Schuyler 
are  located  in  some  other  part  of  the  tract,  and  the  fourth 
and  the  eighth  parts  amount  to  three-eighths  of  the  premises, 
or  the  quantity  of  land  recovered  by  the  verdict.  The  lessors 
of  the  plaintiff  were  proved  to  be  the  heirs  .at  law  of  Klock; 
and  this  title,  so  deduced,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  good 
title  to  the  premises,  to  the  extent  of  the  recovery.  We  are 
next  to  examine  the  several  objections  which  the  defendant  has 
raised  to  its  validity. 

He  has  not  set  up  any  title  in  himself  under  the  patent,  ex- 
cept it  be  a  deed  from  the  executors  of  Fonda,  in  the  year 
1792,  for  a  part  of  the  premises,  and  a  deed  from  0.  P.  Yates, 
in  the  same  year,  for  the  residue  of  the  premises.  These  deeds 
were  given  only  seven  years  before  the  commencement  of  the 
present  suit.  The  deed  from  Yates  conveyed  no  title,  because 
there  is  no  evidence  that  he  had  any  title,  or  that  he  ever  was 
in  possession;  and  the  deed  from  the  executors  of  Fonda  (ad- 
mitting that  they  were  authorized  to  convey)  could  have 
operated  only  on  the  undivided  share  of  their  testator  in  the 
lot  in  question,  as  the  release  from  Klock  to  Fonda,  in  the  year 
1767,  was  for  another  part  of  the  castle  tract. 

The  first  objection  raised  to  the  plaintiff's  title  is,  that  the 
Mohawk  Indians  of  the  Conajohary  Castle  were  in  possession 
of  the  premises,  as  well  as  of  the  whole  Conajohary  Castle 
tract,  in  the  year  1761,  and  possessed  it  as  their  own,  and  con- 
sequently, that  here  was  an  adverse  possession,  which  rendered 
the  deed  of  1761  inoperative. 
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It  appeared  that  the  Mohawk  Indians  had  the  exclusive  pos- 
session of  tbe  Conajohary  Castle  tract,  not  only  in  1761,  but  as 
far  back  as  the  memory  of  witnesses  could  reach,  and  one  of 
the  witnesses  who  testified  to  this  effect  was  ninety  years  of  age. 
The  Indians  must,  then,  have  been  in  possession  of  this  tract 
when  the  letters  patent  issued,  in  1731;  but  this  possession  can 
never  be  urged  against  the  validity  of  the  patent,  or  of  any  of 
the  subsequent  conveyances  under  it.  The  defendant  did  not 
object  to  the  legality  of  the  patent,  for  he  introduced  it;  and 
jet  it  must  be  apparent,  that  if  the  possession  of  the  Indians 
was  sufficient  to  destroy  the  operation  of  the  deeds  in  1761,  it 
would  be  equally  effectual  to  destroy  the  grant  from  govern- 
ment in  1731.  Sucli  a  suggestion,  however,  is  inadmissible. 
The  policy,  or  the  abstract  right  of  granting  lands  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  native  Indians,  without  their  previous  consent, 
as  original  lords  of  the  soil,  is  a  political  question  with  which 
we  have  at  present  nothing  to  do.  It  cannot  arise  or  be  dis- 
cussed in  a  contest  between  two  of  our  own  citizens,  neither  of 
whom  deduces  any  title  from  the  Indians.  What  would  be  the 
effect  of  an  Indian  possession  or  title,  in  opposition  to  the 
grant  under  the  patent,  if  they  were  to  be  brought  into  col- 
lision, is  not  a  question  before  us.  No  such  title  is  set  up,  and 
the  Mohawk  Indians  have,  from  the  time  of  the  American  war, 
ceased  to  claim  or  occupy  the  lands.  The  most  decent  pre- 
sumption is,  that  the  Conajohary  Castle  lands  had  been  pre- 
viously purchased  by  government.  At  any  rate,  no  Indian 
claim  exists,  nor  does  it  appear  that  any  controversy  with  the 
Indians,  as  to  title,  has  ever  existed.  The  competency  of  gov- 
ernment to  grant  cannot  be  called  in  question.  As  to  the  sub- 
sequent alienations  under  the  patent,  the  doctrine  of  the  com- 
mon law,  rendering  void  the  sale  of  lands  while  they  are  in 
adverse  possession,  does  not  apply.  The  evil  of  maintenance 
■could  not  exist  in  the  case.  That  evil  consisted  in  selling  con- 
tentions and  lawsuits,  "  whereby  right  might  be  trodden  down, 
and  the  weak  oppressed."  But  the  Mohawk  Indians  of  the 
Conajobary,  or  upper  Mohawk  Castle,  existed  and  occupied 
the  lands  in  question,  as  part  of  an  independent  tribe.  This 
tribe  inhabited  what  was  formerly  called  tbe  upper  and  lower 
Mohawk  Castles,  and  was  never  held  amenable  to  tbe  jurisdic- 
tion of  our  courts  of  justice.  They  possessed  their  lands  in 
common  as  belonging  to  the  community,  and  tbey  continued  to 
be  recognized  in  their  independent  or  national  character  by  the 
colony  government,  long  after  the  date  of  the  patent,  in  1731, 
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and  even  down  to  the  time  of  the  American  war.  This  histori- 
cal fact  could  be  abundantly  proved,  if  requisite,  by  a  reference 
to  the  public  documents  of  the  country;  but  it  may  here  be 
assumed  as  a  fact  of  public  notoriety.  The  conveyance  from 
one  individual  to  another,  of  a  title  to  these  Indian  castles, 
was  not,  then,  a  conveyance  of  a  right  in  action,  since  no  action 
could  have  been  sustained  against  the  Mohawk  tribe. 

The  next  point  raised  to  destroy  the  effect  of  the  plaintiff's 
title,  consisted  in  the  allegation  of  an  existing  title  out  of  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  and  which  was  supposed  to  reside  in 
these  same  Indians  of  the  Conajohary  Castle,  or  in  some  part 
of  them.  This  Indian  title  was  deduced  from  the  release  of 
Livingston  in  the  year  1763,  to  three  Indians  by  name,  in  trust 
for  them,  and  all  the  Indians  of  the  Conajohary  Castle.  Several 
objections  occur  to  defeat  the  force  of  this  objection.  If  a  de- 
fendant set  up  an  outstanding  title  existing  in  a  stranger,  it 
must  be  a  present  subsisting  title;  it  must  be  one  that  is  living 
and  operative,  otherwise  the  presumption  will  be  that  it  has 
become  extinguished.  Considering  the  nature  of  this  obstacle, 
raised  by  a  defendant  who  has  no  title,  to  defeat  a  plaintiff  who 
shows  a  good  title,  the  presumption  as  between  them  of  an  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  outstanding  title  ought  to  be  pretty  liber- 
ally indulged.  It  has  accordingly  been  held  that  the  produc- 
tion of  an  old1  outstanding  lease  was  not  sufficient  without 
showing  a  possession  under  it  within  twenty  years,  and  that  a 
mortgage  deed  would  not  be  evidence  of  a  subsisting  title,  if 
the  mortgagee  never  entered,  and  no  interest  had  been  paid 
within  twenty  years:  Buller's  N.  P.  110. 

In  the  present  case  there  is  good  ground  to  presume  an  ex- 
tinction of  the  Mohawks,  as  a  separate  tribe.  From  the  time 
of  the  American  war  down  to  the  trial,  we  hear  nothing  of  the 
three  trustees;  or  of  their  cestui  que  trusts.  No  person  during 
all  that  lapse  of  time  has  appeared  under  that  release,  either  as 
a  party  or  a  reversioner,  to  deduce  any  title  or  claim  founded 
upon  it.  The  presumption  is,  therefore,  irresistible  that  it  is 
no  longer  a  subsisting  title.  But  a  still  more  decisive  objec- 
tion to  the  release  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  ever  to  have  been 
executed  by  Klock,  notwithstanding  his  name  is  mentioned  in 
the  body  of  it;  and  no  subsisting  title,  under  the  patent,  is 
shown  to  have  existed  at  that  time  in  the  other  grantors.  The 
possession  of  the  Indians  from  1763  to  the  American  war,  was 
not  of  itself  sufficient  to  justify  an  inference  of  a  title  derived 
from  the  releasors,  because  the  Indian  possession  was  merely  a 
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continuation  of  that  which  had  existed  from  time  immemorial. 
Nor  can  the  presumption  of  a  deed  to  the  Indians  be  deduced 
from  the  note  or  memorandum  in  the  field-book  of  1764,  since 
the  presumption  is  rebutted  by  the  fact  that  in  twelve  or  four- 
teen years  after  that  time,  the  Indians  abandoned  the  premises, 
and  have  never  since  returned.  But  it  is  evident  that  the  field- 
book  memorandum  alluded  to  the  release  of  1768,  and  it  de- 
monstrates that  George  Klock  never  was  a  party  to  the  release, 
for  it  specifies  the  names  of  the  actual  releasors.  There  was, 
then,  never  any  outstanding  title  as  against  him;  and  the  other 
parties  were,  for  aught  that  appears,  strangers,  who  had  no 
right  to  give  a  release;  and  if  any  title  passed,  it  is  not  now  a 
subsisting  one,  since  the  Mohawk  Indians  of  the  Oonajohary 
Castle  have  long  since  disappeared  from  the  face  of  the  country. 
ffliam  periere  ruinas. 

Another  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  title  is  deduced  from  the 
exception  in  the  deeds  of  1761,  of  the  one  thousand  and  of  the 
five  hundred  acres,  previously  conveyed  to  Schuyler.  In  what 
part  of  the  tract,  covered  by  the  patent,  these  two  portions  of 
land  had  been  previously  located,  does  not  appear.  There  was 
land  sufficient  to  supply  them  without  touching  any  part  of  the 
premises,  and  as  the  deeds  were  not  explicit,  Klock,  the  grantee, 
was  left  at  liberty  to  locate  these  excepted  tracts  in  whatever 
part  of  the  patent  he  pleased,  as  against  every  cither  person  but 
Schuyler.  Where  a  deed  may  inure  in  different  ways,  the 
grantee  shall  have  his  election  which  way  to  take  it.  An  ex- 
ception in  a  deed  is  always  to  be  taken  most  favorably  for  the 
grantee;  and  if  it  be  not  set  down,  and  described  with  certainty, 
the  grantee  shall  have  the  benefit  of  the  defect. 

There  is,  then,  no  weight  in  this  objection,  and  upon  a  full 
consideration  of  the  case,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the 
motion  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  for  a  new  trial,  must  be 
denied. 

Spencer,  J.,  having  been  formerly  concerned  as  counsel  in 
the  cause,  declined  giving  an  opinion. 
Rule  refused. 

Jackson  v.  Myers. 

18  Johxsov,  888J 

Agreement  to  Convey  not  a  Deed.— An  instrument  in  the  form  of 
articles  of  agreement  to  convey,  and  concluding  with  a  penalty  for 
non-performance,  though  containing  words  of  bargain  and  sale;  or  a 
conveyance  in  prcnenU  to  a  party  and  his  heirs,  is  no  more  than  an 
agreement  to  convey. 
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Intent  to  Control. — The  intent,  when  apparent  and  not  repugnant  to 
any  rule  of  law,  will  control  technical  terms;  for  the  intent,  and  not 
the  words,  is  the  essence  of  every  agreement. 

When  Life  Estate  Created.— A  bargain  and  sale  of  land  to  A.,  "to 
hold  the  same  for  A.  in  trust  for  B.  and  C,  their  respective  heirs  and 
assigns  forever  in  fee-simple, "  creates  only  a  life  estate  in  A.,  and  at 
his  death,  the  legal  estate  reverts  to  the  heirs  of  the  grantor,  and  B. 
and  C.  can  resort  only  to  a  court  of  equity  to  have  the  trust  enforced. 

Evidence  of  Possessio*  in  Ejectment.— When  the  plaintiff  in  eject- 
ment claims  to  recover  on  the  ground  of  prior  possession,  that  posses- 
sion must  be  clearly  and  unequivocally  proved.  The  payment  of  taxes 
and  the  execution  of  partition  deeds  are  not  evidence  of  an  actual  pos- 
session, though  they  may  show  a  claim  of  title. 

Ejectment.  The  plaintiff  claimed  the  premises  as  the  lessee 
of  the  Ludlows,  who  rely  upon  a  possession  dating  back  to 
1776.  The  defendant  held  as  the  legal  representative  of  Van 
Eleeck,  whose  possession,  defendant  insists,  was  prior  to  that 
of  the  Ludlows,  and  had  been  continued  to  the  present  time. 
The  lines  of  succession  more  clearly  appear  from  the  opinion. 

Plaintiff  also  claimed  by  virtue  of  certain  articles  of  agree- 
ment, executed  March  12, 1779,  between  Baltus  Van  Kleeok, 
the  original  possessor  of  the  premises,  and  George  Ludlow,  in 
which  Baltus,  for  the  consideration  thereinafter  mentioned, 
granted,  bargained,  sold  and  conveyed  the  premises  to  George 
Ludlow,  to  hold  in  trust  for  William  and  Gabriel  Ludlow,  their 
heirs  and  assigns  forever;  and  Baltus  covenanted  to  make  a 
good  and  sufficient  deed  by  the  first  of  May  following;  in  con- 
sideration whereof,  George  Ludlow  covenanted  that  he  and 
William,  or  one  of  them,  would  assign  certain  bonds  to  Baltus, 
to  the  amount  of  one  thousand  seven  hundred  pounds;  and  the 
parties  mutually  agreed  to  secure  the  said  lands  and  bonds  to 
be  severally  conveyed  and  assigned,  against  all  confiscations, 
etc.  For  the  true  performance  of  the  grants  and  covenants, 
each  party  bound  himself  to  the  other  in  the  penal  sum  of  five 
hundred  pounds. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  whereupon  defendant 
moved  for  a  new  trial. 

J.  Tallmadge  and  Emoit,  for  the  defendants. 

Harison  and  J.  Radcliff,  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  Court,  Kent,  0.  J.  The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  must  re- 
oover  in  this  case,  either  on  the  strength  of  the  deed  of  the 
twelfth  of  March,  1779,  or  of  their  possession  of  the  premises 
prior  to  the  entry  of  the  defendant.  They  have  shown  no  title 
but  what  is  to  be  deduced  from  one  or  other  of  these  sources: 
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1.  The  deed  produced  does  not  appear  to  be  sufficient  to  give 
them  the  title  in  question.  Considering  it  in  all  its  parts,  it  is 
to  be  taken  as  a  mere  article  of  agreement,  and  not  a  con- 
veyance of  an  estate.  It  purports,  by  its  formal  commence 
ment,  to  be  only  articles  of  agreement,  and  it  concludes  by 
binding  the  parties  to  each  other,  in  a  penalty  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  grants  and  covenants  in  the  deed.  It  is  well  under* 
stood,  that  as  early  as  the  year  1779,  the  form  of  conveyance  in 
this  state  was  by  lease  and  release,  and  that  this  had  been  the 
universal  .practice  during  the  colonial  government,  a  practice 
which  continued  until  the  abolition  of  the  British  statutes  in 
the  year  1788.  It  was  the  generally  received  opinion  at  that 
day,  that  a  bargain  and  sale  required  enrollment,  and  this 
usage  and  opinion  (whether  correct  or  not,  is  perfectly  im- 
material), is  a  strong  indicium  of  the  understanding  of  the 
parties  to  this  deed,  that  no  estate  was  intended  to  be  con- 
veyed. There  was  no  consideration  paid  or  acknowledged,  but 
only  an  agreement  that  bonds  should  thereafter  be  assigned, 
and  there  was  a  mutual  covenant  to  secure  the  lands  and  bonds 
"  to  be  conveyed  and  assigned"  from  forfeiture  and  confisca- 
tion. After  this,  who  can  doubt  of  the  intent?  The  intent, 
when  apparent  and  not  repugnant  to  any  rule  of  law,  will  con- 
trol technical  terms,  for  the  intent  and  not  the  words,  is  the 
essence  of  every  agreement.  In  the  exposition  of  deeds,  the 
construction  must  be  upon  the-  view  and  comparison  of  the 
whole  instrument,  and  with  an  endeavor  to  give  every  part  of 
it  meaning  and  effect.  The  rule  as  to  leases,  according  to  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Gilbert  (Bacon,  tit.  Leases,  etc.)  is,  that  though 
the  most  proper  form  of  words  be  used  to  describe  and  pass  a 
present  lease  for  years,  yet,  if  upon  the  whole  deed  there  ap- 
pears no  such  intent,  and  that  it  is  only  preparatory  and  rela- 
tive to  a  future  lease  to  be  made,  the  law  will  rather  do  violence 
to  the  words,  than  break  '  nrough  the  manifest  intent.  The 
case  of  Sturgion  v.  Dorothy,  Noy,  128,  is  directly  to  this  point. 
There  was  in  that  case  an  article  of  agreement  to  lease  a  place 
for  fifty  years,  and  the  words  were  in  the  present  tense,  and 
with  the  form  of  an  immediate  demise;  but  as  the  intent  from 
another  part  of  the  same  paper  appeared  to  be,  that  the  agree- 
ment should  only  be  executory,  the  court  ruled  that  it  was  not 
a  lease,  but  only  an  agreement  for  a  lease.  The  like  decision 
was  made  in  the  modern  cases  of  GoodLiUe  v.  Way,  and  of  Doe  v. 
Clare,  1  T.  B.  735;  2  Id.  739,  and  in  one  of  those  cases  the 
decision  in  Noy  was  recognized  as  law.     The  same  rule  of  con* 
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etruction  has  been  applied  to  eases  where  a  life  estate  was  in 
question.  It  was  determined  in  Doe  v.  Smith,  6  East,  530,  that 
where  the  whole  instrument  imported  that  something  ulterior 
to  the  agreement  was  to  be  done  by  way  of  a  regular  lease,  it 
showed  the  intent  to  be,  notwithstanding  the  words  of  the 
demise  appeared  to  be  in  presenii,  that  the  writing  was  only  to 
operate  as  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  and  not  as  the  lease  itself. 
But  the  case  of  Foster  v.  Foster,  1  Ley.  55, 1  Sid.  82,  is  much 
more  analogous  than  any  which  has  been  mentioned.  The  deed 
in  that  case  respected  an  estate  in  fee,  and  began  with  the  like 
form  of  commencement  as  the  deed  in  the  present  case,  and 
used  the  like  words,  denoting  an  immediate  conveyance;  but 
the  court  held,  that  the  articles  did  not  raise  any  use,  but 
rested  only  in  covenant;  that  it  was  only  an  agreement  pre- 
paratory to  a  further  assurance,  and  that  no  fee  passed. 

These  cases  sufficiently  establish  the  rule  of  construction, 
that  though  a  deed  may  in  one  part  use  the  formal  and  apt  words 
of  conveyance,  yet  if,  from  other  parts  of  the  instrument  taken 
and  compared  together,  it  appears  that  a  mere  agreement  for  a 
conveyance  was  all  that  was  intended,  the  intent  shall  prevail. 

If,  however,  we  were  to  give  this  article  of  agreement  the 
force  and  effect  of  a  technical  bargain  and  sale,  it  is  evident 
that  only  a  life  estate  was  conveyed  to  George  Ludlow;  and 
that  the  cestui  que  trusts,  if  they  had  any  remedy  after  the  death 
of  Ludlow,  to  enforce  the  trust,  were  under  the  necessity  of 
resorting  to  a  court  of  equity  to  obtain  it.  The  legal  estate 
reverted  back  to  the  heirs  of  Baltas  Van  Eleeck.  The  reversion 
in  fee  was  clearly  in  the  bargainor,  for  want  of  words  of  in- 
heritance. Whenever  the  use  limited  by  a  deed  expires  or  can- 
not vest,  it  returns  back  to  him  who  raised  it,  and  a  use  upon  a 
bargain  and  sale  cannot  be  limited  to  any  other  person  than 
the  bargainee.  He  cannot  be  seised*  of  the  land  to  any  other 
use  than  his  own.  The  trust  created  in  this  case  was  exclusively 
within  the  cognizance  of  tii*»  court  of  chancery.  It  is,  there- 
fore, a  most  obvious  conclusion,  that  the  paper  title  set  up  by 
the  lessors  must  fall  to  the  ground. 

2.  The  next  point  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  lessors  made 
out  a  title  by  possession.  It  appears  that  Baltus  Van  Eleeck 
was  the  original  owner  of  the  premises.  He  acquired  a  title  by 
descent  cast  from  his  father  Lawrence,  and  he  was  in  the  peace- 
able possession  at  the  commencement  of  the  American  war.  The 
legal  title  must  still  reside  in  his  heirs,  except  so  far  as  it  may 
be  deemed  to  be  lost  or  weakened  by  the  possession  of  the 
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Ludlow  family.  After  a  careful  examination  of  the  facts,  I  can- 
not perceive  that  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  have  made  out  a 
right  of  possession.  William  Ludlow  entered  in  the  year  1776 
as  a  tenant  under  Baltus  Van  Kleeck,  and  he  remained  there 
for  a  year,  and  then  left  the  premises.  McDougle  succeeded 
him,  and  said  that  he  was  put  in  possession  by  the  commis- 
sioners of  sequestration.  Here  was  still  a  possession  continued 
under  the  title  of  Van  Kleeck,  by  public  officers,  assuming  the 
possession  as  belonging  to  Van  Kleeck,  who  had  withdrawn 
within  the  British  lines.  McDougle  was  succeeded  by  Lewis  or 
Wood,  and  he  by  Chamberlain,  who  was  in  possession  in  1784 
and  1785,  and  paid  rent  to  one  of  the  executors  of  Baltus  Van 
Kleeck.  In  1785,  the  executors  of  Baltus  sold  the  premises  at 
auction,  and  Carman  purchased  and  took  possession  under  that 
title,  and  held  the  premises  until  the  year  1794,  when  we  nrst 
hear  of  any  recognition  of  a  title  in  the  Ludlow  family,  and  it  is 
from  that  time  only  that  any  title  by  possession  can  be  deduced. 
The  fact  mentioned  by  one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiffs, 
that  Lewis,  who  was  in  possession  after  McDougle,  said  that  he 
held  under  the  Ludlows  cannot  have  much  weight.  It  is  proba- 
ble there  must  have  been  some  mistake  on  this  point,  as 
the  possession  and  title  of  Van  Kleeck  seem  afterwards  to  have 
been  regularly  continued  down  and  acknowledged  until  the 
controversy  which  took  place  with  Carman,  in  1794.  The  pos- 
session of  the  Ludlows  since  the  year  1794  was  equivocal,  and 
not  sufficient  to  support  any  title  founded  on  possession  alone. 
About  the  time  that  Carman  acknowledged  their  title,  he 
quitted  the  possession,  and  from  that  time  until  the  entry  of 
the  defendant,  the  premises  were  left  vacant  and  uninclosed. 
The  payment  of  taxes  and  the  partitions  made  by  the  Ludlow 
family,  were  not  evidence  of  actual  possession,  though  they  may 
have  been  of  a  claim  of  title.  The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff, 
therefore,  failed  to  support  a  right  founded  on  possession,  and 
the  defendant  showed  an  outstanding  title  in  the  legal  repre- 
sentatives of  Baltus  Van  Kleeck. 

The  court  are,  accordingly,  of  opinion,  that  the  verdict  was 
against  evidence,  and  ought  to  be  set  aside. 

Van  Ness,  J.,  having  been  formerly  concerned  as  counsel, 
gave  no  opinion. 

Thompson,  J.,  not  having   heard  the  aigument,  gave   no 
opinion. 

Rule  granted. 
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Bailey  v.  Ogden. 

[SJommm.m.] 

Memorandum  Required  bt  Statute  of  Frauds.  —The  form  of  the 
memorandum  of  the  agreement  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds  is  not 
material,  but  it  must  state  the  contract  with  reasonable  certainty  so 
that  the  substance  of  it  may  be  understood  from  the  writing  itself 
without  having  recourse  to  parol  proof.  An  entry  made  by  the  vendor 
in  his  book  of  sales,  of  the  name  of  the  buyer  and  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract of  sale,  which  was  read  to  the  agent  of  the  vendee,  making  the 
purchase,  and  assented  to  by  him,  was  held  an  insufficient  memoran- 
dum within  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  not  being  signed  by  the  party  to 
be  charged,  or  by  his  agent 

Delivery  Required  by  the  Statute.— An  actual  delivery  of  the  goods, 
or  a  part  of  them,  is  not  always  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  but 
a  virtual  or  constructive  delivery  may  be  sufficient.  Those  circum- 
stances which  ought  to  be  held  tantamount  to  an  actual  delivery,  ought, 
however,  to  be  so  strong  and  unequivocal,  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  the 
intent  of  the  parties.  An  agreement  with  the  vendor  about  the  stor- 
age of  the  goods,  and  the  delivery  by  him  of  the  import  entry  to  the 
agent  of  the  vendee,  were  held  not  to  be  sufficiently  certain  to  amount 
to  a  constructive  delivery,  or  to  afford  an  indicium  of  ownership. 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated  a  special  agreement:  That 
Huguet,  defendants'  broker,  agreed  to  purchase  of  plaintiffs  a 
quantity  of  sugar,  and  give  therefor  promissory  notes  'with 
approved  indorsers,  and  the  debentures  for  the  sugar,  to  be 
received  in  part  payment;  that  the  sugar  was  to  remain  with  the 
plaintiffs,  for  the  defendants,  at  a  certain  storage,  per  month 
until  removed.  The  declaration  averred  delivery,  demand  of 
the  notes  and  breach. 

At  the  trial  the  deposition  of  plaintiffs'  clerk  was  read;  from 
which  the  facts  regarding  the  sale  were  sworn  to,  and  also  that 
a  memoradum  of  the  sale  was  made  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
their  books,  and  the  entry  read  to  Huguet,  who  approved  the 
same.     The  memorandum  was  as  follows: 

"December  14 

"  Sold  Huguet,  for  J.  Ogden  &  Co. ,  notes  with  approved  in- 
dorsers,   boxes,  white,  do.,  brown  Havana  sugars,  at 

twelve  and  a  half  for  brown,  and  sixteen  and  a  quarter  for  white, 
payable  at  sixty  and  ninety  days;  debentures  we  will  receive 
in  part  payment." 

The  deposition  also  stated  that  Huguet  wanted  plaintiffs  to 
take  the  notes  without  an  indorser,  but  they  refused;  and  that 
Huguet,  at  his  request,  was  furnished  with  a  minute  of  the 
import  entries,   to  obtain  the  drawback  on  the  sugar.    This 
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memorandum-book  was  destroyed  by  fire  on  the  eighteenth  of 
December,  1804. 

Plaintiffs*  bookkeeper  and  another  clerk  also  testified  to  the 
same  facts;  as  well  that  no  mention  was  made  in  any  of  the 
conversations  between  Huguet  and  the  plaintiffs,  whether  the 
defendants  were  at  liberty  to  remove  the  sugar  before  the  de- 
livering of  the  notes;  nor  as  to  the  person  who  was  to  be  the 
indorser. 

Several  merchants  testified  that  it  wasf  customary  to  deliver 
goods  before  receiving  notes  for  their  payment,  and  that  it  was 
not  usual  to  inquire  who  was  to  be  the  indorser;  that  it  was 
not  usual  to  stipulate  for  storage  until  the  bargain  was  com- 
plete, and  that  they  never  heard  of  an  instance  of  the  delivery 
of  the  minute  of  the  import  entry  of  goods,  until  after  the  goods 
were  sold. 

Huguet  was  examined  on  behalf  of  defendants,  and  testified 
that  he  told  plaintiffs  that  defendants  would  satisfy  them  as  to 
the  indorser,  but  that  it  was  not  his  order  to  do  so;  and  that 
when  shown  the  memorandum  by  plaintiff,  he  said  it  was  right; 
but  in  respect  to  the  indorser,  that  J.  Ogden  will  be  in  town  on 
Monday,  and  you  will  fix  it  with  him;  that  he  made  no  entry  of 
the  matter  until  he  knew  whether  Ogden  would  accept  the  terms, 
but  merely  kept  a  memorandum  in  pencil;  that  Ogden  refused 
to  give  an  indorser;  that  he  said  nothing  about  removing  the 
sugar,  nor  made  any  agreement  for  its  storage;  and  that  he 
did  not  consider  the  bargain  concluded  if  Ogden  did  not  agree 
to  give  an  indorser.  Defendants'  clerk  testified,  that  Huguet 
had  no  authority  to  bind  defendants  to  give  an  indorser;  that 
Ogden  had  never  given  an  indorser;  and  that  Ogden  denied  to 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  having  made  the  purchase. 

Defendants  further  proved  the  delivery  to  them,  by  plaintiffs, 
on  the  twenty-fifth  December,  1804,  a  bill  of  parcels  of  the 
sugar,  and  that  on  the  twenty-ninth,  plaintiffs  demanded  notes 
without  an  indorser. 

The  jury  found  for  the  defendants,  and  a  motion  was  made 
for  a  new  trial. 

C.  J.  Bogeri  and  Pendleton,  for  the  plaintiffs,  urged  that  there 
was  sufficient  evidence  of  a  contract  between  the  parties;  that 
Huguet  was  the  agent  of  defendants,  and  was  clothed  with  all 
the  powers  relative  to  the  object  of  the  agency;  and  plaintiffs 
had  nothing  to  do  with  his  particular  instructions  of  which  they 
were  not  advised:  Fenn  v.  Harrison,  3  T.  R.  757;  1  Pothier  on 
Obligations,  45, 1,  ctu  1,  sec.  1,  art.  5,  sec.  4;  Need  v.  Ewing,  1 
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Esp.  Ca.  61;  3  Id.  64.  The  agreement  to  let  the  goods  remain 
in  plaintiffs'  store  on  storage,  was  sufficient  delivery  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds:  Cowp.  294;  1  Caines,  46;  1 
East,  94;  HoUingsworth  v.  Napier,  3  Cai.  182  (2  Am.  Dec.  268). 
That  there  had  been  a  memorandum  in  writing  to  which  Huguet 
assented,  and  this  would  bring  the  case  within  the  statute;  it 
was  not  necessary  that  both  parties  should  sign:  Rogei  v.  Clapp, 
2  Caines,  117;  and  writing  is  equivalent  to  signing:  Sounder- 
son  v.  Jackson,  2  B.  &  P.  238. 

Hoffman  and  T.  A.  Emmett,  contra.  The  indorsed  notes  must 
be  understood  as  having  approved  indorsements,  and  this  was  a 
condition  precedent  to  delivery;  there  was  no  actual  or  con- 
structive delivery  of  the  sugar,  as  in  the  case  of  the  delivery  of 
a  key  of  a  warehouse,  where  effectual  means  are  given  to  the 
vendee  to  take  possession  of  the  subject:  Noble  v.  Smith,  2 
Johnson,  52  (ante,  399).  The  cases  of  Chaplin  v.  Rogers,  1  East, 
192;  Hammond  v.  Anderson,  1  B.  &  P.  69,  were  decided  on  the 
ground  that  a  part  of  the  goods  were  actually  delivered.  Where 
constructive  delivery  is  claimed,  it  must  be  clear,  explicit  and 
unequivocal,  and  with  the  avowed  intention  to  transfer  the  pos- 
session of  the  goods.  The  agreement  about  the  storage  could 
not  amount  to,  a  virtual  delivery,  for  nothing  was  to  be  paid  un- 
til the  expiration  of  the  month.  Where  a  preliminary  act  of 
weighing  was  necessary,  the  weight  must  be  ascertained  before 
delivery,  so  as  to  vest  the  property:  Hanson  v.  Meyer,  6  T.  B. 
615.  There  was  no  memorandum  in  this  case  sufficient  to  sat- 
isfy the  statute;  the  bare  assent  of  the  party  to  be  charged  can- 
not be  equivalent  to  a  signing.  The  agent  has  exceeded  his  au- 
thority; he  had  only  a  special  authority,  which  he  has  not  pur- 
sued: Patty  v.  CarsweU,  2  Johnson,  48. 

By  Court,  Kent,  C.  J.  This  cause  depends  upon  the  deci- 
sion of  these  two  general  questions: 

1.  Was  there  a  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  binding  upon 
the  defendants,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  frauds? 
If  not,  then, 

2.  Was  there  a  delivery  of  the  sugar,  so  as  to  change  the 
property,  and  tbrow  the  risk  of  the  subsequent  loss  upon  the 
defendants? 

1.  The  only  memoranda  which  were  made  relative  to  the 
transaction  were  an  entry  of  the  sale  of  the  sugar  made  by  one 
of  the  plaintiffs  in  their  memorandum-book,  immediately  after 
the  alleged  sale,  and  the  minute  made  with  the  pencil  of  Huguet 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


612  Bailey  v.  Ogden.  [New  York, 

in  his  pocket  memorandum-book.     The  entry  of  the  plaintiffs 
made  and  retained  by  them,  was  not  binding  upon  the  defend- 
ants, because  the  statute  requires  the  note  or  memorandum  to 
be  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged.    The  numerous  cases  ad- 
mitting an  agreement  to  be  valid  within  the  statute,  if  signed 
by -one  party  only,  are  all  of  them  cases  in  which  the  agreement 
was  signed  by  the  party  against  whom  the  performance  was 
sought.     Some  of  the  cases  arose  under  the  fourth  and  others 
under  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  English  statute;  but  the 
words  are,  in  this  respect,  similar,  and  require  the  same  con- 
struction: 2  Cha.  Ca.  164;  1  Powell  on  Contracts,  286;  5  Viner, 
627,  pi.  17;  1  Vesey,  82;  3  Bro.  C.  0.  162;  3  Atk.  603;  6  East, 
307;  7  Vesey,  Jr.,  265;  9  Vesey,  Jr.,  234,  361;  1  Esp.  Cas.  190; 
Ballow  v.  Walker,  in  this  court,  January  term,  1802;   2  Caines, 
120.    It  has,  however,  been  said  that  there  would  be  a  want  of 
mutuality,  if  the  plaintifis  in  this  case  were  bound  by  their 
entry,  and  the  defendants  should  not  be.    The  same  difficulty 
has  occurred  in  other  cases,  and  Lord  Bedesdale  felt  it  so 
strongly  that  he  observed,  Lawrensan  v.  Builer,  1  Schoales  and 
Lefroy,  20,  that  to  enforce  every  agreement  signed  by  one  party 
only,  against  such  party,  would  be  to  make  the  statute  really  a 
statute  of  fraud,  and  that  there  was  no  late  case  in  which  one 
party  only  was  bound  by  the  agreement,  where  equity  had 
decreed  performance,  though  he  admitted  the  import  of  the 
statute  to  be,  that  no  agreement  should  be  in  force,  but  when 
signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged.    He  further  intimated  that 
as  no  man  signed  an  agreement  but  under  a  supposition  that  the 
other  party  was  bound  as  well  as  himself;  if  the  other  party 
was  not  bound,  he  signed  it  under  a  mistake,  which  might  be  a 
ground  for  relief    in  equity.    "Whether  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
present  case,  were  bound  at  law  by  their  memorandum,  or,  if 
bound,  whether  they  might  have  relief  in  equity,  are  questions 
not  before  us,  and  concerning  which  we  are  not  now  to  inquire. 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  defendants  were  not  bound  by 
any  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  contract,  unless  the 
same  was  signed  by  them,  or  their  authorized  agent.    Huguet 
was  in  this  instance  their  agent  to  make  the  purchase,  and  any 
memorandum  made  by  him  respecting  the  purchase  would 
operate  as  a  memorandum  made  by  the  defendants.    But  the 
memorandum  which  he  made  was  too  vague  and  indefinite  to 
be  a  compliance  with  the  statute.    The  form  of  the  memo- 
randum cannot  be  material,  but  it  must  state  the  contract  with 
reasonable  certainty,  so  that  the  substance  of  it  can  be  made 
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to  appear,  and  be  understood  from  the  writing  itself,  without 
haying  recourse  to  parol  proof.  This  is  the  meaning  and  sub- 
stance of  the  statute,  and  without  which  the  beneficial  ends  of 
it  would  be  entirely  defeated:  Prec.  in  Cha.  560;  3  Atk.  503;  1 
Vesey,  Jr.,  333.  The  memorandum  of  Huguet  is  absolutely  un- 
intelligible. It  has  not  the  essentials  of  the  contract,  or  mem- 
orandum of  a  contract.  No  person  can  ascertain  from  it  which 
of  the  parties  was  seller,  and  which  was  buyer,  nor  whether 
there  was  any  actual  sale  between  them,  nor  what  specific 
article  was  the  object  of  the  sale,  or  in  what  quantity,  or  what 
was  the  price.  A  memorandum  much  more  intelligible  than 
this,  and  defective  only  in  one  essential  point,  capable  of  full 
explanation  by  a  witness,  was  lately  rejected  by  the  court  of 
C.  B.,  in  England,  on  the  same  ground:  Champion  v.  Plummer, 
1  Bos.  &  Pul.  New  Bep.  252. 

There  was,  then,  no  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  which 
took  the  present  contract  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  as  far, 
at  least,  as  it  respected  the  defendants. 

2.  The  next  question  then  is,  whether  here  was  a  delivery 
of  the  goods,  or  of  any  part,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute.  The  words  of  it  are,  that  "the  buyer  must  accept 
part  of  the  goods  sold,  and  actually  receive  the  same/'  But, 
notwithstanding  this  strong  language  of  the  statute,  it  has  be- 
come a  settled  construction,  that  actual  delivery,  in  the  popular 
sense  of  the  words  is  not,  in  all  cases,  requisite;  but  a  virtual 
delivery  will,  in  some  instances,  be  equally  effectual.  A  de- 
livery may  be  presumed  or  inferred  from  circumstances,  and  the 
doctrine  on  this  subject  was  correctly  laid  down  in  this  case,  in 
the  charge  given  by  the  judge  to  the  jury:  2  Esp.  Cas.  598; 
Roberts  on  Frauds,  174  to  183;  1  East,  192;  2  Caines,  44;  2 
Johnson,  16.  Whether  here  was  a  delivery  and  acceptance, 
was  a  fact  properly  submitted  to  the  jury;  and  assuming  the 
competency  of  Huguet  as  a  witness,  the  jury  were  well  author- 
ized to  draw  their  conclusions  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  An 
objection  was  made  to  him  on  the  ground  of  interest,  but  I 
think  the  objection  was  properly  overruled.  If  he  exceeded  his 
powers,  he  stood  indifferent  between  the  parties,  as  he  would, 
at  all  events,  be  liable  to  the  losing  party,  whichsoever  it  might 
be,  for  the  injury  done  by  such  excess;  and  if  he  did  not  exceed 
his  power,  he  was  liable  to  neither:  7  T.  B.  480.  According  to 
Huguet's  testimony,  the  bargain  and  sale  was  never  consum- 
mated, for  not  only  the  person  who  was  to  be  the  indorser,  but 
whether  the  defendants  would  or  would  not  give  an  indorser  or 
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surety  for  the  payment,  were  circumstances  attending  the  con- 
tract, left  open  until  the  return  of  one  of  the  defendants  from 
Philadelphia.  Here  was  then,  in  the  meantime,  the  locus  pen- 
itential, and  the  contract  could  not  be  said  to  be  fixed.  The 
witnesses,  undoubtedly,  differed  as  to  the  conversations  which 
passed  between  the  parties;  but  the  jury  were  the  sole  judges 
to  whom  the  greater  degree  of  credibility  was  due,  and  it  is  to 
be  recollected  that  it  was  a  special  jury  of  merchants.  We  are 
not  dissatisfied  with  their  verdict  upon  this  ground.  Here  was 
no  actual  delivery,  nor  an  attempt  at  any  symbolical  delivery. 
There  was  no  specific  designation  of  the  goods,  by  marking 
them,  or  otherwise;  no  delivery  of  the  key  of  the  store  in 
which  they  were  lodged.  They  were  left  in  the  actual  posses- 
sion and  dominion  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  under  the  same  apparent 
ownership  as  before.  If  the  conversations,  about  storage,  and 
taking  a  minute  of  the  import  entries,  would,  in  such  cases, 
amount  to  an  actual  delivery,  and  be  deemed  a  substitute  for 
the  note  or  memorandum  in  writing,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
statute  of  frauds  would,  in  a  great  degree,  become  useless,  and 
might  be  set  aside  as  a  dead  letter.  We  do  not  wish  to  shake 
any  of  the  cases  in  which  the  actual  delivery  required  by  the 
statute  has  been  dispensed  with,  but  those  cases  have  gone  far 
enough;  our  leaning  should  be  towards  the  plain  meaning  of 
the  statute.  The  circumstances  which  are  to  be  tantamount  to 
an  actual  delivery  should  be  very  strong  and  unequivocal,  so  as 
to  take  away  all  doubt  as  to  the  intent  and  understanding  of 
the  parties.  The  agreement  about  storage  might  have  been 
conditional,  and  depending  upon  the  final  completion  of  the 
contract,  as  to  the  giving  of  the  notes  with  a  competent  in- 
dorser;  and  the  taking  of  the  minute  of  the  import  entry,  was 
at  least  but  an  equivocal  act.  It  was  not  an  indicium  of  owner- 
ship. Any  person  might  have  taken  the  same  paper  for  his  own 
information  or  convenience.  But  if  Huguet  was  to  be  be- 
lieved (and  his  character  was  well  supported,  and  his  testimony 
corroborated  by  that  of  Lyde),  there  was  no  delivery  or  accept- 
ance of  the  sugar,  and  the  bargain  was  left  incomplete  at  the 
time  of  th£  loss.  The  court  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the 
motion  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  for  a  new  trial  must  be 
denied. 

Thompson,  J.,  not  having  heard  the  argument  in  the  cause, 
gave  no  opinion. 
Bale  refused. 
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This  is  regarded  as  a  leading  case  on  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  has  been 
frequently  cited  in  the  New  York  and  .other  courts.  In  New  York  it  is 
cited  in  Justice  v.  Lang,  42  N.  Y.  603;  Blanchard  v.  Trim,  38  Id.  227; 
Dykers  v.  Townsend,  24  Id.  69;  Shindler  v.  Houston,  1  Id.  272;  Calkins  v. 
Folk,  39  Barb.  622;  First  Bap.  Church  v.  Bigelow,  16  Wend.  31;  Outwatery. 
Dodge.  6  Id.  401;  Peltier  v.  Collins,  3  Id.  466;  Abeel  v.  Radcltf,  13  Johns. 
301;  Fisher  v.  Fields,  10  Id.  601.  See,  citing  it  elsewhere,  Cobb  v.  Haskell, 
14  Me.  306;  Crooker  v.  Appleton,  26  Id.  136;  CDonncU  v.  Leeman,  43  Id. 
160;  Hawkins  v.  CTio^,  19  Pick.  604;  Window  v.  Winslow,  24  Pa.  8t  16; 
fltoir  v.  Snodgrass,  1  Sueed,  26;  Laird  v.  £oyfe,  2  Wis.  434. 


Baron  v.  Abbel. 

[8  Johhioh,  481.] 

Rbcovebt  op  Mesne  Pkofits  after  Ejectment.— After  a  recovery  in 
ejectment  by  default,  against  the  casual  ejector,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
may  maintain  trespass  for  the  mesne  profits  against  the  tenant,  and 
may  recover  costs  in  the  action  of  ejectment;  and  the  defendant  cannot 
offer  any  evidence  against  the  demands  of  the  plaintiff,  which  he  could 
have  set  up  in  the  original  action. 

Trespass  for  mesne  profits.  The  plaintiff  produced  in  evi- 
dence the  record  of  a  judgment  obtained  against  the  casual 
ejector  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  by  default  Defendant  offered 
to  prove,  in  order  to  defeat  the  right  to  recover  mesne  profits 
and  costs  in  the  ejectment  suit,  that  prior  to  the  commencement 
of  the  action  in  ejectment,  defendant  surrendered  the  premise* 
to  the  plaintiff,  who  accepted  the  same,  and  that  at  the  time  the 
declaration  in  that  action  was  served,  defendant  was  not  in  pos- 
session of  the«premises,  nor  had  been  since  the  surrender  to  the 
plaintiff.  This  evidence  was  rejected,  and  the  jury  directed  to 
find  for  the  plaintiff,  and  to  allow  the  costs  in  the  original  ac- 
tion of  ejectment.  A  verdict  was  found  accordingly,  and  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  made  by  defendant,  on  the  grounds  of  the 
rejection  of  the  evidence  offered,  and  misdirection  of  the  judge. 

Foot,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to 
give  anything  in  evidence  in  mitigation  of  damages,  though  he 
could  not  dispute  plaintiff's  title;  that  the  possession  having 
been  delivered,  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  this  action. 

Weston,  contra,  urged  that  the  record  in  the  former  action 
was  conclusive;  that  this  action  was  consequential  to  a  recovery 
in  the  other,  and  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  costs  and  mesne 
profits:  2  John.  866;  3  Wils.  118;  2  Burr.  669. 

By  Court,  Van  Ness,  J.  [Spencer,  J.,  hesilante.]    The  servioe 
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of  a  declaration  in  ejectment,  on  the  tenant  in  possession,  ia 
considered  as  much  the  commencement  of  the  suit  as  the  service 
of  a  capias  ad  respondendum  in  personal  actions.  The  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  and  the  tenant  are  the  real  and  substantial  parties: 
Aslin  v.  Parkin,  2  Burr,  665;  Van  Alen  v.  Rogers,  1  Johns. 
Cases,  288  (1  Am.  Dec.  113);  GoodtiOe  v.  Tombs,  3  Wils.  118. 
Upon  filing  an  affidavit  of  the  service  of  the  declaration,  and  en- 
tering the  common  rule,  the  tenant,  if  he  means  to  make  a  de- 
fense, is  bound  to  appear,  and  if  he  omits  to  do  so,  judgment 
by  default,  in  effect,  is  rendered  against  him,  because  he  may 
be  turned  out  of  possession,  and  because  he  is  liable  for  the 
costs  in  an  action  for  the  mesne  profits.  The  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment in  ejectment,  whether  by  default  or  otherwise,  upon  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  is  substantially  the  same  as  in  personal 
actions.  The  form  of  the  proceedings  is'  different/but  after 
judgment  the  legal  consequences  are  essentially  the  same.  One 
of  these  consequences  is,  that  the  lessor  has  a  right  to  bring  on 
action  for  the  mesne  profits,  for  the  double  purpose  of  obtaining 
compensation  for  the  use  of  the  land,  and  recovering  the  costs 
of  the  ejectment.  In  the  action  for  mesne  profits,  the  defend- 
ant is  precluded  from  setting  up  any  defense  of  which  he  might 
have  availed  himself  in  the  original  action  of  ejectment.  It  has 
been  said  that  there  is  a  difference,  in  this  respect,  between  a 
judgment  by  default  and  a  judgment  after  verdict;  but  it  has 
been  settled  otherwise. 

In  the  case  of  Aslin  v.  Parkin,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  "  There  is  no  distinction  be- 
tween a  judgment  in  ejectment  upon  a  verdict  ajid  a  judgment 
by  default.  In  the  first  case  the  right  of  the  plaintiff,  is  tried 
and  determined;  in  the  lost  cose  it  is  confessed." 

Again,  in  Goodtiile  v.  Tombs,  where  the  question  was,  whether 
one  tenant  in  common  could  maintain  this  action  against  the 
other,  after  a  recovery  in  ejectment  by  default,  Wilmot,  0.  J., 
said:  "  I  consider  the  recovery  in  ejectment  by  default,  or  after 
-verdict,  as  the  same  thing;"  and  Gould,  J.,  says:  "  The  action 
for  the  mesne  profits  follows  the  ejectment  as  a  necessary  con- 
sequence; and  in  this  case,  the  judgment  by  default  is  of  the 
very  same  effect  as  if  it  bad  been  after  verdict.  The  court  will 
intend  everything  possible  against  the  defendant."  These 
cases,  especially  the  latter,  are  directly  in  point. 

The  defense  relied  upon  in  this  suit  would  have  been  a  good 
bar  to  the  recovery  in  the  action  of  ejectment,  and  to  permit 
the  defendant  to  set  it  up  here  would  be  to  try  the  plaintiff's 
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right  to  recover  in  the  ejectment.  By  suffering  a  judgment 
to  go  by  default,  the  defendant  has  admitted  himself  to  be  in 
possession;  and  it  is  now  too  late  for  him  to  controvert  that 
fact.  There  is  no  greater  hardship  in  this  case  than  in  every 
other,  where  the  defendant  suffers  a  judgment  to  be  entered 
against  him  by  neglecting  to  appear  and  defend  the  suit. 
The  evidence  offered  was,  therefore,  properly  excluded  by  the 
judge,  and  as  the  plaintiff  claimed  only  nominal  damages  for 
the  mesne  profits,  he  was  entitled  to  recover  that,  and  the  costs 
in  the  action  of  ejectment. 

A  question  was  made  on  the  argument,  as  to  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover  the  costs  under  the  declaration  in  this  cause; 
but  as  the  pleadings  are  not  set  forth  in  the  case,  we  are  unable 
to  give  any  opinion  respecting  it.  The  defendant  must  take 
nothing  by  his  motion. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Jackson  v.  Alexander. 

[8  Jomnov,  484.] 

Operative  Words  in  Deed.— The  words  "for  value  received "  in  a 
deed,  import  a  sufficient  consideration  to  raise  a  use  in  the  bargainee 
under  the  statute  of  uses;  and  the  words  "  make  over  and  grant,"  are 
sufficiently  operative  to  convey  lands  by  way  of  a  use. 

Ejectment.  Plaintiff  produced  in  evidence  an  exemplifica- 
tion of  a  patent  dated  July  8, 1790,  granting  the  lot  in  question 
to  Joseph  Brown,  for  his  military  services,  and  a  writing 
executed  by  Brown  in  favor  of  plaintiff's  lessors  in  the  following 
words:  "  For  value  received  of  Daniel  Hudson  &  Co.,  I  hereby 
make  over  and  grant  for  myself,  my  heirs  and  executors,  unto 
the  said  Daniel  Hudson  &  Co.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  my  right 
and  claim  on  the  public  for  six  hundred  acres  of  land.  Witness 
my  hand  and  seal,  this  seventh  day  of  May,  1784. 

"Joseph  Bbowh.  [l.s.] 
"  In  presence  of  Solomon  Coubes,  Joseph  Dolbon." 
A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  whether  this  writing  was  a  sufficient  conveyance 
of  the  premises.    The  cause  was  submitted  without  argument. 

Spbnoeb,  J.  There  was  no  proof  of  a  payment,  or  security 
given  for  the  payment,  of  any  consideration  by  Hudson  to 
Brown;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  instrument  stated  in 
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the  case  conveyed  the  land  to  Hudson.  In  my  opinion  it  did 
not.  This  instrument  cannot  have  Wy  operation,  unless  as  a 
bargain  and  sale,  under  the  statute  of  uses.  In  MUdmaxfs  case, 
1  Coke,  176,  this  point  was  decided,  and  it  was  held:  "  That  a 
use  cannot  be  raised  by  any  covenant  or  proviso,  or  by  any 
bargain  and  sale,  upon  a  general  consideration,  and,  therefore, 
if  a  man,  by  deed  indented  and  enrolled,  according  to  the  stat- 
ute, for  divers  good  considerations,  bargains  and  sells  his  lands 
to  another  and  his  heirs,  nihil  opercUur  inde,  for  no  use  shall  be 
raised  on  such  good  consideration,  for  it  doth  not  appear  to  the 
court  that  the  bargainor  hath  quid  pro  quo,  and  the  court  ought  to 
judge  whether  the  consideration  be  sufficient,  or  not;  and  thai 
cannot  be  when  it  is  alleged  in  such  generality. "  This  decision 
has  not  been  overruled:  vide  1  Leo.  170;  2  Roll  Abr.  786;  but, on 
the  contrary,  it  is  cited  with  approbation  by  Mr .  Sanders,  840  a, 
in  his  treatise  on  uses  and  trusts.  In  MUdmay's  case,  as  also 
in  Sanders's,  it  is  admitted  that  a  consideration  may  be  averred 
and  proved;  and,  if  so,  then  that  will  be  sufficient  to  raise  the 
use  in  the  bargainee.  Blackstone,  2  Bl.  Comm.  296,  in  his  com- 
mentaries, lays  down  the  law  to  be,  "  that  a  deed  or  other 
grant,  made  without  any  consideration,  is,  as  it  were,  of  no 
effect,  for  it  is  construed  to  inure,  or  to  be  effectual  only,  to 
the  use  of  the  grantor  himself."  The  learned  Mr.  Christian,  in 
his  note  upon  the  text  of  Blackstone,  says,  that  he  conceives 
this  to  be  true  only  of  a  bargain  and  sale,  and  cites  Sheppard's 
Touchstone,  p.  221,  to  establish  the  difference  between  a  bar- 
gain and  sale  and  a  gift;  and,  according  to  him,  "  the  latter 
may  be  without  any  consideration  or  cause  at  all,  but  the  for- 
mer hath  always  some  meritorious  cause  moving  it,  and  cannot 
be  without  it." 

That  the  words,  for  value  received,  have  a  more  extensive 
meaning,  or  import  a  consideration  with  more  certainty,  than 
the  words,  for  divers  good  considerations,  can  scarcely  be  pre- 
tended. Indeed,  it  has  been  settled  in  this  court,  in  the  case 
of  Lansing  v.  McKiUip,  3  Caines,  287,  that  the  words  value  re- 
ceived, in  a  note,  not  within  the  statute,  did  not  import  such 
consideration  as  would  support  the  promise,  but  that  the  con- 
sideration must  be  set  forth.  And  non  constat,  but  that  some- 
thing altogether  without  value,  and  against  law,  was  the  real 
consideration. 

The  position  so  frequently  met  with  in  the  books,  that  every 
deed  imports  a  consideration,  is  true  only  with  respect  to  such 
deeds  as  are  sought  to  be  enforced  as  between  the  parties. 
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Deeds  conveying  lands  stand  on  different  grounds,  and  have 
principles  peculiar  to  themselves;  and  I  cannot  admit,  that  the 
instrument  under  consideration  declares  the  use  to  Hudson,  and 
that,  therefore,  a  consideration  is  not  necessary;  for  it  is  im- 
possible to  conceive  a  more  bald  and  naked  deed  (if  it  deserves 
that  appellation)  in  all  its  provisions. 

It  may,  perhaps,  be  said,  that  the  want  of  a  precise  consid- 
eration in  the  deed  is  mere  matter  of  form,  and  that,  had  this 
deed  been  pleaded  without  any  averment  as  to  the  considera- 
tion, the  omission  could  have  been  taken  advantage  of  only  by 
a  special  demurrer,  and  would  have  been  good  on  a  general  de- 
murrer. This  brings  the  question  back  to  the  point  whether  it 
is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  deed  that  it  should  either 
express  a  consideration,  or  that  one  should  be  averred  and 
proved.  From  the  authorities  already  cited,  it  appears  that 
a  consideration  is  not  matter  of  form,  but  of  substance.  Other 
cases  may  be  added  to  the  same  effect:  1  Lev.  170;  Moore, 
569;  1  Mod.  262;  2  Mod.  249.  There  is  some  diversity  in 
the  books,  whether  even  a  verdict  would  cure  the  omission 
of  an  averment  of  a  consideration,  the  latter  adjudications 
are  that  it  will:  1  Ld.  Baym.  Ill;  2  Str.  1228;  1  Wils.  91. 
If  a  verdict  will  cure  such  omission,  it  is  on  the  well-estab- 
lished principle,  that  it  being  essential  to  the  validity  of  the 
deed,  that  a  consideration  be  proved,  after  verdict  it  will  be 
intended;  and  the  omission  does  not  evince  a  defective  title, 
but  a  title  defectively  set  forth. 

In  the  case  of  Bolton  v.  The  Bishop  of  Carlisle,  2  H.  Black. 
261,  the  court  seemed  to  think,  that  such  a  defect  was  only  to 
be  taken  advantage  of  on  a  special  demurrer,  on  the  principle 
that  it  was  a  matter  of  form.  On  this  decision  I  have  no  other 
observation  to  make,  but  that  it  is  since  our  revolution,  and 
contrary  to  all  the  cases  on  the  subject. 

Thompson,  J.  This  case  has  been  submitted  without  argu- 
ment, and  the  question  presented  for  our  decision  is,  whether 
the  instrument  in  writing  given  by  Joseph  Brown  to  Daniel 
Hudson,  be  sufficient  to  convey  the  title  to  the  premises  in 
question.  The  want  of  any  consideration  either  expressed  on 
the  face  of  the  instrument,  or  proved  at  the  trial,  is  the  prin- 
cipal objection  to  its  operation.  All  deeds  by  which  land  may 
be  conveyed,  derive  their  effect  from  the  common  law,  or  from 
the  statute  of  uses.  It  cannot  be  pretended  that  this  instru- 
ment can  take  effect  as  a  common  law  conveyance,  either 
original  or  derivative:  4  Cruise,  on  Real  Property,  100.    If  it 
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is  to  have  any  operation,  it  must  be  as  a  bargain  and  sale,  by 
virtue  of  the  statute  of  uses.  That  statute  has  given  rise  to 
several  new  forms  of  conveyance,  which  operate  contrary  to  the 
rules  of  the  common,  law.  It  is  a  general  rule  of  the  common 
law,  that  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  a  consideration 
should  be  expressed  in  a  deed.  The  thought  and  deliberation, 
which  was  supposed  to  attend  the  making  and  executing  of 
deeds,  rendered  them  valid,  without  any  consideration  ex- 
pressed. Soon,  however,  after  the  chancellors  had  assumed  a 
jurisdiction  in  cases  of  uses,  they  adopted  the  maxim  of  the 
civil  law, ' *  ex  nudo  pacta  non  oritur  actio"  and  in  conformity  to  it, 
they  determined  not  to  lend  their  aid  to  carry  any  deed  into 
execution,  unless  it  was  supported  by  some  consideration:  4 
Cruise,  24.  Hence  it  has  become  a  universal  rule,  that  a  use 
cannot  be  raised  without  a  consideration;  and  a  bargain  and 
sale,  being  merely  a  conveyance  of  a  use,  it  cannot  be  effectual 
without  a  consideration,  which  must  be  valuable,  for  the  very 
name  of  the  conveyance  imports  a  quid  pro  quo:  1  Co.  176  a; 
Sanders  on  Uses,  840;  2  Inst.  671;  4  Cruise,  178-8.  That  a 
consideration  is  requisite  to  raise  a  use,  is  a  principle  recognized 
by  almost  every  elementary  writer  on  the  subject,  and  has  been 
repeatedly  sanctioned  by  adjudged  cases.  The  expression  of 
Sir  Wm.  Blackstone,  2  Comm.  296,  may  be  too  broad  when  he 
says,  that  a  deed  or  grant  made  without  any  consideration,  is  of 
no  effect,  and  is  to  be  construed  to  inure,  or  be  effectual  only 
to  the  use  of  the  grantor.  Yet  Professor  Christian,  in  his  note 
on  this  passage,  admits  this  position  to  be  true  with  respect  to 
a  bargain  and  sale.  Baron  Comyns,  also,  says  that  a  bargain 
and  sale  of  land,  whereby  a  use  arises,  ought  to  be  made  upon 
a  valuable  consideration,  otherwise  no  use  arises;  and  the  consid- 
eration must  not  be  too  general,  but  must  import  a  quid  pro  quo: 
2  Com.  Dig.  6;  8  Com.  Dig.  275-7.  We  find  the  same  prin- 
ciple recognized  by  the  late  editor  of  Bacon's  Abridgment:  1  Bac. 
Abr.  496;  Shep.  Touch.  220.  It  is  there  said,  that  by  a  bargain 
and  sale  of  land,  no  use  arises  unless  there  be  a  consideration 
of  money;  for  selling,  ex  vi  termini,  supposes  the  transferring  a 
right  of  something  for  money,  and  if  there  be  no  such  con- 
sideration, it  may  be  an  exchange,  a  covenant  to  stand  seised,  a 
grant,  etc.,  but  can  be  no  sale  within  the  statute.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  Mildmay's  case,  1  Coke,  176,  was  governed 
by  the  same  principles;  and  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Milburn  v.  Salkeld, 
Willes,  675,  Lord  Ch.  J.  Willes,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court  upon  the  nature  and  operation  of  a  deed,  set  forth  in 
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the  cose,  observes  it  cannot  be  considered  as  a  bargain  and  sale, 
because  there  was  no  money  consideration. 

In  the  case  of  Warct  v.  Lambert,  Cro.  Eliz.  394,  the  deed  re- 
cited "that  whereas,  I.  S.  was  bound  in  a  recognizance,  and 
other  bonds  for  him,  he,  for  divers  good  considerations,  bar- 
gained and  sold  the  land  to  him  and  his  heirs;"  and  this  was 
held  not  to  be  a  good  bargain  and  sale.  The  court  said:  That 
in  every  bargain  and  sale  there  ought  to  be  a  quid  pro  quo  ;  but 
the  vendor  there  had  nothing  for  his  land,  and,  therefore,  it  was 
void.  If  a  man  give  land,  or  bargain  and  sell  land  to  his  son, 
no  use  arises  thereby.  If,  then,  a  valuable  consideration  be 
necessary  to  raise  a  use,  the  next  question  will  be,  whether  the 
instrument  before  us,  upon  the  face  of  it,  imports  the  consid- 
eration required  in  a  bargain  and  sale,  under  the  statute  of  uses. 
If  it  does,  it  must  arise  either  from  the  internal  force  of  the  words 
"  for  value  received,"  or  by  virtue  of  the  seal.  A  valuable  con- 
sideration is  defined  in  the  books,  to  mean  money,  or  any  other 
thing  that  bears  a  known  value:  4  Cruise,  24.  This  court,  in 
the  case  of  Lansing  v.  McKiUip,  3  Caines,  288,  considered  the 
words,  for  value  received,  of  little  force  and  importance  of 
themselves,  towards  making  out  a  consideration.  Indepen- 
dently of  that  decision,  however,  I  cannot  discover  more  efficacy 
in  these  words,  than  in  many  others  which  have  been  used  in 
instruments,  that  have  been  adjudged  inoperative  as  bargains 
and  sales.  All  the  cases  I  have  cited  to  show  the  necessity  of  a 
consideration,  plainly  indicate,  that  if  it  is  to  be  inferred  from 
the  face  of  the  deed,  it  ought  to  be  expressed  as  necessarily  to 
import  value.  It  must  not,  in  the  language  of  Baron  Comyns,  be 
too  general.  It  seems  to  me,  that  as  much  may  be  inferred 
from  the  word  consideration  as  the  word  value.  And  it  has 
repeatedly  been  adjudged,  that  an  acknowledgment  of  the- 
receipt  of  a  consideration  generally  was  not  sufficient.  Al- 
though this  may  have  the  semblance  of  a  technical  nicety/ 
incompatible,  with  the  broad  principles  of  justice,  yet  the  rule 
appears  to  me  to  be  too  firmly  established  to  be  overturned. 
Many  of  the  common  law  principles,  applicable  to  other  con- 
tracts, cannot  be  applied  to  bargains  and  sales  under  the  statute 
of  uses. 

In  Mildmay'8  case,  and  also  that  of  Ward  v.  Lambert,  before 
referred  to,  the  words,  divers  good  considerations,  were  consid- 
ered insufficient  to  raise  a  use,  being  but  general  parlance,  im- 
plying nothing,  unless  express  considerations  were  shown;  for 
otherwise  none  would  be  intended.     So  in  Fisher  v.  Smith,  5 
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Vin.  Abr.  406,  note,  the  court  were  clear,  that  if  one  pleads  a 
bargain  and  sale,  in  which  no  consideration  of  money  is  ex- 
pressed, then  he  ought  to  supply  it  by  art  averment  that  it  was 
for  money;  and  that  the  words,  for  divers  good  considerations, 
shall  not  be  intended  for  money,  without  an  averment;  but  if 
the  deed  expresses,  for  a  competent  sum  of  money,  it  is  suffi- 
cient, without  showing  the  certainty  of  the  sum;  and  none  shall 
say  that  no  money  was  paid;  for  against  this  express  mention 
in  the  deed,  no  averment  that  no  money  was  paid  shall  be  ad- 
mitted. An  acknowledgment  in  the  deed  of  the  receipt  of 
money,  ex  vi  termini,  imports  value,  and  the  amount  of  the 
consideration  is  immaterial.  It  has  been  repeatedly  ruled,  that 
if  in  pleading  a  bargain  and  sale,  no  valuable  consideration  is 
shown,  it  will  be  ill  on  demurrer.  In  many  cases  the  verdict 
has  been  deemed  to  cure  this  defect,  which  must  have  been  on 
the  ground,  that  after  verdict,  the  consideration  is  presumed  to 
have  been  proved  on  the  trial:  1  Lord  Baym.  Ill;  1  Wils.  91; 
2  H.  Black  261.  From  all  the  cases  referred  to,  it  is  evident 
that  the  court  did  not  consider  the  seal  as  virtually  importing 
the  requisite  consideration;  for  the  instruments,  although  under 
seal,  were  deemed  inoperative  as  bargains  and  sales.  It  would 
have  been  competent  for  the  plaintiff,  in  the  present  case,  to 
have  proved  a  consideration  paid,  5  Yin.  507  K  which,  in  my 
opinion,  would  have  made  the  deed  effectual  to  transfer  the 
title;  the  word  grant  being  sufficient  to  pass  the  land  by  way 
of  use:  2  Mod.  253.  Under  this  view  of  the  case,  I  should  be 
inclined  to  grant  a  new  trial,  to  give  the  plaintiff  an  opportu- 
nity of  producing  this  proof,  if  in  his  power,  without  the  ex- 
pense of  a  new  action;  but  according  to  the  stipulation  in  the 
case,  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  in  my  opinion,  ought  to  be 
entered. 

Kent,  C.  J.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  deed  from  Brown 
to  Hudson  was  sufficient  to  convey  his  interest  in  the  premises. 
I  agree  that  the  deed,  if  it  operates  at  all,  must  operate  as  a 
bargain  and  sale  under  the  statute  of  uses.  At  the  common 
law,  a  feoffment  or  lease  was  valid,  without  any  consideration, 
in  consequence  of  the  fealty  or  homage  which  was  incident  to 
every  such  conveyance.  The  law  raised  a  consideration  out  of 
the  tenure  itself.  But  after  the  statute  of  Quia  Emplores,  18 
Ed.  1,  Perkins  says,  that  a  consideration  became  requisite  even 
to  the  validity  of  a  feoffment,  as  none  could  be  implied,  since, 
according  to  the  statute,  no  feudal  duty  or  service  resulted  to 
the  immediate  feoffor:  Perkins,  sec.   528-537.    The  general, 
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and  the  better  opinion  is,  that  the  notion  of  a  consideration  first 
came  from  the  court  of  equity,  where  it  was  held  necessary  to 
raise  a  use;  and  when  conveyances  to  uses  were  introduced,  the 
courts  of  law  adopted  the  same  idea,  and  held  that  a  considera- 
tion was  requisite  in  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale.  This  new 
principle  in  the  doctrine  of  assurances  by  deed,  met,  at  first, 
with  a  very  strong  resistance  from  the  ablest  lawyers  of  the  age. 
Plowden,  in  his  argument  in  the  case  of  Sharington  v.  Stroffen, 
1  Plowden,  808,  809,  which  arose  upon  a  deed  under  the  statute 
of  uses,  contended,  with  great  force  of  reason  and  authority, 
that  a  deed,  which  was  a  solemn  and  deliberate  act  of  the  mind, 
did  of  itself  import  a  consideration;  that  the  will  of  the  grantor 
was  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  it  never  could  be  called  a 
nudum  pactum.  Lord  Bacon,  in  his  reading  on  the  statute  of 
uses,  takes  notice  of  this  argument  of  Plowden,  and  gives  it  the 
weight  of  his  sanction.  "  I  would  have  one  case  showed,"  said 
he,  "  by  men  learned  in  the  law,  where  there  is  a  deed,  and  yet 
there  needs  a  consideration.  As  for  parole,  the  law  adjudgeth 
it  too  light  to  give  an  action  without  consideration;  but  a  deed, 
even  in  law,  imports  a  consideration,  because  of  the  delibera- 
tion and  ceremony  in  the  confection  of  it;  and,  therefore,  in 
8  Begin®,  it  is  solemnly  argued  that  a  deed  should  raise  a  use 
without  any  other  consideration:"  Bacon's  Works,  vol.  4,  p. 
167.  But  notwithstanding  this  strenuous  opposition,  the  rule 
from  chancery  prevailed,  and  it  has  been  long  settled,  that  a 
consideration,  expressed  or  proved,  was  necessary  to  give. effect 
to  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale.  I  am  not  going  to  attempt  to 
surmount  the  series  of  cases  on  this  subject,  though  I  confess 
myself  a  convert  to  the  argument  of  Plowden.  I  admit  the 
rule  that  a  consideration  is  necessary  to  a  conveyance  to  uses; 
but  I  think  that  here  is  evidence  of  a  consideration,  appearing 
on  the  face  of  the  deed  before  us,  sufficient  to  conclude  the 
grantor,  and  to  give  effect  to  it  as  a  bargain  and  sale. 

The  rule  requiring  a  consideration  to  raise  a  use,  has  become 
merely  nominal  and  a  matter  of  form;  for  if  a  sum  of  money  be 
mentioned,  it  is  never  an  inquiry  whether  it  was  actually  paid, 
and  the  smallest  sum  possible  is  sufficient;  nay,  it  has  been 
solemnly  adjudged,  that  a  pepper-corn  was  sufficient  to  raise  a 
use:  2  Vent.  85.  Since,  then,  the  efficacy  of  the  rule  is  so  com- 
pletely gone,  we  ought,  in  support  of  deeds,  to  construe  the 
cases  which  have  modified  the  rule,  with  the  utmost  liberality. 

The  deed  in  the  present  case  states,  that  "  for  value  received 
of  the  grantee,  he  doth  grant,"  etc.,  and  can  it  now  be  per- 
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mitted  to  the  grantor  to  say  there  was  no  value  received? 
Value  received  is  equivalent  to  saying,  money  was  received,  or 
a  chattel  was  received.  It  is  an  express  averment,  ex  vi  termini, 
of  a  quid  pro  quo.  In  Fisher  v.  Smith,  Moore,  569,  there  was 
a  bargain  and  sale  for  divers  considerations,  and  it  was  held  not 
to  be  enough,  without  an  averment  that  it  was  for  money: 
"  But  if  the  deed  express  for  a  competent  sum  of  money,  this 
is  sufficient  without  mentioning  the  certainty  of  the  sum,  and 
against  this  express  mention  in  the  deed,  no  averment  or  evi- 
dence shall  be  admitted  to  say  that  no  money  was  paid/'  All 
the  cases  that  I  have  examined,  which  say  that  a  general  con- 
sideration is  not  sufficient,  are  cases  in  which  the  words  in  the 
deed  were  for  divers  good  considerations.  I  have  not  met  with 
any  case  which  goes  so  far  as  to  say,  that  an  averment  in  the 
deed  of  value  received  by  the  grantor,  was  not  sufficient.  It  is 
said  in  2  Boll.  Abr.  786,  pi.  n.,  that  "  an  averment  that  a  bar- 
gain and  sale  was  in  consideration  of  money  or  other  valuable 
consideration  given,  was  sufficient/'  If  the  words  had  been, 
for  money  received  of  the  grantor,  then  the  deed  would  have 
fallen  exactly  within  the  decision  in  Moore,  and  would  have 
been  good,  according  to  the  admission  in  all  the  books.  I 
cannot  perceive  any  essential  difference  between  the  two  aver- 
ments; value  received  does,  in  judgment  of  law,  imply  money, 
or  its  equivalent.  The  grantor  must  be  estopped  by  this  ex- 
press averment  in  his  deed.  He  admits  not  only  a  value,  but  a 
value  received  from  the  grantee;  and  if  we  will  not  intend  this 
value  to  be  something  valuable,  or  equal  to  a  sum  of  money,  we 
seem  not  to  construe  charters  as  they  did  in  the  case  of  Fisher  v. 
Smith,  and  as  the  law  axiom  requires  them  to  be  examined, 
benignly,  and  in  support  of  the  substance.  The  statute  of  9 
and  10  Wm.  HI,  c.  17,  regards  those  words  of  so  much  import, 
that  if  a  bill  contains  them,  the  holder  is  then  entitled  to  re- 
cover interest  and  damages  against  the  drawer  and  indorser 
and  in  CramHngton  v.  Evans,  1  Show.  4;  Carth.  5,  Lord  Holt 
laid  great  stress  on  these  words.  "If  the  drawer,"  he  says, 
"  mention  for  value  received,  then  he  is  chargeable  at  common 
law;  but  if  no  such  mention  is  made,  then  you  must  come  upon 
the  custom  of  merchants  only/'  I  mention  these  authorities 
only  to  show  that  these  words  mean  something;  and  that  in 
certain  cases,  at  least,  the  law  has  attached  the  meaning  of  real 
actual  value  to  the  averment  of  value  received,  and  that  in  those 
cases  it  has  been  considered  as  equivalent  to  saying  for  money 
received. 
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The  law,  from  the  beginning,  has  been  very  indulgent  in  help- 
ing out  deeds  on  the  ground  of  consideration.  If  no  consid- 
eration be  expressed,  one  may  be  averred  in  pleading,  or  proved 
upon  the  trial:  Mildmaxfs  case,  1  Co.  175;  Fisher  v.  Smith, 
Moore,  569.  In  pleading  a  bargain  and  sale,  in  which  no  con- 
sideration is  expressed,  it  was  held,  in  Smith  v.  Lane,  Moore, 
504,  that  the  bargainee  need  not  aver  payment  of  money,  be- 
cause it  was  implied.  This  was  afterwards  held  otherwise;  but 
it  has  lately  been  held  by  the  court  of  0.  B.,  2  H.  Black.  259, 
that  this  averment  was  but  matter  of  form,  and  the  omission  of 
it  cured,  on  a  general  demurrer.  This  last  decision  seems  to 
have  almost  done  away  even  the  form  of  the  old  rule,  for  it  can 
hardly  be  necessary  to  prove  upon  trial,  under  the  general  is- 
sue, a  fact  which  is  matter  of  form  and  not  of  substance.  A 
plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  only  what  would  be  considered  as 
material  averments,  and  matters  which  go  to  the  substance  of 
the  action. 

But  I  place  my  opinion  on  the  ground  that  the  deed  contains 
a  sufficient  averment  of  a  consideration  to  estop  the  grantor, 
and  to  give  the  deed  operation  under  the  statute  of  uses.  I 
am  not  apprised  of  any  case  which  is  an  authority  against  this 
conclusion.  In  Lansing  v.  McEUlip,  3  Caines,  286,  two  of  the 
judges  intimated  that  value  received  did  not  supersede  the 
necessity  of  averring  and  proving  a  consideration  in  a  special 
agreement;  but  another  of  the  judges  went  largely  into  the 
support  of  a  contrary  opinion.  The  case,  however,  was  not 
decided  upon  that  ground,  but  upon  another,  viz. :  that  where 
the  plaintiff  alleges  two  good  considerations  in  his  declaration, 
he  must  prove  them  as  laid. 

The  next  point  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  words  "  make  over 
and  grant"  be  sufficient  to  convey  Brown's  interest  in  the  land. 
The  word  "grant"  has  been  held  sufficient  to  pass  lands  by 
way  of  use:  2  Mod.  258;  T.  Baym.  48.  Though  in  its  original 
meaning,  the  word  applied  only  to  a  conveyance  of  incorporeal 
hereditaments,  which  could  not  pass  by  livery  of  seisin,  yet  in 
conveyances  under  the  statute  of  uses,  it  is  sufficient  if  the 
granting  words  are  competent  to  raise  a  use;  for  the  statute 
then  performs  the  task  of  the  ancient  livery  of  seisin. 

My  opinion  on  both  points,  accordingly,  is  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Yah  Ness,  J.,  and  Yates,  J.,  were  of  the  same  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Howes  v.  Barker. 

[3  JoHjrtOM,  606.] 

Parol  Evidence  as  to  Quantity  op  Land  Conveyed.— Where  a 
deed  was  executed  and  delivered  conveying  a  certain  number  of  acres 
of  land*  it  was  held  that  no  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  a 
mistake  in  the  quantity  mentioned  in  the  deed;  and  that  no  action 
could  be  maintained  for  money  had  and  received,  to  recover  the  money 
paid  for  the  number  of  acres  alleged  to  be  deficient 
Assumpsit,  for  money  had  and  received,  paid  out  and  ex* 
pended,  and  lent  and  advanced.    Flea,  non  assumpsit. 

On  opening  the  cause  to  the  jury,  plaintiff's  counsel  stated 
that  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  executed  articles  of  agreement 
by  which  defendant  agreed  to  sell  plaintiff  a  certain  tract  of 
land,  at  nine  pounds  per  acre;  that  defendant  executed  a  deed 
containing  the  usual  covenants,  wherein  the  number  of  acres 
was  expressed  to  be  two  hundred  and  seventy-five;  that  plaintiff 
paid  defendant  as  for  two  hundred  and  seventy-five  acres,  .at 
nine  pounds  per  acre;  that  upon  a  survey  by  plaintiff,  he  after- 
wards discovered  that  there  were  but  two  hundred  and  sixty- 
three  acres,  and  that  this  action  was  to  recover  the  sum  paid 
for  the  twelve  acres  not  conveyed.  Defendant  moved  for  a  non- 
suit; and  the  judge  being  of  opinion  that  no  action  could  be 
maintained  on  these  facts,  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  that  the 
parties  had  agreed  that  the  quantity  of  acres  conveyed  should 
be  the  subject  of  future  inquiry,  and  that  the  sum  paid  should 
be  rectified  by  the  actual  quantity  of  land.    This  evidence  was 
rejected.     Plaintiff  then  offered  to  prove  that  defendant  had 
acknowledged  the  mistake  in  the  number  of  acres,  after  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  and  had  promised  to  refund  the  money 
so  received  by  mistake;  and  for  this  purpose  plaintiff  produced 
the  following  letter  written  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  which 
was  admitted:  "  I  will  come  down  next  week,  and  early  enough 
in  the  day  to  send  for  Mr.  Baldwin.    All  I  want  is  to  be  con- 
vinced of  the  quantity  of  land,  and  Baldwin  says  he  can  do  it." 
The  judge  being  of  opinion  that  neither  the  facts  nor  the  evi- 
dence were  sufficient  to  support  the  action,  ordered  a  nonsuit. 
J.  TaUmadge,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  moved  to  set  aside 
the  nonsuit,  urging  that  this  was  not  an  attempt  to  impeach  a 
written  agreement,  but  to  recover  money  paid  under  mistake; 
that  if  equity  would  relieve  for  fraud  or  mistake  in  this  case, 
the  present  form  of  action  in  a  court  of  law  was  sufficient  to 
entitle  plaintiff  to  relief:  Sugden's  Law  of  Vendors,  119,  301; 
2  Eq.  Oas.  Abr.  688. 
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Emolt,  contra,  urged  that  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible  to 
vary  in  any  manner,  a  written  contract:  2  W.  Bl.  1239;  1  John. 
414  (ante,  839).  The  plaintiff  is,  in  law,  estopped  to  aver  a  mia- 
takoin  his  own  solemn  deed,  and  he  does  not  allege  fraud. 

Thompson,  J.  Could  the  plaintiff's  action  in  this  case  be  sus- 
tained at  law,  without  infringing  upon  what  I  consider  well 
settled  principles,  I  should  think  the  nonsuit  ought  to  be  set 
aside;  for  if  the  facts  offered  to  be  proved  were  true,  there  has 
been  a  mistake  made  in  the  deed  which  ought  to  be  rectified. 
But  relief,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  to  be  had  in  a  court  of  law. 
There  is  no  pretense  of  any  fraud  having  been  practiced  upon  the 
plaintiff.  The  most  that  can  be  alleged  is,  that  there  has  been  a 
mistake  with  respect  to  the  insertion  of  the  consideration 
money  in  the  deed.  The  contract  between  the  parties,  accord- 
ing to  the  articles  of  agreement,  was  executory,  and  having 
been  executed  and  consummated  by  the  deed  subsequently 
given,  the  agreement  became  null  and  of  no  further  effect.  If 
it  remained  in  force,  the  action,  if  at  all  sustainable,  should 
have  been  upon  the  covenant.  This  is  not  like  the  case  of 
Weaver  v.  Bentiey,  1  Caines,  48.  The  court  there  sustained  the 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  on  the  ground  that  the  de- 
fendant having  altogether  failed  to  perform  the  contract  on  his 
part,  the  plaintiff  had  his  election  either  to  proceed  on  his  cove- 
nant for  damages,  or  to  disaffirm  the  contract,  and  to  bring  his 
action  to  recover  back  the  money  he  had  paid. 

The  present  case,  however,  is  not  one  where  the  plaintiff 
claims  the  right  of  disaffirming  the  contract,  but  has  consum- 
mated it  by  the  acceptance  of  a  deed.  The  deed  cannot  be 
considered  as  an  execution  of  the  contract  in  part  only.  If  an 
execution  at  all,  it  must  be  of  the  whole  contract,  and  the  arti- 
cles of  agreement  are  a  nullity.  If  so,  the  testimony  offered 
in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  action,  to  show  that  the  considera- 
tion expressed  in  the  deed  was  more  than  ought  to  have  been 
paid,  could  be  viewed  in  no  other  light  than  as  parol  evidence, 
repugnant  to  the  written  contract.  That  such  testimony  is  not 
admissible  has  been  repeatedly  ruled  in  this  court:  2  Caines, 
161 ;  1  Johnson,  418  (ante,  339).  The  language  of  the  court,  in 
those  cases,  was,  that  it  cannot  be  a  safe  or  salutary  rule,  to 
allow  a  contract  to  rest  partly  in  writing,  and  partly  in  parol. 
Whenever  it  is  reduced  to  writing,  that  is  to  be  considered  the 
evidence  of  the  agreement,  and  everything  resting  in  parol,  be- 
comes thereby  extinguished.     I  cannot  perceive  why  any  parol 
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,  agreement,  varying  the  consideration  money  expressed  in  the 
deed,  does  not  fall  within  this  rule,  as  much  as  if  it  related  to 
any  other  part  of  the  contract.  There  is,  however,  an  express 
adjudication  of  this  court  on  that  point,  in  the  case  of  Schem- 
erhorn  v.  Vanderheyden,  1  Johnson,  140  (ante,  804).  The  court 
there  say:  "  The  consideration  for  the  assignment  is  expressly 
stated  in  the  deed  of  assignment  itself,  and  the  parties  are 
thereby  precluded  from  setting  up  any  greater  or  different  con- 
sideration. To  allow  of  parol  evidence  for  that  purpose,  would 
be  to  extend  or  substantially  vary  the  language  of  a  written 
contract.  Though  the  promise  in  question  may  have  been  made 
previously  to  the  assignment,  yet  after  the  execution  of  the  in- 
strument, we  must  presume  that  the  father  and  son  altered  the 
consideration  mentioned  at  first,  and  finally  acted  upon  that 
which  is  set  forth  in  the  assignment."  So  in  the  case  before 
us,  we  must  presume,  after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  that  the 
consideration  therein  mentioned  was  the  one  finally  agreed  on 
between  the  parties.  The  testimony  offered  to  show  an  agree- 
ment at  the  time  the  deed  was  executed,  to  have  the  land  resur- 
veyed  and  the  price  regulated  by  that  survey,  was  properly 
rejected,  as  coming  within  the  principle  adopted  by  this  court 
in  the  case  of  Mumfordv.  McPherson,  1  Johnson,  414  (ante,  839); 
see,  also,  Bradley  v.  Blodget,  Eirby,  22  (1  Am.  Deo.  11).  The 
plaintiff  was  permitted,  on  the  trial,  to  adduce  testimony  to 
show  that  the  defendant  had,  after  the  execution  of  the  deed, 
acknowledged  the  mistake  and  promised  to  refund  the  money; 
but  he  altogether  failed  in  establishing  such  a  promise.  What- 
ever view,  therefore,  is  taken  of  the  case,  I  think  the  nonsuit 
ought  to  stand,  and  that  the  present  motion  must  be  denied. 

Spenoeb,  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

Kent,  0.  J.  1  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  confess  that  I 
have  struggled  hard,  and  with  the  strongest  inclination,  to  see 
if  the  action  for  money  had  and  received  would  not  help  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case;  but  I  cannot  surmount  the  impediment  of 
the  deed,  which  the  plaintiff  has  accepted  from  the  defendant, 
and  which  contains  a  specific*  consideration  in  money,  and  the 
quantity  of  acres  conveyed,  with  the  usual  covenant  of  seisin. 
Sitting  in  a  court  of  law,  I  think  I  am  bound  to  look  to  that 
deed,  as  the  highest  evidence  of  the  final  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties, both  as  to  the  quantity  of  the  land  to  be  conveyed,  and 
the  price  to  be  given  for  it.  If  there  be  a  mistake  in  the  deed, 
the  plaintiff  must  resort  to  a  court  of  equity,  which  has  had  a 
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long  established  jurisdiction  in  all  such  cases,  and  where  even 
parol  evidence  is  held  to  be  admissible  to  correct  the  mistake: 
1  Ves.  317;  3  Bro.  C.  0.  454;  5  Ves.  Jr.,  695,  596;  6  Id.  838, 
334.    The  motion  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit  must  be  denied. 

Van  Ness,  J.,  having  been  of  counsel,  and  Taxes,  J.,  not 
having  heard  the  argument,  gave  no  opinion. 

Judgment  of  nonsuit. 

ajc.Dbo.  Vol.  m— 84 
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Hampson  v.  Edelen. 

[2  HiUD  k  Jomnoir,  64.) 

Equitable  Title  of  Vendee  Protected  against  Judgment.  —  A 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  land  made  bona  fide  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration vests  the  equitable  interest  in  the  vendee  from  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  contract,  although  the  money  is  not  then  paid.  A 
judgment  obtained  by  a  third  person  against  the  vendor  between  the 
making  the  contract  and  the  payment  of  the  money,  during  which  the 
vendee  was  in  possession,  cannot  defeat  the  equitable  interest  thus 
acquired,  nor  is  it  a  lien  on  the  land  affecting  the  right  of  the  vendee. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  Edelen  filed  his  bill, 
stating  that  he  purchased  a  certain  tract  of  land  of  one  Wade, 
in  September,  1797,  giving  up,  in  part  payment  therefor,  a  cer- 
tain bond  which  Edelen  held  against  Wade;  that  in  December* 
1797,  complainant  received  full  and  absolute  possession  of  the 
premises,  which  he  has  held  ever  since;  that  he  used  and  culti- 
vated the  land,  and  having,  on  the  twelfth  November,  1798, 
paid  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money,  obtained  a  convey- 
ance for  the  same;  and  that  defendant,  Hampson,  has,  by  virtue 
of  judgments  recovered  in  May,  1798,  against  Wade,  sued  out 
a  fieri  facias  which  has  been  levied  upon  the  land  in  question. 
The  bill  concluded  with  a  prayer  for  an  injunction  to  enjoin 
further  proceedings  under  the  fieri  facias. 

An  injunction  was  granted,  and  from  the  decree  of  Hanson, 
chancellor,  that  the  injunction  be  made  perpetual,  Hampson 
appealed. 

T.  Buchanan,  for  the  appellant,  urged  a  man  purchasing  un- 
4«r  a  parol  agreement  should  not  be  protected  against  a  judg- 
ment creditor,  under  a  judgment  rendered  against  the  vendor 
(530) 
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subsequent  to  the  sale,  and  prior  to  any  conveyance  of  the 
land:  Sorrel  v.  Carpenter,  2  P.  Wms.  482;  Worsley  v.  The 
Earl  of  Scarborough,  8  Atk.  392;  Churchill  v.  Grove,  1  Chan. 
Cas.  35;  Bovey  v.  Skipurith,  Id.  201;  Peach  v.  Winchelsea,  10 
Mod.  468;  Finch  v.  Winchelsea,  1  P.  Wms.  277;  2  Pow.  on 
Cont.  58,  34;  Brandlyn  v.  Ord,  1  Atk.  571;  Marlow  v.  Smith,  2 
P.  Wms.  199;  TourviUe  v.  Naiach,  3  Id.  807;  Wtyp  t.  Wigg,  1 
Atk.  384. 

Shaaff,  for  the  appellee. 

By  Court,  Chase,  C.  J.  In  this  case  it  appears  that  a  con- 
siderable part  of  the  purchase-money  was  paid,  and  possession 
given  of  the  land,  prior  to  the  obtention  of  the  judgments  by 
Hampson  against  Wade.  A  contract  for  land,  bona  fide,  made 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  vests  the  equitable  interest  in  the 
vendee  from  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract,  although 
the  money  is  not  paid  at  that  time.  When  the  money  is  paid, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  vendee  is  entitled  to 
a  conveyance,  and  to  a  decree  in  chancery  for  a  specific  execu- 
tion of  the  contract,  if  such  conveyance  is  refused.  A  judg- 
ment obtained  by  a  third  person  against  the  vendor,  mesne  the 
making  the  contract  and  the  payment  of  the  money,  cannot  de- 
feat or  impair  the  equitable  interest  thus  acquired,  nor  is  it  a 
lien  on  the  land  to  affect  the  right  of  such  cestui  que  trust.  A 
judgment  is  a  lien  on  the  land  of  the  debtor,  and  attaches  on  it 
as  a  fund  for  its  payment;  but  the  legal  estate  in  the  land  is 
not  vested  in  the  judgment  creditor,  although  he  can  convert 
it  into  money,  to  satisfy  bis  debt,  by  pursuing  the  proper 
means. 

Decree  affirmed. 


The  authority  of  this  case  was  recognized  in  Mayer  v.  Hksman,  13  N.  Y. 
184,  and  the  same  doctrine  laid  down,  the  court  saying:  "In  accordance 
with  this  view,  it  was  held,  in  a  case  in  Maryland,  that  where  the  vendee, 
subsequently  to  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  against  the  vendor,  bnt  without 
actual  notice  thereof,  had  paid  over  a  balance  of  the  purchase-money  and 
taken  a  conveyance  from  the  judgment  debtor,  such  vendee  was  in  equity 
entitled  to  be  protected  against  the  claims  of  the  judgment  creditor.  And 
we  have  the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  court  of  errors  of  this  state  upon 
the  same  point  in  an  action  at  law:  Parka  v.  Jackson,  11  Wend.  442."  In 
this  case,  also,  the  principal  case  is  cited.  The  authority  of  the  principal 
case  is  recognized  in  Corporation  of  Georgetown  v.  Smith,  4  Cranch  C.  C.  83, 
and  Tayloe  v.  Thomson,  5  Peters,  368.  See  Freeman  on  Judgments,  see.  364, 
treating  of  the  doctrine  laid  down  here. 
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Beall  v.  Harwood. 

[2  Habbdi  &  JosoraoN,  187.] 

Consteuction  of  Statute.— In  the  construction  of  a  statute,  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  should  prevail,  and  should  he  collected  from  the 
whole  law,  and  the  circumstances  which  produced  it  Accordingly, 
where  a  statute  recited  that  A.,  who  was  living,  had  only  female  heirs, 
and  it  appeared  that  A.  had  two  daughters,  named  B.  and  C,  and  no 
other  children,  it  was  held  that  by  the  words  female  heirs  were  meant 
the  two  daughters  of  A. 

Right  of  Mortgagor  to  Maintain  Ejectment.— A  mortgagor  cannot 
maintain  ejectment  for  the  land  mortgaged,  unless  he  can  show  that 
the  mortgage  has  been  satisfied  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the 
suit. 

Appeal  from  the  general  court.  The  plaintiff,  the  appellant, 
brought  an  action  of  ejectment;  general  issue  pleaded.  It  ap- 
peared that  Hollyday  died  in  December,  1739,  seised  of  the 
land  in  question,  which  he  devised  as  follows:  1.  To  his  second 
son,  Leonard,  in  tail  male;  2.  Remainder  .in  tail  male  to  hia 
eldest  son,  Thomas;  3.  Remainder  in  tail  male  to  his  third  son, 
Clement;  and  4.  Remainder  in  fee  to  his  two  daughters,  Eliza- 
beth and  Mary,  as  tenants  in  common.  Leonard  entered  by 
virtue  of  this  devise,  and  became  seised  of  the  premises.  Being 
so  seised,  and  having  only  two  female  children,  he  presented  a 
petition,  in  which  his  eldest  brother,  Thomas,  joined,  to  the 
general  assembly  of  1756.  In  consequence  of  this  petition,  an 
act  was  passed  entitled  "  An  act  to  vest  certain  intailed  lands 
therein  mentioned  in  the  female  heirs  of  Leonard  Hollyday, 
gentleman,  in  fee-simple,"  which  act,  after  reciting  the  pro- 
visions of  the  elder  Hollyday*  s  will,  and  that  Leonard's  daugh- 
ters could  not  take  the  lands  by  virtue  thereof,  but  that  they 
would  vest  in  Thomas,  who  was  party  to  the  petition,  and  con- 
sented thereto;  and,  after  declaring  that  the  petition  seemed  to 
the  assembly  reasonable,  enacted  that  the  lands  devised  to 
Leonard  and  his  male  heirs  "  shall  be,  and  the  same  are,  here- 
by vested  in  the  said  female  heirs  of  Leonard  Hollyday,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  only  use  and  behoof  of  them,  the  said 
female  heirs  of  the  said  Leonard  Hollyday,  their  heirs  and  as- 
signs forever;  provided,  always,  and  it  is  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  this  act,  that  if  the  said  Leonard  Hollyday  shall 
have  any  male  heirs  of  his  body  at  the  time  of  his  death,  or  that 
the  said  female  heirs  of  the  said  Leonard  Hollyday  shall  not 
have  issue,  that  then  and  in  such  case"  the  lands  were  to  de- 
scend and  stand  limited  as  devised  by  the  will  of  the  testator, 
any  law,  usage  or  custom  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  eta 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Dec.  1807.]  Beall  v.  Hakwood.  533 

Leonard  afterwards  bad  a  son,  to  -whom,  in  the  year  1791,  he 
bargained  and  sold,  for  valuable  consideration,  all  his  right, 
title  and  interest  in  the  premises,  in  fee.  The  son  entered  upon 
and  was  seised  of  the  premises,  and  being  so  seised,  died  in 
1793,  leaving  three  daughters  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  Beall. 
Leonard  died  in  1794,  leaving  issue  two  daughters.  Defend- 
ant claimed  ad  the  husband  of  the  only  child  and  heir  of  the 
survivor  of  these  two  daughters,  and  had  entered  and  taken 
possession  bj  virtue  of  the  act  of  assembly. 

Chase,  C.  J.  In  this  case  the  counsel  have  said  everything 
which  could  be  suggested  upon  the  subject.  They  have  made 
use  of  ingenious  arguments.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  it  has 
been  fully  and  ably  argued  on  both  sides.  The  court  think 
that  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  to  prevail,  and  that  in- 
tention is  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  of  the  law,  and  the 
circumstances  which  produced  it. 

The  case  is  to  be  considered :  1.  What  was  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  ?  2.  Have  they  used  clear  words  to  express  that 
intention?  3.  What  is  the  effect  of  the  enacting  clause,  and 
does  it  carry  their  intention  into  effect? 

The  motive  does  not  satisfactorily  appear;  but  facts  do  ap- 
pear in  the  petition,  as  recited  in  the  act,  which  are,  that  the 
land  would,  by  the  will,  vest  in  Thomas;  that  Leonard  had  no 
son,  but  he  had  daughters  who  could  not  inherit;  that  he  had 
improved  the  land,  And  had  a  solicitude  to  provide  for  his 
daughters.  It  is  apparent  to  the  court  that  Leonard  had  little 
or  no  expectation  of  having  any  other  children;  he  had  in  view 
to  provide  for  the  children  he  then  had.  Thomas,  his  brother, 
knowing  of  the  improvements  made  on  the  land  by  Leonard, 
and  actuated  by  motives  of  affection,  concurred  in  the  petition. 
It  appears  that  the  operation  under  the  will  was  intended  to  be 
suspended.  The  petition  sets  forth  that  Leonard  had  "  only 
femaje  heirs,  who  could  not  inherit."  This  was  nothing  more 
than  a  description  of  the  persons  who  were  to  take  under  the 
law.  The  prayer  of  the  petition  was  "to  vest  in  the  female 
heirs"  of  Leonard  Hollyday,  in  fee-simple.  "  Female  heirs  " 
meant  the  two  daughters  of  Leonard  Hollyday,  and  that  the 
estate  was  to  vest  immediately  in  them.  It  appears  that  the 
petition  had  in  view  to  provide  for  the  two  daughters.  The 
legislature  granted  the  petition.  Has  the  enacting  clause  car- 
ried the  intention  into  effect?  "  Shall  be  and  are  hereby  vested 
in  the  said  female  heirs."  The  intention  must  be  to  vest  the 
estate  in  the  daughters  then  in  being.    It  is  a  plain  designation 
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of  the  persons  who  were  to  take;  and  that  an  estate  in  fee- 
simple  should  be  Tested  in  the  two  daughters,  to  be  defeated 
only  upon  the  happening  of  two  contingencies.  If  the  events, 
or  either  of  them  had  happened,  the  estate  in  fee-simple  would 
have  divested  and  let  in  the  operation  of  the  will.  This  shows 
that  bj  the  act  there  was  to  be  a  suspension  of  the  estate.  It 
was  the  act  of  the  father  providing  for  his  children,  with  a  pro- 
viso in  case  of  male  heirs,  or  the  death  of  his  daughters  with- 
out issue.     Thomas  made  a  greater  sacrifice  than  Leonard. 

What  would  be  the  effect,  if  the  construction  contended  for 
on  the  other  side,  was  to  prevail?  It  would  be  putting  it  in 
the  power  of  one  party  to  defeat  the  provisions  of  the  legisla- 
ture. Such  a  construction  could  never  be  admitted.  The  chil- 
dren of  Leonard  Hollyday  (the  son)  never  could  have  inherited 
under  the  will. 

The  court  are  of  opinion,  that  an  estate  in  fee-simple  vested 
in  the  two  daughters  of  Leonard  Hollyday,  which  estate  was  to 
be  defeated  and  divested  out  of  the  daughters  on  the  happening  of 
either  of  two  contingencies:  1.  If  Leonard  Hollyday  (the 
father)  left  issue  male  at  the  time  of  his  death;  2.  If  Leonard 
Hollyday  should  die  without  leaving  issue  male  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  and  his  two  daughters  should  die  without  leaving 
issue.  On  the  happening  of  either  of  said  events,  the  estate  in 
fee-simple  which  was  created  in  the  two  daughters,  was  to  be 
divested,  and  the  limitations  in  the  will,  which  were  suspended 
by  the  act  of  the  legislature  for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  his 
two  daughters,  were  to  be  again  put  in  operation.  And  the 
court  are  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  land.     The  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  a  mortgage  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  premises,  executed  by  the  son,  and  prayed  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  unless 
he  could  show  that  this  mortgage  had  been  satisfied  prior  to 
bringing  the  ejectment. 

Chasb,  C.  J.  The  court  are  of  opinion,  that  the  mortgage 
created  a  legal  estate  in  the  land  in  Benjamin  Mackall,  the 
mortgagee,  and  his  heirs;  and  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
unless  he  proves  the  mortgage  was  satisfied  previous  to  the 
bringing  this  ejectment.  The  plaintiff  excepted,  and  the  verdict 
and  judgment  being  against  him,  he  appealed  to  this  court. 

Martin  and  Shaaf,  for  the  appellant,  cited  in  support  of  their 
position:   Shelley  case,  1  Coke,  102, 103;  Shep.  T.  103;  Chew's 
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Lessee  v.  Weems,  1  Har.  &  McHen.  463;  Pow.  on  Mort.  221,  222; 
The  King  v.  St.  Michael's,  Doug.  632;  Lade  v.  Holford,  3  Burr. 
1416;  Doe  v.  Bristow  &  Pegge,  1  T.  B.  758,  note. 

Key,  Mason  and  Johiison,  attorney-general,  for  the  appellee, 
relied  upon:  WheaUey  v.  Thomas,  1  Lev.  75;  Walker  v.  Collier, 
Cro.  Eliz.  379;  Co.  Litt.  27  a;  Prince's  case,  8  Co.  1;  Murrey  v. 
Kyton  dt  Price,  T.  Baym.  355;  Shep.  T.  108, 109, 119;  Pow.  on 
Cont.  336, 337, 376, 377;  Pow.  on  Dev.  376, 377;  Doev.  Wharton 
&  Dixon,  8  T.  B.  2;  Doe  v.  Staple,  2  T.  B.  696;  Armstrong  y. 
Peirse  el  al.%  3  Burr.  1901. 

The  Court,  Tilghman,  Buchanan  and  Nicholson,  JJ.,  con- 
curred  in  the  opinions  expressed  by  the  general  court  in  both 
of  the  bills  of  exceptions. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

In  Cear/oss  v.  State,  42  Md.  407,  this  case  is  cited  on  the  construction  of  a 
statute  of  the  court,  saying  that  "  where  clear  words  are  used  to  indicate 
the  purpose,  there  is  no  necessity  to  resort  to  other  aids."  So  in  Charles  v. 
Clagett,3Md.  87;  Erwmr.  Moore,  15  Ga.  865;  Sitter*  of  Charity  ▼.  Detroit, 
9  Mich.  99;  Gadsden  ▼.  Jones,  1  Fla.  842. 


De  Sobry  v.  De  Laistre. 

[3  Haws  *  Jomow,  191.] 

Fkoof  of  Copt  of  Will  in  Foreign  Jurisdiction.— Where  a  will 
executed  in  Philadelphia  was  transmitted  by  the  testator  to  Martinique, 
where  it  was  deposited,  according  to  the  laws  of  that  island,  with  a 
notary,  it  was  held  that  a  copy  of  the  will  made  by  the  notary,  whose 
signature  was  certified  by  the  colonial  officer  of  the  island,  was  suf- 
ficiently authenticated. 

Records  of  Foreign  Judgment.— Where  a  copy  of  a  record  of  a  judg- 
ment in  Martinique  was  authenticated  by  the  signature  and  seal  of 
office  of  the  grand  judge  of  the  island  and  colony  of  Martinique,  it 
was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  prove  the  signature 
and  seal  of  office  of  such  judge,  and  that  he  had  sole  authority  by  the 
laws  of  the  island  to  authenticate  judicial  proceedings.  A  seal  of  a 
foreign  court  does  not  prove  itself,  bat  must  be  proved  by  testimony. 
Where  an  official  copy  of  a  foreign  judgment  is  produced,  it  is  to  be 
presumed  that  it  is  a  full  copy. 

Admission  of  Letters  in  Evidence.— The  letters  of  a  witness  may  be 
read  in  evidence,  to  impeach  his  credit  as  to  what  he  bad  sworn  to  on 
examination  under  a  commission,  but  not  as  evidence  of  any  other 
facts. 

Construction  of  Contracts. — It  is  a  general  principle,  admitting  of 
few  exceptions,  that  in  construing  contracts  made  in  a  foreign  country, 
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the  courts  are  governed  by  the  lex  loci  contractus,  as  respects  the  es- 
sence of  the  contract;  that  is,  the  rights  acquired  and  the  obligations 
created  by  it,  bat  the  remedy  or  mode  of  enforcing  it  is  to  conform  to 
the  laws  of  the  country  where  the  action  is  instituted. 

Validity  of  Contract. — Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  contract,  it  is  to 
be  executed  in  another  country,  there  the  parties  tacitly  adopt  the  laws 
of  that  country  for  its  interpretation,  and  its  validity  is  determined  by 
its  laws;  but  where  a  contract  is  contra  bono*  mores,  as  for  the  price  of 
prostitution,  such  a  contract,  though  legal  in  some  countries,  would 
not  be  enforced  here. 

Evidence  to  Charge  Defendant  in  Assumpsit. —If  the  plaintiff,  in 
an  action  of  assumpsit,  files  an  account  in  court  containing  the  items 
of  his  claim  against  the  defendant,  he  is  precluded  from  going  into  evi- 
dence to  establish  his  claim  in  a  manner  different  from  that  in  which 
he  has  elected  by  his  account  to  consider  the  defendant  his  debtor. 

Personal  Property,  how  Distributed.— The  personal  property  of  a 
testator  is  to  be  distributed  according  to  the  laws  of  the  testator's  domi- 
cile. 

Assets,  Administration  of. — Any  fund  of  a  deceased  person  in  the 
hands  of  his  ancillary  executor,  in  a  state,  is  liable  to  all  creditors, 
without  reference  to  their  citizenship  or  residence,  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  state  where  the  executor  acts,  and  any  surplus  which  re- 
mains in  the  hands  of  an  ancillary  executor  after  payment  of  creditors, 
goes  into  the  mass  of  the  estate,  to  be  distributed  according  to  the  laws 
of  the  country  where  the  testator  was  domiciled. 

Proof  of  Foreign  Laws. — The  laws  of  a  foreign  country  are  to  be 
proved  by  evidence,  and  the  court  is  to  decide  what  is  the  proper  evi- 
dence of  such  laws,  and  to  judge  of  the  applicability  of  such  laws 
when  proved  to  the  case  before  the  court;  but  such  laws  are  matters  of 
fact  to  be  found  by  the  jury. 

Error  to  general  court.  Lewis  Augustine'  Terrier  de  Laistre 
brought  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  Benjamin  De  Sobry,  ex* 
ecutor  of  Michael  Terrier  de  Laistre.  The  declaration  con- 
tained four  counts.  The  first  for  four  thousand  five  hundred 
and  eighteen  pounds  seventeen  shillings  and  seven  pence  for  vari- 
ous items  due  on  an  account;  the  sedond,  third  and  fourth  for 
money  received,  laid  out,  expended,  etc.  The  defendant  pleaded 
non  assumpsit  and  plene  administravit,  to  which  general  issue  was 
joined. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  at  October  term,  1804,  the  defend- 
ant offered  certain  testimony  returned  with  a  commission  to 
take  the  deposition  of  a  certain  notary  as  to  the  contents  of  a 
will  and  codicils  deposited  in  the  island  of  Martinique.  At- 
tested copies  of  the  will  and  codicils  were  annexed  to  the  depo- 
sition. Annexed  to  the  notary's  certificate  was  the  following 
attestation  of  his  authority: 

"  We,  John  Augustine  Begnaudier,  commissioner  of  the  king, 
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and  procureur  (attorney),  holding  for  this  purpose  the  place  in 
the  absence  of  Mr.  John  Aman  Astory,  commissioner  of  the 
king,  titular  senechal  of  St.  Pierre,  Martinique,  certify  to  all 
whom  it  may  concern  that  the  above  signature  is  that  of  Mr. 
Ciceron,  notary,  dwelling  in  this  island,  and  that  faith  ought  to 
be  given  to  it  as  well  in  courts  of  justice  as  thereout,  and  to 
all  that  he  signs  in  that  quality.  In  testimony  whereof,  we  have 
signed  these  presents,  and  thereto  fixed  the  seal  of  this  colony, 
where  stamped  paper  is  not  in  use.  Given  in  our  hotel  at  St. 
Pierre,  Martinique,  the  twentieth  July,  1801.       Begnaudibb. 

"  Sealed  at  St.  Pierre,  Martinique,  the  twentieth  July,  1821. 

"  [l.  s.]  Jacquixb." 

The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  copies  in  evidence,  because  they 
were  not  legally  proved  and  certified. 

Martin,  attorney-general,  and  Purviance,  for  defendant,  stated 
that  by  the  laws  of  France  there  were  two  modes  of  making 
wills;  one  was  a  will  entirely  in  the  handwriting  of  the  testator, 
which  was  called  an  olograph  will;  the  other  written  by  a  no- 
tary, agreeably  to  the  testator's  directions;  and  when  written 
and  read  to  the  testator,  it  was  a  good  will,  and  was  called  a 
solemn  will.  The  will  offered  in  evidence  was  an  olograph  will, 
executed  in  Philadelphia  by  the  testator,  and  by  him  trans- 
mitted to  certain  notaries  public  in  Martinique,  where  it  re- 
mained. The  commission  was  to  ascertain  if  there  was  a  will, 
and  to  have  a  copy  exhibited  and  proved  by  the  executor  named 
in  the  will.  It  was  legally  authenticated.  The  original  will 
could  not  be  produced,  having  been  lodged  in  the  office  of  a 
notary  by  the  testator  himself,  but  the  copy  was  authenti- 
cated by  the  notary  directed  by  the  laws  of  France. 

Harper  and  Boyd,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  it  was  a 
fixed  principle  in  the  law  of  evidence  that  a  will  must  be  proved 
in  one  of  three  ways:  1.  The  original  must  be  produced,  and 
the  execution  proved;  2.  An  authenticated  copy  from  an  office 
of  record  properly  certified;  3.  If  an  authenticated  copy  is  not 
produced,  then  proof  that  it  is  a  true  copy  from  the  original,  if 
the  original  is  in  the  possession  of  a  person  or  officer  not  au- 
thorized to  record  it:  Peake's  Evid.  l^9n>tis;  Anon.,  8  Mod.  66; 
Henry  v.  Adey,  3  East,  221;  Moines  v.  Thornton,  8  T.  B.  303; 
Stevenson  v.  Myers,  1  Harr.  &  J.  102. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  certificate  of 
the  colonial  officer  of  the  signature  of  the  notary  public,  is  suf* 
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ficient  to  authenticate  the  copy  of  the  will,  and  that  the  same  ia 
sufficiently  proved,  and  may  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury: 

I.  Certain  proceedings  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  island  of 
Martinique,  relative  to  the  will  of  the  testator,  were  offered  in 
evidence  by  the  plaintiff,  the  exemplifications  of  which  proceed- 
ings were  signed  by  the  secretary  of  the  court,  whose  signature 
was  thus  verified: 

"  Depaz. 

"  We,  grand  judge  of  Martinique,  certify  all  whom  it  may 
concern  that  the  above  signature  is  that  of  C.  Le  Camus,  chief 
secretary  of  the  court  of  Martinique,  and  that  faith  ought  to  be 
given  to  it,  as  well  in  as  out  of  judgment.  We  certify,  farther, 
that  stamps  are  not  used  in  this  colony. 

"  Given  at  Fort  de  France,  the  thirteenth  Germinal,  twelfth 
year  of  the  Republic.  Sealed  with  our  seal,  and  countersigned 
with  our  signature. 

"  [l.  s.]  Lb  Fbsbibb,  Grand  Pres. 

"  By  the  Grand  Judge, 

"  The  Secretary, , 

"Fouchet,  Son* 

"  Louis  Arcambal,  consul  of  France  for  the  state  of  Mary- 
land, one  of  the  United  States  of  America,  residing  at  Balti- 
more, certify,  that  Mr.  Le  Fessier  de  Grand  Pre,  who  has 
signed  the  above  legalization,  is  grand  judge  of  the  island  of 
Martinique;  that  the  signature  is  truly  his,  and  that  faith  ought 
to  be  given  to  it,  as  well  in  as  out  of  judgment.  Certify  also, 
that  the  grand  judge  is  the  only  authority  existing  in  the  French 
colonies,  for  the  legalization  of  judicial  acts. 

"  In  faith  of  which  we  have  signed  these  presents,  and  have 
thereunto  affixed  the  seal  of  the  consulate  at  Baltimore,  the 
sixth  Brumaire,  year  thirteenth  (twenty-eighth  October,  1804). 
"  [l.  s.]  L.  Abcambal." 

To  prove  that  the  attestation  was  in  fact  that  of  the  grand 
judge,  plaintiff  produced  in  evidence  a  deposition,  which  was 
admitted  by  consent  of  parties,  so  far  as  parol  evidence  was 
competent  evidence  to  prove  such  matters,  from  which  it  ap- 
peared that  one  Baudouin,  a  merchant  of  Martinique,  was  well 
acquainted  with  the  secretary  of  the  court,  and  also  with  the 
grand  judge;  that  he  knew  the  handwriting  and  signatures  of 
these  officers  and  the  seal  of  the  court;  that  the  signatures  aU 
tached  to  the  exemplification  and  verification  were  the  proper 
handwriting  and  signatures  of  the  secretary  and  grand  judge; 
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and  that  the  seal  affixed  to  the  paper  is  the  official  seal  of  the 
court;  and  that  the  grand  judge  is  the  supreme  authority  of  the 
colony  of  Martinique,  and  is  the  sole  authority  whereby  any 
judicial  proceedings  can  be  authenticated. 

The  defendant  objected  to  the  reading  of  the  exemplification, 
as  being  illegally  authenticated,  and  not  containing  a  full  record 
of  the  proceedings  before  the  supreme  court  in  Martinique. 

Harper  and  Boyd,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended:  1.  That  in 
proving  a  foreign  judgment,  proof  of  the  seal  of  the  court  and 
handwriting  of  the  judge  was  sufficient:  Henry  v.  Adey,  3 
East,  221;  Menses  v.  Thornton,  8  T.  R.  303;  Church  v.  Hubbart, 
2  0ranch,  238;  Peake'sEv.  72, 73  (note),  49;  2.  That  the  record 
is  full  and  complete,  according  to  the  principles  of  the  law  of 
England:  Peake's  Ev.  68;  5  Bac.  Ab.,  tit.  Pleading,  323;  1 
Eep.  N.  P.  6. 

Martin,  attorney-general,  and  Purviance,  for  the  defendant, 
cited  Peake's  Ev.  46,  47;  8  Inst.  178;  Oilb.  L.  &  E.  17,  23; 
Melanv.  The  Duke  of  Filejames,  1  B.  &  P.  141;  Talleyrand  v. 
BotUanger,  3  Ves.  448. 

Chase,  0.  J.  The  court  are  satisfied  upon  the  subject,  and 
are  of  opinion  that  the  mere  showing  the  seal  of  a  bourt  of  our 
own  state  in  another  court  of  the  state  is  sufficient  authentica- 
tion of  the  judgment  of  the  court  it  purports  to  certify.  But 
if  it  is  a  judgment  of  a  foreign  court,  the  seal  of  the  court  does 
not  prove  itself,  but  must  be  proved  by  testimony.  The  court 
are  of  opinion  that  the  testimony  produced  in  this  case  is  suffi- 
cient to  prove  the  seal  of  office  of  the  grand  judge  of  the  island 
and  colony  of  Martinique.  As  to  the  record  not  being  full 
enough,  the  court  are  to  presume  that  the  record  produced 
contains  all  the  proceedings  in  the  court  of  appeals,  and  that 
it  is  a  full  record;  and  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  proper 
to  be  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury.  Besides,  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served, that  this  record  is  not  the  matter  in  issue  in  this  cause, 
but  comes  in  collaterally.  It  seems  to  the  court,  that  as  this  is 
mere  matter  of  inducement,  the  same  strictness  is  not  neces- 
sary; but  upon  this  point  the  court  do  not  mean  to  give  an 
opinion.  In  the  case  of  Henry  v.  Adey,  3  East,  221,  it  was  debt 
upon  the  very  record  produced.  The  court,  however,  are  of 
opinion  that  this  record  is  sufficiently  authenticated,  and  ought 
to  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury.     The  defendant  excepted. 

As  to  the  mode  in  which  the  French  law  ought  to  be  proved, 
Martin,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  evidence  must  be 
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given  to  prove  what  the  foreign  laws  are  whenever  there  is  any 
dispute;  and  that  where  counsel  place  a  different  construction 
upon  the  law,  the  court  must  decide  which  construction  is  to 
prevail. 

Chase,  C.  J.,  seemed  to  concur  in  this  idea  of  the  attorney- 
general,  and  said  that  the  court  are  to  decide  what  is  proper 
evidence  of  the  laws  of  a  foreign  country;  and  when  evidence 
is  given  of  those  laws,  the  court  are  to  judge  of  the  applica- 
bility of  such  laws,  when  proved,  to  the  case  before  court. 

The  defendant  offered  to  read  certain  letters,  admitted  to  be 
in  the  handwriting  of  Pechier,  for  the  purpose  of  controverting 
his  testimony  as  returned  with  one  of  the  commissions  in  this 
cause.    Plaintiff  objected. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  letters  being  admitted  to  be  in  the  hand- 
writing of  Mr.  Pechier,  the  witness,  the  court  are  of  opinion 
they  may  be  read  to  the  jury  for  one  purpose  alone,  that  is,  to 
impeach  the  credit  of  the  witness  as  to  what  he  has  sworn  upon 
his  examination  under  the  commission,  contradictory  to  the 
contents  of  the  letters;  but  that  the  letters  are  not  admitted  as 
evidence  to  prove  any  particular  fact  which  may  be  contained 
therein. 

Plaintiff  then  prayed  the  opinion  of  the  court  and  direction 
to  the  jury,  that  a  contract  made  in  one  country  with  a  view  to 
performance  in  another,  is  governed  in  all  things  as  to  its 
essence  and  mode  of  enforcement,  by  the  laws- of  the  latter 
country. 

Chase,  C.  J.  If  the  contract  is  in  writing  it  will  itself  show 
where  it  is  to  be  executed;  but  if  it  does  not  appear,  by  the 
face  of  it,  the  presumption  is  that  it  is  to  be  executed  in  the 
country  where  it  was  made.  If  it  does  appear  that  it  has  a 
view  to  be  executed  in  a  particular  country,  it  must  be  carried 
into  effect  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  that  country.  But  if  the 
contract  is  by  parol,  the  party  is  at  liberty  to  go  into  evidence 
to  prove  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  to  where  it  was  to  be 
executed. 

II.  The  plaintiff  prays  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that,  if  from 
the  evidence,  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  defendant's  testa- 
tor  was,  on  the  first  of  April,  and  thirtieth  of  September,  1797, 
indebted  to  plaintiff  in  the  several  sums  stated  in  the  account, 
and  so  acknowledged,  and  that  plaintiff  resided  in  the  United 
States,  of  which  testator  was  aware,  and  that  testator  directed, 
by  his  will  of  the  thirtieth  September,  that  his  debts  in  the 
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United  States  should  be  paid  out  of  property  bequeathed  to 
defendant  in  the  United  States,  then  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  of  the  defendant  such  sums  so  directed  to  be  paid,  in 
current  money  of  this  state. 

Harper  and  Boyd,  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  Thorn  v.  Waikin$,  2 
Ves.  36,  37. 

Martin,  for  the  defendant,  cited  Thorn  v.  Wdihins,  Bruce  v. 
Bruce,  2  B.  &  P.  229  (notes);  Sinclair  v.  Monsieur  de  France, 
Id.  363. 

Chasb,  C.  J.  The  court  cannot  give  the  direction  prayed  for 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  The  court  are  of  opinion,  that 
the  facts  stated,  and  the  acknowledgments,  cannot  change 
the  nature  of  the  contract  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
testator  in  Martinique,  or  prevent  the  construing  the  same 
according  to  the  laws  of  France,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  ap- 
plicable to  the  contracts.  If  the  contracts,  by  which  the  debt 
becomes  due,  were  made  in  France,  they  must  be  governed  by 
the  laws  of  France.  No  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  due  in 
this  country  can  change  the  original  nature  of  it.  The  great 
question  depends  upon  what  are  the  laws  of  France.  If  the 
plaintiff  can  establish  his  claim,  according  to  the  laws  of  France, 
no  act  of  the  testator  can  prevent  his  recovering  it  in  this  coun- 
try.   The  plaintiff  excepted. 

m.  The  plaintiff  prayed  the  direction  of  the  court  to  the  jury, 
that  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  testator  received  the  thirty* 
four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  twenty-five  livres  and  fourteen 
sols,  from,  and  to  the  use  of  plaintiff,  and  purchased  there- 
with in  France,  merchandise,  which  he  shipped  to  the  United 
States  at  plaintiff's  risk,  and  sold  and  disposed  of  the  same  for 
his  own  use  and  benefit,  then  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  that  the  jury  believe  testator  received  for  such  mer- 
chandise. 

Chasb,  C.  J.  The  court  cannot  give  the  direction  to  the  jury 
as  prayed  by  the  plaintiff.  The  court  are  of  opinion,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  precluded,  by  his  account  filed,  from  going  into 
evidence  to  establish  his  claim  for  the  money  had  and  received 
by  the  testator  for  his  use,  in  a  manner  different  from  that  in 
which  he  has  elected,  by  his  account  containing  a  notice  of  his 
claim,  to  consider  the  testator  his  debtor  for  his  use.  The 
plaintiff  excepted. 

IV.  The  defendant  then  prayed  the  court  to  direct  the  jury, 
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that  if  the  sum  retained  by  defendant  as  a  legacy,  or  any  part 
thereof,  was  liable  to  be  recovered  from  him,  as  a  part  of  the 
succession  of  the  testator,  and  to  be  made  answerable  for  such 
debts  of  the  testator  as  were  contracted  under  the  French  laws, 
the  suit  could  only  prosecute  him  by  and  in  the  name  of  the 
plaintiff  and  his  brother,  if  they  have  jointly  taken  on  them- 
selves the  management  and  administration  of  the  estate,  or  in 
the  name  of  his  brother,  Marc  Anthony,  alone,  if  he  has  alone 
taken  upon  himself  the  administration,  but  not  in  the  name  of 
the  plaintiff  alone,  as  the  suit  is  now  brought. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  court  are  of  opinion  that  any  creditor  may 
sue  the  executor  pro  forma,  as  he  is  called  here,  provided  he 
shows  himself  to  be  a  creditor,  under  the  laws  of  the  country 
whert  the  contract  was  entered  into.  That  as  long  as  assets 
remain  in  the  hands  of  the  executor  pro  forma,  he  is  answerable 
to  the  creditors;  and  if  there  is  any  surplus,  it  is  to  go  into  the 
mass  of  the  succession,  there  to  be  distributed  according  to  the 
laws  of  succession  of  the  country  where  the  person  is  domiciled. 
The  court  are  of  opinion  that  personal  property  adheres  to  the 
person;  that  wherever  the  person  is  domiciled  the  properly 
goes  in  distribution,  according  to  the  laws  of  that  country. 
Whatever  fund  in  this  country  is  answerable  for  debts  is  answer- 
ble  to  all  creditors  alike,  provided  they  show  themselves  to  be 
creditors,  according  to  the  laws  of  this  country.  If  our  laws 
give  a  preference  to  our  citizens,  the  defendant  should  have 
pleaded  that  our  citizens  have  that  preference.  The  plaintiff  is 
to  be  considered  as  a  creditor  and  in  no  other  capacity;  and  if 
he  has  not  intermeddled  so  as  to  prevent  his  recovery  as  such 
under  the  French  laws,  he  must  recover  in  this  action. 

The  court  are  of  opinion,  that  if  the  jury  should  find  from 
the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff,  as  heir,  pure  and  simple,  or  as  a 
beneficiary  heir,  has  not  intermeddled  with  the  estate  or  sue- 
cession  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  testator  was  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  his  death,  that  then  the  plaintiff  has  a 
right  to  support  this  suit.  But  the  court  do  not  mean  to  decide, 
that  an  intermeddling  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  quality  of  heir 
pure  and  simple,  or  as  heir  with  benefit  of  inventory,  would 
defeat  his  right  of  action,  that  question  being  still  open.  The 
court  are  of  opinion,  that  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  defend* 
ant,  as  executor  of  the  testator,  are  liable  to  the  payment  of 
debts  due  to  the  citizens  of  France  from  the  testator,  contracted 
there,  or  in  the  colonies  of  France,  and  that  the  defendant  will 
be  only  accountable  to  the  testamentary  executor,  the  heir  pure 
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and  simple,  or  heir  with  benefit  of  inventory,  for  the  surplus 
remaining  after  payment  of  debts,  which  surplus  is  distributable 
according  to  the  laws  of  France.    The  defendant  excepted. 

Y.  The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  that  the  testator 
being  a  French  citizen,  having  his  domicile  in  the  island  of 
Martinique,  died  there,  being  possessed  of  certain  property  in 
the  United  States;  that  Pechier  was  appointed  the  testamentary 
executor;  that  by  the  French  law  the  whole  of  the  property, 
real,  personal  and  mixed,. of  which  testator  was  possessed,  be- 
came in  the  first  place  liable  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  then 
of  legacies,  and  the  remainder  to  be  divided  equally  among  the 
children;  that  by  the  French  law,  the  heir  or  heirs  have,  in  the 
first  instance,  an  exclusive  right  to  take  upon  themselves  the 
management  and  administration  of  the  succession,  and  may  in- 
terpose and  obtain  the  administration,  even  after  the  testa- 
mentary executor  has  commenced  to  act;  that  the  testator  left 
two  sons,  the  plaintiff  and  Marc  Anthony,  who  interposed  and 
took  the  management  of  the  estate,  to  whom  Pechier  delivered 
up  the  administration,  so  far  as  it  had  come  to  his  hands;  that 
the  debts  and  claims  for  which  this  action  is  brought  arose  in 
France,  and  are  governed  by  her  laws;  that  defendant,  accord- 
ing to  the  will  and  codicils,  while  the  administration  was  under 
the  management  of  Pechier,  and  with  his  consent,  obtained  let- 
ters of  administration  in  this  state  to  collect  the  effects  and  pay 
the  debts  in  the  United  States,  and  hold  the  residue  according 
to  the  laws  of  France;  that  the  sum  remaining  in  defendant's 
hands  after  payment  of  the  debts,  he  claims  as  a  legacy;  and 
that  by  the  laws  of  France,  no  creditor,  or  other  person,  can 
have  an  action  against  a  legatee  who  has  obtained  his  legacy, 
unless  the  estate  is  insolvent,  and  such  insolvency  is  established 
by  the  proceedings  of  a  French  court  of  competent  jurisdiction; 
that  plaintiff  gave  no  evidence  of  any  such  proceedings. 

Plaintiff  then  offered  to  prove  that  by  the  French  law,  a  co- 
heir with  benefit  of  inventory,  who  is  also  a  creditor  of  the  de- 
ceased, preserves  in  all  cases  his  rights  as  a  creditor,  and  may 
recover  his  debt  wherever  he  can  find  it,  without  prejudice  to 
his  rights  as  co-heir;  and  that  plaintiff  never  acted  as  co-heir, 
nor  intermeddled  with  the  estate. 

Harper  and  Boyd,  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  The  Dutch  West  India  Co. 
v.  Van  Moses,  1  Str.  612;  2  Huberus,  B.  1,  tit.  3,  p.  &,  cited  in 
Emory  v.  Greenough,  3  Dall.  370  (note);  Melon  v.  The  Duke  of 
Fdqames,  1  B.  &  P.  142;  Robinson  v.  Bland,  2  Burr.  1077, 1078, 
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1083;  lmlay  v.  EUefsen,  2  East,  455;  Negro  Hector  v.  De  Kerlegand, 
3  H.  &  McH.  185;  Wright  v.  Nutt,  1  H.  Bl.  152;  FoUiotl  v.  Ogden, 
Id.  123;  S.  0.,  3  T.  B.  734;  3  Bac.  Ab.  30;  Hunter  v.  Potts,  4 
T.  B.  182-5;  Sinclair  v.  Monsieur  de  France,  2  B.  &  P.  364 
(note);  Mostyn  v.  Fabrigas,  1  Cowp.  174;  Z)ia;on  v.  Ramsay,  3 
Crancb,  324;  Talleyrand  v.  Boulanger,  3  Ves.  448;  27iorn  v. 
Tftz/ftna,  2  Ves.  36;  2  Fonbl.  442;  Domat,  349. 

Martin,  attorney-general,  for  tbe  defendant,  cited  Harper  v. 
Hamption,  1  H.  &  J.  453;  2  Huber.  B.  1,  tit.  3,  p.  86;  Cummings 
v.  ZVie  State,  1  H.  &  J.  340;  Ifeton  t.  The  Duke  of  FiUjames,  1 
B.  &  P.  142;  Talleyrand  v.  Boulanger,  3  Yes.  447;  Vattel,  B.  2, 
ch.  8,  s.  110,  111. 

By  Court,  Chase,  C.  J.  The  court  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  a 
general  principle,  which  admits  of  a  few  exceptions,  that  in 
construing  contracts  made  in  foreign  countries,  the  courts  are 
governed  by  the  lex  led  as  to  what  respects  the  essence  of  the 
contract;  that  is,  the  rights  acquired  and  the  obligations  created 
by  it.  That  the  remedy  or  mode  of  enforcing  the  contract  is  to 
be  conformable  to  the  laws  of  the  country  where  the  action  is 
instituted:  Dixon  v.  Ramsay,  3  Cranch,  323,  324. 

The  exceptions  to  construing  contracts  according  to  the  lex 
loci,  which  at  present  occur,  are: 

1.  Where  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  it  is  to  be  executed  in 
another  country;  where  the  parties  to  it,  by  common  consent, 
adopt  the  laws  of  that  country  as  the  rule  of  decision. 

2.  Where  the  contract  is  contra  bona  mores,  as  for  the  price 
of  prostitution.  Such  a  contract,  though  legal  in  some  coun- 
tries, would  not  be  enforced  in  England,  or  in  this  state. 

The  court  are  also  of  opinion  that  unless  the  jury  should  be 
satisfied,  according  to  the  laws  of  France,  that  a  co-heir  with 
benefit  of  inventory,  who  is  also  a  creditor,  cannot  recover  in 
the  quality  of  creditor,  without  renouncing,  that  then  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  whatever  the  jury  may  find  due 
on  the  contracts  made  in  France,  according  to  the  laws  of 
France. 

The  court  are  also  of  opinion  that  as  to  that  part  of  the  sum 
which  is  claimed  under  the  contract  made  in  America,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  without  any  regard  to  the  laws 
of  France^  whatever  the  jury  may  find  due  thereby. 

The  court  are  also  of  opinion  that  upon  principles  of  common 
sense  and  justice,  no  part  of  the  testator's  estate  is  subject  to 
distribution  among  his  co-heirs,  but  the  surplus,  or  residuum, 
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which  may  remain  after  payment  of  all  the  debts  and  legacies; 
and  that  a  debt  due  to  one  of  the  co-heirs  is  as  much  entitled, 
on  principles  of  justice,  to  payment,  as  a  debt  due  to  a  stranger; 
and  that  it  is  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  prove  to  the  jury 
that  there  is  a  law  of  France  which  extinguishes  the  right  or 
claim  of  the  co-heir  creditor,  with  benefit  of  inventory,  unless 
he  renounces  as  co-heir. 

The  court  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  laws  of  France  are 
matters  of  fact  to  be  found  by  the  jury  upon  evidence  to  be 
produced  to  them;  and,  unless  the  jury  find  some  law  of  France, 
which  extinguishes  the  claim  or  right  of  recovery  of  the  plaint- 
iff, that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  recover  in  this  case,  what- 
ever the  jury  may  find  to  be  due  to  him  upon  a  full  investiga- 
tion of  the  evidence. 

The  court  also  inform  the  jury  that  it  does  not  appear  to  the 
court  that  there  is  any  law  of  France  which  is  a  legal  impedi- 
ment to  the  plaintiff's  recovery.     The  defendant  excepted. 

Verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  from  which  defendant 
brought  a  writ  of  error  to  the  court  of  appeals. 

Winder,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Harper  and  Boyd,  for  the  defendant. 

The  Court,  Tilghman,  Buchanan,  Nicholson  and  Gahtt,  JJ., 
concurred  in  the  opinions  of  the  general  court  in  the  fint, 
fourth  and  fifth  bills  of  exceptions  taken  by  the  defendant  in 
that  court. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

HOLLINGSWORTH   V.  MoDoNALD. 
[a  Hisan  k  Jonreov,  230.] 

Conveyance  by  Feme  Covert.— A  feme  covert  cannot  transfer  her  in- 
terest in  land  unless  by  fine,  common  recovery,  or  deed,  executed  and 
acknowledged  according  to  the  mode  prescribed  by  statute. 

Acknowledgment  by  Feme  Covert.— An  adherence  to  the  form  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  for  an  acknowledgment  by  a  feme  covert  is  not 
essentially  requisite,  and  the  omission  of  words  deemed  essential  can 
be  supplied  by  words  of  equivalent  import  and  signification.  But 
where  the  word  "fear/*  as  required  by  the  statute,  was  omitted  from 
the  certificate  of  acknowledgment,  and  no  word  of  similar  import  or 
meaning  substituted,  it  was  held  defective. 

Words  necessary  to  Create  Particular  Estates.— In  a  convey- 
ance of  a  freehold  or  legal  estate,  technical  words  are  necessary  for 
the  creation  or  limitation  of  particular  estates,  as  to  create  an  estate 
in 'fee,  the  limitation  must  be  to  the  grantee  and  his  heirs,  and  to 
Am.Dkc.  Vol.  Ill— 84 
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create  a  fee-tail  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  but  the  latter  words 
are  not  indispensably  necessary,  but  may  be  supplied  by  words  of 
similar  import. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  chancery  dismissing  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint. The  facts  were :  The  complainant  Rachel,  one  of  the  ap- 
pellants, whilst  sole,  executed  a  marriage  settlement,  dated  Sep- 
tember 21, 1790,  by  which,  after  reciting  the  intended  marriage 
between  Rachel  and  Hollingsworth,  the  premises  in  question 
were  conveyed  to  Lyde  Goodwin,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust! or 
the  benefit  of  Rachel  during  her  natural  life; "  and  from  and  after 
her  decease  that  Thomas  Parkin  and  his  heirs  forever,  shall  have 
and  possess  the  said  lands  and  premises;  and  in  case  of  his,  the 
said  Thomas's  death,  without  lawful  issue,  the  said  lands  and 
premises  shall  revert  to  and  be  vested  in  the  said  Rachel  and 
her  heirs  forever."  After  the  marriage,  on  the  fourth  of  Janu- 
ary, 1796,  complainants  and  Goodwin  executed  a  deed  to 
Thomas  Parkin,  Rachel's  son  by  a  former  husband,  purporting 
to  convey  a  fee-simple  in  the  lands  in  question.  The  deed  was 
acknowledged  before  two  justices  of  the  peace;  the  acknowl- 
edgment as  to  the  wife  being  as  follows:  "  At  the  same  time 
came  Rachel,  the  wife  of  the  said  Jesse  Hollingsworth,  and 
being  by  us  privately  examined  apart  from  and  out  of  the  pres- 
ence and  hearing  of  her  said  husband,  did  acknowledge  the 
aforesaid  instrument  of  writing  to  be  her  act  and  deed,  ac- 
cording to  the  intent  and  meaning  thereof,  and  declared  that 
she  made  and  executed  the  same,  and  this  her  acknowledg- 
ment thereof,  voluntarily,  and  of  her  own  free  will  and  ac- 
cord, without  being  induced  thereto  by  threats  of,  or  ill-usage 
from,  her  said  husband,  or  through  fear  of  his  displeasure." 
Parkin  died  seised  of  the  premises,  which  he  devised  to  his 
mother.  Creditors  of  Parkin  and  McEenna,  who  were  in- 
solvent, brought  an  action  against  complainants  to  have  this 
land  applied  to  the  discharge  of  their  claims,  and  by  a  decree 
of  the  court  the  land  was  sold.  Complainants  then  filed  their 
bill  to  have  this  sale  set  aside,  urging  that  the  Parkin  was  never 
seised  of  the  premises,  the  conveyance  to  him  by  complainants 
not  being  sufficient  to  pass  the  estate  of  a  married  woman. 
From  the  decree  dismissing  the  bill  the  appeal  was  taken. 

Key,  for  the  appellants,  urged  that  the  deed  of  1790  created 
an  estate  tail  in  Parkin,  and  that  the  lands  were  not  answerable 
for  his  debts:  2  Roll.  Ab.  tit.  Grant,  65  pi.  25;  Id.  68,  pi.  28; 
Co.  Litt.  21  a;  Shep.  T.  52,  75,  103,  113.  That  the  deed  of 
1796  passed  no  interest  from  Mrs.  Hollingsworth:  Webster's 
Lessee  v.  Ball,  2  Hot.  McHenry,  19  (1  Am.  Dec.  370). 
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Harper,  for  the  Appellee,  contended  that  this  was  substan- 
tially a  bill  of  review,  and  liable  to  the  objections:  1.  That  it 
was  too  late;  it  was  without  affidavit,  and  was  not  for  newly- 
discovered  evidence:  Mitf.  34.  2.  That.  Mrs.  Hollingsworth's 
acknowledgment  was  sufficient:  Webster's  Lessee  v.  Hall;  Grit- 
ting 8  Lessee  v.  Halt,  1  Har.  &  John.  14  (2  Am.  Dec.  502). 

By  Court,  Chase,  C.  J.  In  this  case,  the  first  question  to  be 
determined  by  the  court  is,  what  estate  Tested  in  Thomas  Par- 
kin, in  the  land  in  question,  under  and  in  virtue  of  the  deed 
from  Jesse  Hollingsworth  and  Rachel  Lyde  Parkin,  to  Lyde 
Goodwin,  executed  on  the  twenty-first  of  September,  1790? 
The  question  arises  on  the  following  words  in  the  habendum  of 
the  deed:  "And from  and  after  her  decease,  that  Thomas  Par- 
kin and  his  heirs  forever,  shall  have  and  possess  the  said  lands 
and  premises;  and  in  case  of  his,  the  said  Thomas's,  death  with- 
out lawful  issue,  the  said  lands  shall  revert  to  and  be  vested  in 
the  said  Rachel  and  her  heirs  forever."  It  is  admitted  that 
Lyde  Goodwin,  under  this  deed,  took  a  fee-simple  in  the  lands 
in  question  in  trust  for  Rachel  Parkin  during  her  life,  and  that 
the  words  before  recited  would,  in  a  will,  create  an  estate-tail 
in  Thomas  Parkin;  but,  it  is  objected  that  those  words  in  a 
deed  will  not  create  an  estate  tail,  and  that  a  fee-simple  passed 
to  Thomas  Parkin.  It  is  without  doubt  that  the  above  words 
in  a  will  would  give  a  fee-tail,  because  no  technical  words  being 
necessary  to  create  such  estate.  The  intention  expressed  by 
the  words  of  the  testator  must  prevail  if  not  inconsistent  with 
some  rule  or  principle  of  law;  and  the  intention  is  plain  here 
that  Thomas  Parkin  was  to  take  a  fee-tail. 

In  a  deed  or  conveyance  of  a  freehold  or  legal  estate,  tech- 
nical words  are  appropriated  by  law  to  the  creation  or  limitation 
-of  particular  estates;  for  instance,  to  create  an  estate  in  fee, 
the  limitation  must  be  to  J.  S.  and  his  heirs,  and  to  create  a  fee- 
tail,  to  J.  S.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body.  It  is  established  that 
the  words  de  corpore  suo  are  not  indispensably  necessary,  but 
may  be  supplied  by  words  equipollent  or  tantamount,  plainly 
designating  or  pointing  out  the  body  from  whom  the  heirs  in- 
heritable are  to  issue  or  descend.  In  this  case,  the  limitation  is 
to  Thomas  Parkin  and  his  heirs,  and  in  case  of  his  death  with- 
out lawful  issue,  to  revert  to  Rachel  Parkin  and  her  heirs. 
These  words  are  comprehended  in  one  sentence,  and  contain 
the  two  requisites  necessary  to  constitute  an  estate-tail.  The 
subsequent  words,  "  in  case  of  his  death  without  lawful  issue," 
qualify  and  restrain  the  generality  of  the  precedent  expressions 
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(to  Thomas  Parkin  and  his  heirs),  and  point  out  unequivocally 
and  plainly  the  heirs  intended  to  inherit,  and  confine  them  to 
heirs  of  his  body.  Thomas  Parkin  could  not  die  without  heirs 
as  long  as  he  had  lawful  issue;  and  in  this  case  the  words  law- 
ful issue,  heirs  of  his  body,  and  issue  of  his  body!  as  words  of 
limitation,  expressive  of  the  quality  of  the  estate  to  be  granted, 
are  of  Che  same  import  and  signification,  and  necessarily  desig- 
nate the  heirs  intended  to  inherit,  and  do  convert  the  fee-simple 
created  by  the  first  words  into  a  fee-tail;  for  Thomas  Parkin 
could  not  have  issue  or  lawful  issue,  but  of  his  body. 

The  court  being  of  opinion  that  an  estate-tail  vested  in 
Thomas  Parkin,  with  the  reversion  in  fee  to  Rachel  Lyde  Par- 
kin, under  the  deed;  and  being  also  of  opinion  that  the  said 
words,  in  a  conveyance  of  a  freehold  estate,  would  create  a  fee- 
tail,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  decide  the  question,  so  ably  and 
learnedly  discussed  by  the  counsel,  how  far  the  court  is  at  lib- 
erty, in  expounding  a  deed  of  conveyance  creating  or  limiting 
an  use  or  trust  at  common  law,  and  not  united  to  the  possession 
by  the  statute  of  uses,  to  reject  the  rules  established  by  the 
common  law  in  the  construction  of  a  conveyance  of  a  freehold 
estate,  and  to  give  an  exposition  according  to  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  as  in  a  will.  It  is  also  unnecessary  to  decide  on  the 
nice  and  refined  distinctions  between  trusts  executed  and  ex- 
ecutory; and  the  court  give  no  opinion  on  those  questions. 

As  to  the  operation  of  the  deed  of  1796.  It  is  unquestion- 
able that  a  feme  covert  cannot  transfer  or  pass  her  interest  in 
land  to  another,  unless  by  fine,  common  recovery  or  deed  exe- 
cuted and  acknowledged  according  to  the  mode  prescribed  by 
the  act  of  1715;  and  the  question  to  be  decided  by  the  court  is, 
whether  the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  by  Mrs.  Hollings- 
worth  is  conformable  to  the  said  mode,  and  effectual  to  render, 
the  deed  operative  in  law  to  convey  her  interest  in  the  lands  in 
dispute  to  her  son,  Thomas  Parkin.  The  court  are  of  opinion 
that  the  acknowledgment  is  substantially  defective,  the  word 
"  fear"  being  omitted  in  the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment, 
and  no  word  of  similar  import  or  meaning  substituted  in  its 
place.  The  word  fear,  in  that  part  of  the  certificate,  means  a 
particular,  specific  kind  of  fear,  and  signifies  that  she  makes 
her  acknowledgment  without  being  induced  thereto  by  fear  of 
ill-usage  by  her  husband.  The  true  and  genuine  meaning  of 
the  words,  "  without  being  induced  thereto  by  fear  or  threats  of,  • 
or  ill-usage  by,  her  husband,"  being  fear  of  ill-usage,  threats  of 
ill-usage,  or  actual  ill-usage.    The  court,  in  thus  giving  their 
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opinion,  do  not  decide  that  ft  literal  adherence  to  the  form  of 
the  certificate  is  essentially  requisite,  and  that  the  omission  of 
words  deemed  essential,  cannot  be  supplied  by  the  substitution 
of  words  equipollent  or  of  similar  import  and  signification.  But 
the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  deed  is  rendered  valid  and  ef- 
fectual to  pass  the  land  mentioned  therein  to  Thomas  Parkin, 
in  fee-simple,  by  the  act  of  assembly,  entitled  "  An  act  for 
quieting  possessions,  and  securing  and  confirming  the  estates  of 
purchasers,"  passed  at  November  session,  1807,  ch.  52,  it  ap- 
pearing by  the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment  of  Rachel 
Hollingsworth,  that  she  made  her  acknowledgment  privately 
and  willingly,  out  of  the  presence  and  hearing  of  her  husband. 

As  to  the  question  whether  the  present  bill  can  be  sustained. 
The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  subject  to  his  control,  only  upon 
a  bill  of  review,  or  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review.  A  bill 
of  review  lies  after  the  decree  is  signed  and  enrolled.  A  bill  in 
the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review  lies  after  the  decree  is  made,  but 
before  enrollment.  A  decree  must  be  considered  as  enrolled 
after  it  is  signed  by  the  chancellor  and  filed  by  the  register.  A 
bill  of  review  will  lie  only  for  two  causes:  error  apparent  on 
the  decree;  or  for  some  matter  relevant,  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  decree,  and  discovered  since.  Nothing  appears  on  the  pro- 
ceedings on  the  first  bill  to  support  the  position  that  there  is 
error  apparent  on  the  decree,  the  deeds  not  being  made  a  part 
of  the  proceedings.  It  cannot  be  supported  for  matter  existing 
at  the  time  of  the  decree  and  discovered  since,  without  affidavit 
of  such  matter,  and  the  existence  of  it  at  the  time  of  the  decree 
to  lay  the  foundation  for  applying  to  the  chancellor  for  his  leave 
to  file  a  bill  of  review,  and  obtaining  such  leave.  On  petition 
suggesting  such  matter,  supported  by  affidavit  as  the  ground 
for  filing  a  bill  of  review,  the  chancellor  exercises  his  judgment 
on  the  propriety  of  interfering  or  meddling  with  the  decree  for 
the  cause  disclosed,  and  grants  or  rejects  the  application  ac- 
cordingly. These  requisites  for  laying  the  foundation  for  the 
present  bill,  not  having  been  complied  with,  the  court  are  of 
opinion  that  the  decree  of  the  chanoellor,  dismissing  the  bill, 
be  affirmed,  with  costs  to  the  appellee. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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Rutter  v.  Blake. 

[1  Haskb  Je  Joamoir,  853.1 

Wabbanty  on  Sale. — If  a  seller  of  goods  affirms  them  to  be  of  a  partic- 
ular quality,  and  the  buyer  receives  them  upon  the  credit  of  such  af- 
firmation, and  they  afterwards  appear  to  be  of  a  different  quality,  the 
purchaser  may  return  the  goods  and  recover  back  the  money  had  and 
received;  or  he  may  have  his  action  without  a  return  of  the  goods,  if 
he  gives  notice  to  the  seller  where  they  are  deposited.  And  the  same 
rule  exists  where  there  is  a  warranty  of  soundness. 

Appeal  from  the  county  court.  The  appellee  brought  an  ac- 
tion of  assumpsit  against  Butter  on  a  promissory  note  drawn  by 
him  and  E.  Rutter,  whom  he  survived,  payable  sixty  days  from 
date,  to  Johnson  or  order,  by  him  indorsed  to  McCreery,  who 
indorsed  it  to  Blake.  General  issue  pleaded.  The  defendant 
read  in  evidence  a  stipulation  made  between  him  and  plaintiff; 
whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  note  was  given  for  goods  pur- 
chased of  the  plaintiff  by  T.  &  E.  Butter,  deceased;  and  that 
defendant  might  inquire  into  the  consideration  of  the  note,  and 
avail  himself  of  the  want  of  a  part  or  whole  thereof,  as  fully  as 
he  could  have  done  had  Blake  been  the  original  payee.  De- 
fendant then  offered  to  prove  that  T.  &  E.  Butter  purchased 
of  plaintiff  three  bales  of  blue  guerrahs,  and  gave  in  payment 
the  note  secured  by  the  indorsements;  that  T.  &  E.  Butter  did 
not  examine  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  nor  previous  to 
their  arrival  in  the  West  Indies,  where  defendant  had  shipped 
the  goods,  and  sold  them  on  their  account;  that  the  three  bales 
were  not  blue  guerrahs,  but  goods  of  an  inferior  and  different 
quality;  that  T.  &  E.  Butter  had  sustained  loss,  by  reason  of 
plaintiff's  false  representation  and  warranty  in  the  sale  of  the 
goods. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  prayed  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
that  there  should  be  no  reduction  in  the  amount  of  the  note  by 
reason  of  the  matters  stated. 

By  Court,  Ridgelt,  0.  J.  Generally,  in  the  sale  of  goods, 
if  the  seller  affirms  them  to  be  of  a  particular  quality,  and  the 
buyer  receives  them  upon  the  credit  of  this  affirmation,  and  they 
afterwards  appear  to  be  different  from  what  they  were  affirmed 
to  be,  the  purchaser  may  return  the  goods  and  recover  back  the 
money,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  or  he  may 
even  have  his  action  without  a  return  of  the  goods,  if  he  give 
notice  to  the  seller  where  they  are  deposited.  As,  where  A.  sells  a 
horse  to  B.,  affirming  him  to  be  sound,  B.  receives  the  horse,  and 
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sets  out  on  a  journey,  but  finds  the  hone  to  be  unsound,  and 
leaves  him  on  the  road,  he  may  recover  back  the  money  he  paid 
for  him  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  if  he  gives 
notice  to  the  seller  where  the  horse  is9  and  he  is  not  bound  to 
return  the  horse.    It  was  the  conduct  of  the  seller  that  was  the 
original  cause  of  the  horse  being  at  a  distance  and  out  of  his 
possession,  and  he  must  put  up  with  the  loss  and  inconvenience. 
So,  if  a  merchant  in  Baltimore  buys  goods,  the  seller  warrant* 
ing  them  to  be  of  a  particular  description  of  quality,  and  the 
merchant,  without  examining,  sends  them  to  the  West  Indies, 
where  upon  opening  he  finds  them  not  to  be  of  the  quality 
warranted,  he  may  store  them,  give  notice  to  the  seller,  and 
recover  back  the  money  paid  for  them  in  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received;  or  he  may  bring  his  action  on  the  special 
agreement  of  warranty,  and   recover  damages   for   the  full 
amount  of  the  injury  he  has  sustained;  nor  is  he  obliged  to 
return  the  goods  or  put  himself  to  any  further  expense  or 
trouble  about  them.    This,  I  take  it,  was  exactly  the  defendant's 
situation  when  the  goods  arrived  in  the  West  Indies.    He  had 
his  option  to  do  one  of  two  things:  1.  To  refuse  to  keep,  the  goods, 
declining  to  go  on  with  the  purchase;  or,  2.  To  accept  the 
goods  in  lieu  of  those  sold  him,  and  to  confirm  the  purchase  by 
going  on  to  sell  them  and  receiving  the  amount  of  sales.    What 
does  he  do  ?    Why,  he  adopts  the  latter  of  the  two  alternatives. 
He  sells  the  goods  and  receives  the  money;  not  as  agent  for 
the  seller,  that  is  not  intended,  but  upon  his  own  account.  This 
mode  of  proceeding  by  the  defendant,  however  hard  it  bears 
upon  him,  I  am  of  opinion,  has  deprived  him  of  a  remedy  here 
upon  the  warranty.    Let  us  suppose  that  A.  sells  a  horse  to  B., 
with  warranty  that  he  is  sound.    B.  receives  the  horse,  and 
riding  him  home  discovers  him  to  be  unsound,  and  says  nothing 
of  this  to  A.,  but  sends  the  horse  to  vendue,  and  sells  him  for 
half  what  he  gave  for  him.    Here  he  has  elected  to  abide  by 
his  contract,  and  I  take  it,  can  never  resort  to  the  original 
seller  to  make  good  the  difference  of  price.    I  think  the  cases 
I  have  put  are  similar  to  the  case  before  the  court,  and  that  the 
warranty,  if  any  made,  cannot  avail  the  defendant  so  as  to  en- 
title him  to  a  deduction  of  the  warranty  for  any  damage  or  loss 
by  him   sustained.    Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  received  the 
goods  on  sale,  with  warranty  to  him,  and  has  paid  the  amount; 
if  he  does  not  recover  of  the  defendant,  neither  can  he  recover 
of  the  person  who  sold  them  to  him;  the  defendant  has  put  it 
out  of  the  plaintiffs  power;  for  the  defendant  having  sold  the 
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goods,  the  plaintiff  cannot  return  them,  or  give  notice  to  the 
person  who  sold  them  to  him  where  they  are.  Therefore,  it 
may  be  that  the  plaintiff  paid  the  price  of  first  quality  goods; 
and  if  he  should  not  be  permitted  to  recover  against  the  de- 
fendant, he  will  lose  the  difference  of  price  between  goods  of 
the  best  and  goods  of  inferior  quality.  Whereas,  had  the  goods 
not  been  disposed  of  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  could  have 
returned  or  given  notice  where  the  goods  were  stored,  and 
recovered  over  from  the  person  who  sold  to  him.  It  is  true, 
that  if  at  the  time  of  making  this  note,  any  particular  agree- 
ment or  understanding  took  place  between  the  plaintiff  or  his 
agent  McCreery,  and  the  defendant,  that  a  deduction  should  be 
made  on  account  of  any  defect  in  the  goods,  that  the  defendant 
has  his  remedy  in  equity  by  making  them  parties,  or  in  this 
court,  if  he  can  prove  the  note  was  delivered  with  such  inten- 
tion or  understanding  of  the  parties. 

The  defendant  excepted,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment  being 
against  him,  he  appealed. 

W.  Dontey,  for  the  appellant. 

Purvumce  and  S.  Chase,  Jr.,  for  the  respondent. 

The  case  was  submitted  without  argument. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

See  JftBer  v.  Grove,  18  McL  244,  where  this  cue  was  cited  and  approved. 


Sheely  v.  Biggs. 

[2  Habbb  k  Jomnov,  868.] 

Actionable  words— False  S WEARING.— To  make  the  word  "forsworn" 
slander,  it  must  be  introduced  by  a  colloquium  setting  forth  some  judi- 
cial proceeding  in  which  the  party  was  sworn.  Hence,  in  an  action  for 
slander  where  the  words  charged  were  that "  he  the  said  J.  swore  false 
and  swore  to  a  lie/'  "innuendo  meaning  that  the  said  J.  had  taken  a 
false  oath  before  a  magistrate;"  it  was  held  not  to  be  actionable. 

Office  of  an  Innuendo.— The  office  of  the  innuendo  is  to  explain  doubt- 
ful words  where  there  is  matter  sufficient  in  the  declaration  to  maintain 
the  action;  but  if  the  words  in  themselves  are  not  actionable,  their 
meaning  cannot  be  extended  by  the  innuendo  to  make  them  action- 
able. 

Slandxb.  In  the  first  count,  Biggs  charged  Sheely  with 
having  spoken  and  published  concerning  him,  the  following 
false,  scandalous  and  malicious  words,  via:  "He  (meaning  the 
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plaintiff)  swore  false  and  swore  to  a  lie,"  meaning  that  the  plaintiff 
had  committed  perjury;  that  he  had  taken  a  false  oath  before  a 
magistrate.  The  second  count  charged  defendant  with  uttering 
these  words  to  other  citizens:  "  He  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  had 
swore  false,  and  would,  if  he  did  not  take  care,  lose  his  ears 
for  it;"  meaning  that  the  plaintiff  committed  perjury  before  a 
magistrate.  Upon  the  general  issue  pleaded,  a  verdict  was 
given  for  the  plaintiff  for  twenty-two  pounds  seventeen  shillings 
and  six  pence. 

The  defendant  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment:  because  the 
words  charged  were  not  actionable;  because  the  words  are  laid 
in  the  various  counts  to  have  been  spoken  by  defendant  of  and 
concerning  plaintiff;  because  there  is  no  colloquium  set  forth. 
The  motion  was  overruled  and  a  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff;  whereupon  defendant  appealed. 

Taney  and  F.  S.  Key,  for  the  appellant,  relied  upon  Eoli  v. 
Scholefield,  6  T.  R.  691. 

Shaaff,  contra,  cited  6  Bac.  Ah.  tit.  Slander,  B.  8;  and  Qur- 
neth  v.  Deny,  3  Lev.  166. 

By  Court,  Chase,  C.  J.,  Buchanan,  Nichols,  and  Gantt,  JJ., 
concurring.  There  are  some  principles  well  established  in 
actions  of  slander  which  govern  the  court  in  determining  this 
ease: 

1.  No  words  are  actionable  unless  they  impute  a  crime  to  the 
plaintiff,  which  subjects  him  to  punishment:  3  Bl.  Com.  123; 
EoU  v.  Scholefield,  6  T.  R.  691,  694. 

2.  The  office  of  the  innuendo  is  to  explain  doubtful  words 
where  there  is  matter  sufficient  in  the  declaration  to  maintain 
the  action;  and  if  the  words  in  themselves  are  not  actionable, 
their  meaning  cannot  be  extended  by  it  to  make  them  action* 
able:  EoU  v.  Scholefield,  6  T.  R.  694. 

3.  If  the  words  may  be  understood  in  a  sense  not  criminal, 
there  must  be  a  colloquium  in  the  introductory  part  to  show 
they  were  spoken  in  a  criminal  sense,  or  they  are  not  ac- 
tionable. 

The  word  forsworn,  although  in  one  sense  it  may  import  per- 
jury, yet  it  does  not  necessarily  imply  it;  for  a  person  may  be 
forsworn  without  committing  perjury;  and  no  extrinsic  aid  can 
be  derived  from  the  innuendo,  to  give  the  words  a  criminal 
meaning.  If  the  words  before  the  innuendo  do  not  import 
slander,  no  words  produced  by  the  innuendo  will  make  the 
action  maintainable.    It  is  not  the  nature  of  an  innuendo  to 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


554  Brtdkn  v.  Taylor.  [Maryland, 

beget  an  action.  Forsworn,  by  itself  does  not  import  slander; 
otherwise  of  the  word  perjured :  Core  v.  Morton t  Yelv.  27;  H6U  v. 
Scholefield,  6  T.  R.  694.  To  make  the  word  forsworn  slander,  it 
must  be  introduced  by  a  colloquium,  setting  forth  some  judicial 
proceeding  in  which  he  was  sworn:  Core  v.  Morion,  Telv.  27.  The 
words  in  the  declaration  charged  to  have  been  spoken  are,  that 
"  he,  the  said  Jacob,  swore  false,  and  swore  to  a  lie."  The  sub- 
sequent words,  "  meaning  that  the  said  Jacob  had  committed 
perjury,  that  the  said  Jacob  had  taken  a  false  oath  before  a 
magistrate/9  are  part  of,  and  come  under  the  innuendo.  The 
question  is,  whether  these  words  are  actionable,  and  it  is  ad- 
mitted, if  they  are  not,  the  judgment  must  be  arrested,  there 
being  one  defective  count  in  the  declaration;  a  general  verdict 
and  entire  damages  having  been  given. 

The  court  are  of  opinion  they  are  not;  and  that  the  judgment 
of  the  county  court  be  reversed,  and  judgment  on  the  verdict  be 
arrested. 

Judgment  be  reversed. 

See  Hopkms  t.  Beetle,  2  Am.  Dec  191. 


Bryden  v.  Taylor. 

(3  Habbb  *  Jattmo*,  SMJ 

Records  of  Foreign  Notary  as  Evidence.— The  minutes  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  a  foreign  notary  public  in  protesting  a  bill  of  exchange  are 
to  be  considered  as  records  by  the  courtesy  of  nations,  and  a  copy  of 
such  minutes  under  the  hand  and  notarial  seal  of  the  notary,  is  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  protest  of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  for  non- 
acceptance. 

Evidence  to  Charge  one  as  Partner.  —  Where  a  defendant  proved 
that  a  person  was  frequently  seen  in  the  counting-house  of  the  plaintuT, 
transacting  business  as  a  principal,  and  was  generally  supposed,  believed 
and  understood  to  be  a  partner  in  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  which  was 
carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  only;  it  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  such  person  was  a  partner  of  the 
.plaintiff 

Error  from  the  general  court.  Taylor  brought  an  action  of 
assumpsit  against  Bryden  as  indorser  of  a  foreign  bill  of  ex- 
change, drawn  by  Bescke  of  Baltimore  on  merchants  in  Lon- 
don. On  the  trial,  plaintiff,  to  prove  notice  to  defendant  of 
non-acceptance  and  non-payment,  produced  a  certified  copy  of 
the  deposition  of  W.  O.  Payne,  acting  as  plaintiff's  clerk,  from 
which  it  appeared,  that  he  received  letters  directed  to  Taylor 
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daring  the  latters  absence  from  Baltimore,  which  contained 
notice  of  the  protest  of  the  bill  for  non-acceptance;  -that  im- 
mediately he  notified  Bryden  thereof;  that  some  time  after, 
immediately  upon  receipt  of  intelligence  from  London  that 
the  bill  had  been  protested  for  non-payment,  deponent  by  order 
of  Taylor,  gave  notice  to  Bryden  thereof;  and  subsequently 
heard  conventions  between  Taylor  and  Bryden  on  the  subject. 
This  deposition  had  been  taken  before  Owen  Dorsey,  upon 
notice  given  to  Bryden  twenty  days  prior  thereto.  The  deposi- 
tion was  duly  recorded,  but  it  did  not  appear  from  its  face  that 
Dorsey  was  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Plaintiff  gave  evidence 
that  Payne  was  deceased.  Defendant  objected  to  the  reading 
of  this  deposition. 

Chase,  0.  J.  The  court  accede  to  the  principle  that  special 
authorities  must  be  strictly  pursued,  but  they  are  of  opinion 
that  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  deposition  that  it  has  been 
properly  taken.  The  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  act  of  assem- 
bly of  July  1779,  ch.  8,  entitled  "  an  act  establishing  a  mode  to 
perpetuate  testimony/'  does  not  require  an  efficient  residence, 
such  as  would  make  a  person  a  domicile,  qualify  him  to  vote, 
or  to  be  capable  of  holding  an  office;  but  a  temporary  or  tran- 
sient residence  is  sufficient;  and  it  appears  to  the  court  that  the 
requisites  of  the  said  act  of  assembly  have  been  complied  with. 
The  witness  being  in  the  country  at  the  time  the  deposition  is 
taken  is  alone  necessary;  unless  it  were  so,  no  person  but  a 
judge  of  the  general  court  would  be  competent  to  take  the  tes- 
timony of  transitory  witnesses.  The  twenty  days  notice  is  not 
only  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  opposite  party  time  to  appear, 
but  to  inquire  into  the  character  of  the  witness.  The  act  of 
assembly  does  not  require  the  fact  of  residence  to  be  put  upon 
record.    The  defendant  excepted. 

To  that  portion  of  the  deposition  which  stated  that  deponent, 
as  clerk  of  the  plaintiff,  received  letters  addressed  to  plaintiff 
stating  the  protest  in  consequence  of  which  he  gave  notice  to 
defendant,  defendant  objected. 

Chase,  0.  J.  That  part  of  the  deposition  is  only  inducement. 
Let  it  be  read. 

The  plaintiff  offered  also  a  certified  copy  of  the  minutes  of 
the  notary  public  by  whom  the  bill  had  been  protested  in  Lon- 
don for  non-acceptance.    Defendant  objected. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  minutes  of 
the  proceedings  of  a  notary  public  are  to  be  considered  as  reo» 
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ords  under  the  courtesy  of  nations;  and  that  a  copy  under  the 
hand  ancj  notarial  seal  of  the  notary  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
protest  of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  for  non-acceptance.  If 
none  but  the  original  would  be  evidence,  what  a  situation  would 
the  party  be  in  where  there  are  different  indorsers  in  different 
countries.  In  such  cases  copies  must  be  sent,  and  they  are 
always  received  as  evidence.     The  defendant  excepted. 

To  prove  that  at  the  time  of  drawing  and  indorsing  the  bill, 
Taylor  was  in  partnership  with  John  Taylor,  under  the  firm 
name  of  William  Taylor,  John  being  a  dormant  partner;  de- 
fendant gave  in  evidence  that  John  was  frequently  seen  in  the 
counting  house  of  William  Taylor,  transacting  business,  receiv- 
ing applications,  and  giving  answers  as  a  principal  in  the  busi- 
ness, and  was  generally  supposed  and  believed  to  be  a  partner. 
It  appeared  that  for  several  years  prior  to  the  making  and  in- 
dorsement of  the  bill,  John  Taylor  had  resided  in  London,  doing 
business  under  the  name  of  John  Taylor  &Co.;  that  at  the 
time  of  the  drawing  and  indorsement  he  had  come  over  from 
London  in  bad  health,  and  remained  in  this  country  but  twelve 
or  eighteen  months;  that  William  did  then,  and  for  a  long  time 
before  and  afterwards,  carry  on  business  in  his  own  name  alone. 
Defendant  requested  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  if  John 
Taylor  was,  at  the  time  mentioned,  a  partner,  in  the  house  of 
William  Taylor,  then  plaintiff  can  not  recover  in  this  action. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  of- 
fered is  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  John  Taylor  was  a  partner 
of  the  house  of  William  Taylor,  and  therefore  they  refuse  to 
give  the  direction  prayed.     The  defendant  excepted. 

A  question  arising  as  to  the  value  of  the  sum  of  money  men- 
tioned in  the  bill: 

The  Couet  said  that  it  had  been  often  decided  in  this  court, 
under  the  act  of  1785,  ch.  38,  that  the  plaintiff  is  to  recover  as 
much  money  as  will  purchase  a  similar  bill  at  the  time  of  the 
verdict. 

The  verdict  and  judgment  being  for  the  plaintiff,  the  defend- 
ant brought  the  present  writ  of  error. 

Harper  and  Purviance,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cited  Evans 
v.  Bonner,  2  H.  &  McH.  377;  Gordon  v.  Hickman,  4  Id.  217, 
and  various  acts  of  assembly. 

Martin,  for  the  defendant,  cited  Gittings  v.  Hall,  1  H.  &  J. 
18  (2  Am.  Dec.  502);  Ex  parte  Bollman,  4  Cranch,  75;  Walrond 
v.  Van  Moses,  8  Mod.  322,  323. 
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The  Court,  Pole,  Buchanan,  Nicholson  and  Eablb,  JJ.,  were 
of  opinion,  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  opinion  expressed  by 
the  general  court  in  the  several  hills  of  exception* 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Dorset  v.  Gassaway. 

P  Bammm  k  Josanox,  403.] 

Admissions  of  Counsel  as  Evidence,— Admissions  of  counsel  of  cer- 
tain facts  in  a  special  verdict  taken  at  a  former  trial  between  the  same 
parties  in  the  same  action,  are  not  evidence  in  a  new  trial  of  the  same 
cause. 

Pboop  of  Contents  of  Lost  Deed.— Where  a  deed  is  lost,  or  is  not  in 
the  power  of  a  party  to  produce  it,  it  is  only  necessary  to  show  an  ex- 
emplified copy,  or  prove  the  contents  of  the  deed. 

Proceedings  in  Chanceby  as  Evidence.— Proceedings  in  chancery, 
under  an  insolvent  law,  are  not  evidence  in  favor  of  the  person  who  had 
obtained  the  benefit  of  that  law,  to  prove  an  acknowledgment  and  admis- 
sion by  him  on  his  application  for  the  benefit  of  the  law.  A  bill  in 
chancery  with  all  the  proceedings  and  decree  thereon,  cannot  be  read 
in  evidence  in  an  action  between  parties  other  than  those  named  in  the 
proceedings.  An  answer  in  chancery,  made  by  the  respondents  from 
information  derived  from  the  present  defendant,  is  not  admissible  in 
evidence;  but  the  declarations  of  the  defendant  are  admissible  evi- 
dence, and  a  witness  may  refer  to  the  answer  to  refresh  his  memory  as 
to  the  declarations  made  to  him  by  the  defendant. 

Subsequent  Title  of  Vendor  Available  to  Vendee.— A  mortgage 
of  slaves  subsisted  when  the  mortgagor,  claiming  fall  title,  sold  them 
for  a  full  consideration;  though  as  to  the  mortgagee,  the  sale  trans- 
ferred only  an  equitable  interest;  yet,  as  between  the  vendor  and  ven- 
dee, the  sale  passed  the  absolute  title  to  the  vendee,  and  therefore, 
when  subsequently  the  mortgagor  obtained  his  discharge  under  the 
insolvent  law,  and  purchased  the  slaves  from  the  mortgagee,  the  title 
thus  acquired  will  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  vendee. 

Application  of  Payments. — Payments  made  by  a  mortgagor  are  not  to 
be  applied  to  discharge  a  debt  due  on  the  mortgage  in  favor  of  a  pur- 
chaser of  part  of  the  property  mortgaged,  who  had  not  paid  for  it,  and 
who  had  made  a  gift  thereof  to  his  son  to  defraud  his  creditors. 

Damages  in  Replevin. — In  an  action  of  replevin  the  jury  may  give  suib 
damages  as  they  think  the  plaintiff  is  justly  entitled  to,  as  an  equiva- 
lent for  the  injury  sustained. 

Appeal  from  the  general  court.  Gassaway  brought  replevin 
against  Dorsey  to  recover  two  negro  slaves,  James  and  Harry. 
Pleas  non  cepU  and  property.  The  cause  now  came  before  the 
court  for  a  new  trial,  the  defendant  having  recovered  judgment 
in  the  original  action. 

The  defendant  offered  in  evidence  the  admissions  of  plaint- 
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MPs  counsel  in  the  special  verdict  taken  at  the  former  trial,  to 
prove  the  existence  of  a  mortgage  therein  stated. 

Mason,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected,  citing  Mdhoney  v.  Ashkm,  4 
H.&McH.  295/322. 

Chase,  C.  J.  Facts  are  often  admitted  and  stated  for  the  pur- 
pose only  of  bringing  a  particular  point  of  law  before  the  court. 
As  the  finding  of  the  jury  in  the  special  verdict  was  on  the  ad- 
missions of  counsel,  it  is  not  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of 
the  mortgage. 

Defendant  offered  in  evidence  a  bill  of  sale  for  the  negroes 
mentioned  from  Clerke,  Russell's  administrator,  to  E.  Dorsey, 
one  of  the  original  defendants  in  this  action.  Plaintiff  objected 
to  its  being  read,  unless  the  execution  be  proved. 

Chase,  C.  J.  If  the  negroes  remained  in  the  possession  of 
the  vendor,  the  bill  of  sale  is  required  to  be  recorded;  and 
whether  the  negroes  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor, 
is  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  jury;  and  if  they  find  they  were  not  in 
possession  of  the  vendor,  then  the  bill  of  sale  is  not  evidence, 
although  it  has  been  recorded  without  proof  of  its  execution;  it 
not,  in  such  case,  being  a  paper  authorized  by  law  to  be  re- 
corded. 

I.  Plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  that  in  1772,  defendant  sold  at 
public  sale  a  number  of  negroes,  and  that  at  this  sale  plaintiff's 
father  became  the  purchaser  of  the  negroes  James  and  Rachel, 
the  mother  of  Harry;  that  James  and  Harry  were  given  by  his 
father  in  1789,  to  plaintiff,  who  held  possession  of  them  until 
1796,  when  they  were  taken  from  him  by  defendant. 

Defendant,  to  lay  a  foundation  for  proving  that  a  deed  of 
mortgage  for  certain  negroes,  was  executed  by  him  to  Russell 
in  1763,  under  which  the  defendant  claimed  the  negroes  in  the 
present  suit,  offered  in  evidence  to  the  court  by  the  testimony 
of  Young,  that  he,  Young,  was  Russell's  agent  in  America,  and 
as  such,  h&d  been  in  possession  of  a  mortgage  of  certain  ne- 
groes, executed  by  the  defendant  to  Russell,  bearing  date  in 
1763;  that  he  well  knew  defendant's  handwriting,  and  that  the 
mortgage  was  signed  by  him;  that  it  was  an  original  paper;  that 
he  delivered  it  ten  or  twelve  years  ago  to  Clerke,  the  adminis- 
trator of  Russell,  who  had  died  about  the  year  1789;  that  all 
the  papers  relating  to  Russell's  claim  against  defendant, 
which  Young  had  delivered  to  Clerke,  were  by  him  de- 
livered over  to  Cooke  to  prosecute  the  claim  before  the  com* 
missioners  in  Philadelphia.    Defendant  farther  offered  the  de- 
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position  of  Cooke,  which,  after  stating  the  reeeipt  of  the  papers 
from  Gierke,  set  forth  that  pending  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
Russell's  demands,  £.  Dorsey  applied  to  him,  Cooke,  for  the 
purchase  of  sundry  negroes  mentioned  in  the  mortgage,  and 
after  a  valuation  by  disinterested  persons,  he  sold  the  negroes 
to  E.  Dorsey,  and  received  from  him,  or  from  some  other  person 
on  his  behalf,  the  purchase-money  therefor;  that  deponent 
withdrew  the  original  papers  which  he  filed  in  the  suit,  and  pre- 
sented them  to  the  commissioners,  in  order  to  obtain  compensa- 
tion for  the  money  paid  into  the  treasury  by  John  Dorsey  to- 
wards satisfying  certain  mortgages  and  bonds;  that  whatever 
papers  were  placed  in  the  possession  of  the  commissioners  were 
taken  by  them  to  Great  Britain,  where  they  now  are,  as  deponent 
believes. 

As  evidence  of  the  original  mortgage  from  Dorsey  to  Russell 
in  17c  3,  defendant  offered  to  read  to  the  court  the  inspeximus 
of  the  deed  found  on  the  records  of  the  court,  dated  December 
6, 1763;  and  the  marginal  entry  in  the  record  book,  stating  the 
deed  to  have  been  examined. 

Mown,  Shaaff  and  Johnson,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected,  and 
cited:  1  Morg.  Ess.  159, 160;  Page's  case,  5  Co.  54;  Style,  445; 
Trials  Per.  Pais.  355,  434;  Eden  v.  ChalkriU,  1  Eeb.  117;  Cheney 
v.  Watkins,  1  H.  &  J.  527  (2  Am.  Dec.  530);  Peake's  Evid.  97, 
110;  Bull.  N.  P.  255,  256. 

Martin,  attorney-general,  and  Key,  for  the  defendant,  cited 
Hall  v.  Giltings,  1E&J.  14  (2  Am.  Dec.  502);  Peake's  Ev.  96; 
1  Morg.  Ess.  161. 

Cha8b,  C.  J.  The  question  before  the  court  now,  is  different 
from  what  it  was  on  the  former  trial.  Here  the  defendant  has 
laid  a  foundation  whereon  to  authorize  the  inspeximus  of  the 
deed  to  be  read;  and  the  question  is,  what  other  kind  of  evi- 
dence will  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose?  Where  a  deed  is  lost, 
or  not  in  the  power  of  the  party  to  produce  it,  it  is  only  neces- 
sary to  show  an  examined  copy,  or  prove  the  oontents  of  the 
paper.  The  court  consider  the  inspeximus  in  this  case  to  be  a 
true  copy.  The  clerk  had  authority  to  record  the  deed  as  to 
the  real  estate,  and  the  copy  is  good  as  to  the  real  estate.  If  it 
is  a  true  copy  as  to  the  land,  it  is  equally  so  as  to  the  personal 
estate.  The  court  consider  it  the  next  best  evidence  to  the 
deed  itself,  and  far  preferable  to  parol  proof.  This  case  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  that  of  Cheney  v.  Watkins.  In  that  case  there 
was  no  question  about  the  inspeximus  of  the  deed,  that  the 
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court  recollect  of.  In  the  case  of  QUtings  v.  Ball,  it  was  the 
inspeximus  of  an  ancient  deed  which  needed  no  recording,  and 
where  the  clerk  had  no  authority  to  record  it;  but  as  the  pos- 
session had  gone  with  the  deed,  it  was  on  those  two  grounds 
read.  The  court  are  of  opinion,  that  the  inspeximus  of  the  deed 
of  mortgage  from  the  defendant  to  James  Russell,  is  legal  evi- 
dence, and  admit  the  same  to  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury. 
The  plaintiff  excepted 

II.  Defendant  then  read  in  evidence  his  affidavit,  dated  May 
18, 1781,  on  file  in  the  treasury,  and  an  entry  in  the  treasurer's 
books,  to  prove  that  he  had  made  a  payment  into  the  treasury  on 
account  of  a  debt  due  from  him  to  Russell;  and  offered  to  read 
the  proceedings  of  the  court  of  chancery,  to  prove  that  he  had 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  act;  and  that  in  1797,  Mon- 
crieff,  as  the  surviving  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  commenced  suit 
against  the  elder  Gassaway.  He  also  offered  to  read  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  court  of  chancery  in  1797,  of  said  Gassaway's 
having  taken  advantage  of  the  insolvent  act,  in  order  to  prove 
that  he  had  never  paid  any  consideration  for  the  negroes  prior 
to  the  voluntary  gift  to  his  son,  the  plaintiff,  nor  at  any  time 
since. 

Chase,  G.  J.  The  court  refuse  to  admit  the  above  facts  to  be 
given  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  to  prove  that  Thomas  Gassaway 
never  paid  any  consideration  for  the  negroes  before  his  volun- 
tary gift  of  them  to  his  son,  the  plaintiff,  nor  at  any  time  since; 
the  court  being  of  opinion,  that  the  acts  and  declarations  of  the 
defendant  in  this  case,  subsequent  to  the  sale  by  him  to  Thomas 
Gassaway,  and  whatever  was  consequent  thereon,  are  not  evi- 
dence to  defeat  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff.  But  the  court  are  of 
opinion,  that  the  affidavit  and  payment  into  the  treasury  by 
the  defendant  in  1781,  prior  to  the  sale  by  him  to  Thomas 
Gassaway,  are  admissible  evidence  to  prove  the  defendant  was 
indebted  to  James  Russell,  and  made  the  payment  into  the 
treasury  in  the  manner  therein  stated.  The  defendant  excepted. 

III.  Defendant  then  read  the  affidavit  and  entry,  and  the 
proceedings  in  chancery  on  his  application  under  the  insolvent 
act,  to  prove  admissions  of  defendant  in  1787,  that  his  debt  to 
Russell  on  the  mortgage  of  1763,  was  then  outstanding,  and 
asked  the  direction  of  the  court  that  this  evidence  was  compe- 
tent against  Gassaway. 

Chasb,  0.  J.  The  court  reject  the  evidence.  Defendant  ex- 
cepted. 
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IV.  To  prove  that  the  mortgage  was  satisfied  by  defendant 
prior  to  the  revolution,  the  plaintiff  offered  the  records  of  a 
proceeding  in  chancery  instituted  by  Clerke,  BusselTs  adminis- 
trator, against  Martin,  Buchanan,  Moncrieff,  B.  and  W.  Dor- 
sey.    Defendant  objected. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  proceedings  are  between  different  parties, 
and,  therefore,  cannot  be  used  as  evidence  in  this  case.  If  the 
decree  had  been  that  the  mortgage  debt  waa  unsatisfied,  it 
could  not  be  used  against  the  plaintiff,  and  the  rule  must  be 
mutual.  Although  the  answer  is  in  the  handwriting  of  the  de- 
fendant, yet  he  may  have  only  acted  as  a  clerk.  He  has  not 
himself  sworn  to  it.  The  court  refuse  to  let  the  proceedings 
be  read  to  the  jury  for  the  purpose  required  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel.    Plaintiff  excepted. 

Y.  Plaintiff  offered  the  testimony  of  B.  Dorsey  to  show  that 
he  with  Moncrieff  and  W.  Dorsey  appeared  as  the  trustees 
of  defendant  in  the  suit  brought  by  Gierke,  and  filed  the 
answer  to  that  bill;  that  he  obtained  his  knowledge  of  the  facts 
set  forth  in  the  answer  from  this  defendant  and  from  his  books, 
and  that  the  answer  is  in  defendant's  handwriting. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  declarations 
of  the  defendant  are  evidence  admissible  to  the  jury,  and  that 
the  witness  may  recur  to  the  answer  to  refresh  his  memory  as 
to  the  declarations  made  to  him  by  the  defendant.  But  the 
court  refuse  to  allow  the  answer  to  be  read  in  evidence  to  the 
jury.     Plaintiff  excepted. 

VI.  Plaintiff  offered  to  prove  that  the  negroes  purchased  of 
Cooke  by  E.  Dorsey  were  paid  for  with  the  money  of  defend- 
ant, and  that  defendant  is  the  only  one  claiming  under  such 
purchase. 

Defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  the  proceedings  under 
the  insolvent  act,  to  prove  that  he  obtained  the  benefit  of  that 
act  between  1782,  when  he  sold  the  negroes  to  Gassaway,  the 
elder,  and  1796,  when  he  purchased  their  descendants,  the  ne* 
groes  in  this  action,  as  he  asserts,  from  £.  Dorsey. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  defendant  cannot  be  permitted  to  disaffirm 
his  own  sale.  He  cannot  be  suffered  to  set  up  his  discharge 
under  an  insolvent  law  to  disaffirm  his  prior  acts.  The  court 
are  of  opinion. that  if  the  jury  find  the  mortgage  was  satisfied 
in  the  year  1782,  when  the  defendant  sold  the  negroes  to 
Thomas  Gassaway,  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  good  title  to  them. 
Am  Bxc.  Vol.  111-80 
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The  court  are  also  of  opinion  that  if  the  mortgage  was  sub- 
sisting in  1782,  and  the  defendant  sold  the  negroes,  claiming 
the  obeolute  ownership  in  them,  and  for  a  full  consideration, 
although  as  to  James  Bussell,  his  sale  would  transfer  only  the 
equitable  interest  in  the  negroes;  yet,  as  between  the  vendor 
and  vendee,  the  operation  of  the  contract  would  be  to  pass  the 
absolute  ownership  in  the  negroes  to  the  vendee,  and  according 
to  good  faith  and  honesty,  the  subsequent  acts  of  the  defendant 
in  perfecting  his  title  to  the  negroes,  will  inure  in  law  to  con- 
firm and  not  to  defeat  his  contract  with  Thomas  Gassaway. 
Defendant  excepted. 

VII.  Plaintiff  then  offered  evidence  to  show  that  between 
1763  and  1776  defendant  had  made  payments  to  the  amount  of 
three  thousand  nine  hundred  and  fifteen  pounds  eighteen  shil- 
lings and  two  pence,  to  Bussell's  administrator,  which  defendant 
claimed  to  apply  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage,  and  prayed 
the  direction  of  the  court  to  the  jury,  that  if  they  were  satisfied 
that  the  sums  had  been  so  paid,  and  there  was  no  evidence  es- 
tablishing that  the  payments  were  applied  to  any  particular 
debt,  then  the  law  will  apply  them  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
mortgage. 

Chase,  (X  J.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  law  will 
apply  the  payments  to  the  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the 
mortgage.  The  court  give  the  direction  prayed.  Defendant 
excepted. 

Vm.  Defendant  then  prayed  the  oourt  to  direct  the  jury, 
that  his  declarations  since  the  sale  to  Gassaway,  and  since  his 
insolvency,  cannot  be  used  in  evidence  to  the  injury  of  Bussell's 
interest,  or  that  of  any  one  claiming  under  him. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  oourt  are  of  opinion  that  the  declarations 
of  the  defendant  are  evidence  against  him.  Defendant  ex* 
cepted. 

IX.  Defendant  then  prayed  the  direction  of  the  court,  that 
the  principle,  that  the  law  would  apply  the  payments  in  satis- 
faction of  the  mortgage,  should  be  carried  into  effect  in  favor  of 
bona  fide  purchasers,  and  not  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  whose 
father  had  not  paid  for  the  negroes  purchased  him. 

Chase,  C.  J.  The  oourt  are  of  opinion  that  the  payments 
made  by  the  defendant  to  Bussell,  if  the  jury  shall  find  they 
were  made  as  stated,  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  discharge  and 
satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  unless  the 
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jury  shall  find  that  Thomas  Gaasaway  made  the  gift  to  his  son, 
the  plaintiff,  to  defraud  his  creditors.    Defendant  excepted. 

X.  Defendant  further  prayed  the  direction  of  the  court  to  the 
jury,  that  unless  they  are  satisfied  that  the  mortgage  money  was 
satisfied  before  the  sale  made  by  the  defendant,  or  that  the 
plaintiff  or  his  father  had  paid  the  purchase  money  to  some  one 
entitled  to  receive  the  same,  then  nominal  damages  only  were 
recoverable:  8  Bac.  Ab.  tit.  Grant,  D.  382;  Walker  v.  Constable, 
1  B.  &  P.  306;  Moses  v.  Maeferlan,  2  Burr.  1005;  Esp.,  N.  P. 
101. 

Chase  O.  J.  The  jury  may  give  what  damages  they  think  the 
plaintiff  is  justly  entitled  to  as  an  equivalent  for  the  injury  sus- 
tained. The  court  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  within  the  province 
of  the  jury  to  ascertain  and  fix  the  quantum  of  damages,  as  an 
equivalent  for  the  use  of  the  negroes,  according  to  what  they 
may  think  right  on  consideration  of  the  evidence;  and  that  they 
are  not  restrained  by  any  principle  of  law  operating  on  this  case, 
from  the  full  exercise  of  their  judgment.    Defendant  excepted. 

Verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

On  an  appeal  taken  by  the  defendant  to  this  court,  the  ques- 
tion arising  under  the  2d,  3d,  6th,  7th,  8th,  9th  and  10th  bills 
of  exception,  were  argued  by: 

Martin,  for  the  appellant. 

Johnson,  attorney-general,  for  the  respondent. 

The  Court,  Polk,  Buchanan,  Nicholson  and  Eable,  JJ.,  con- 
curring, agreed  with  the  general  court  in  the  opinions  expressed 
in  the  several  bills  of  exceptions  taken  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant in  that  court. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Williams  v.  Hodgson. 

p  Habbm  t  Jomnox,  474.] 

Bond  by  One  Partner  for  Firm  Debt.— A  bond  given  by  one  part- 
ner for  a  simple  contract  debt  due  to  a  creditor  of  the  firm,  and  ac- 
cepted by  him,  is  in  law  a  release  of  the  other  partner,  and  an  extinc- 
tion of  the  simple  contract  debt  at  law  and  in  equity. 

SAKE. — Such  a  bond,  although  not  binding  on  the  party  who  docs  not  join 
in  its  execution,  is,  however,  obligatory  on  the  one  executing  it 

Ionorance  OF  Law  no  Ground  for  Relief.— Ignorance  of  the  law, 
as  to  the  legal  effect  of  accepting  the  bond  of  one  partner  for  a  sim« 
pie  contract  debt  due  by  the  firm,  is  not  a  ground  for  relief  in  equity. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


564  Williams  v.  Hodgson.  [Maryland, 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery,  where  a  bill  was  filed  by 
Hodgson  against  Williams  and  one  Clarke,  who  were  charged  as 
partners  under  the  name  of  John  Clarke  &  Co.  During  the 
partnership  it  was  alleged  Clarke  bought  goods  from  the  com- 
plainant, which  were  delivered  to  him  on  the  credit  of  the  firm. 
On  the  seventh  July,  1797,  Clarke  settled  with  the  complain- 
ant, giving  a  bond  in  the  name  of  Clarke  and  Williams,  but 
signed  by  himself  alone,  for  the  amount  due.  On  the  eigh- 
teenth of  November,  1797,  the  complainant  received  for  goods 
sold,  another  bond  signed  in  this  manner.  Clarke  became  in- 
solvent. The  bill  stated  that  suits  were  brought  on  the  bonds, 
in  the  general  court,  against  Williams,  and  were  discontinued 
because  the  court  held  that  one  partner  could  not  execute  a 
bond  so  as  to  bind  in  law  his  co-partner,  unless  by  a  special  au- 
thority. A  discovery  was  prayed  from  the  defendants,  whether 
they  were  partners  or  not,  and  that  they  may  be  compelled  to 
account  with  and  pay  the  money  due  to  the  complainant;  and 
other  relief  was  asked.  The  answer  of  Williams  stated  that 
he  and  Clarke  entered  into  partnership  in  October,  1795,  in  the 
milling  and  distilling  business,  for  three  years.  Clarke  was  di- 
rected not  to  purchase  merchandise  on  Williams's  account,  and 
he  believes  that  Clarke  sold  goods  on  his  own  account.  He 
was  not  aware  whether  or  not  Clarke  bought  goods  on  the  part- 
nership account,  but  if  so,  he  insisted  he  was  not  liable.  He 
knew  nothing  of  the  settlement  or  execution  of  the  bonds.  The 
partnership  was  dissolved  in  1798.  Clarke  was  the  acting  part- 
ner, but  he  (Williams)  never  bought  any  goods  on  the  firm  ac- 
count, and  does  not  know  the  consideration  of  the  bonds. 

Clarke's  answer  admitted  the  facts  alleged  in  the  bill. 

Kilty,  chancellor  at  February  term,  1806,  gave  his  opinion. 
He  first  considered  whether  equity  had  jurisdiction  in  the  case, 
and  decided  that  enough  had  been  shown  to  warrant  the  inter- 
position of  a  court  of  equity.  He  then  says:  Without  stating 
particularly  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  the  chancellor  is  satisfied 
of  the  existence  of  the  partnership,  as  alleged  by  the  complain- 
ant, and  of  the  liquidation  of  the  balance  due  for  the  goods 
sold,  the  execution  of  the  bonds  as  stated,  and  the  result  of  the 
suits  on  them.  With  regard  to  the  answer  of  the  defendant, 
Clarke,  it  is  considered  that  the  partnership  being  proved  by 
other  testimony,  his  admissions  are  evidence  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  his  acts  would  be  in  the  exercise  of  the  joint  business  of 
the  firm.  And  it  may  here  be  observed  that  the  responsibility 
of  one  partner  for  the  acts  of  another,  is  not,  as  stated  by  the 
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defendant's  counsel,  a  principle  of  sheer  mercantile  law,  but  is 
founded  in  justice  and  necessity,  and  is  inseparable  from  the 
nature  of  partnership  transactions.  It  appears  that  Clarke  exe- 
cuted the  bonds  with  a  view  of  ascertaining,  and  perhaps  of 
securing,  in  some  degree,  the  balance  due  for  goods  sold  to  the 
company;  and  these  bonds  were  taken  by  the  complainant  from 
a  misapprehension  or  ignorance  of  their  legal  effect.  If  notes 
had  been  given  by  Clarke,  without  seal,  as  in  the  case  of  Riddle 
(who  brought  suit  against  the  firm  and  recovered),  and  the  part- 
nership had  been  proved,  they  would  have  been  obligatory  on 
the  defendant,  Williams,  at  law.  The  bonds  cannot  be  consid- 
ered, in  equity,  as  less  solemn  and  obligatory  than  the  notes; 
but  the  remedy  sought  for  on  the  bonds  was  defeated  by  what 
was  indeed  a  sheer  principle  of  law.  For  if  it  be  proved,  as 
the  chancellor  conceives  it  to  be,  that  the  defendant,  Williams, 
was  liable,  and  might  have  been  bound  by  notes,  without  seal, 
for  the  same  amount,  the  defense  set  up  against  the  bonds  was 
not  an  equitable  or  conscientious  one. 

The  chancellor  accordingly  decreed  that  the  defendants  pay 
to  the  complainant  the  sum  of  one  thousand  and  twenty-three 
pounds  fifteen  shillings  and  sixpence,  with  interest  and  costs. 
From  this  decree  the  defendant,  Williams,  appealed. 

Shaaff  and  Magruder,  for  appellant,  contended  there  was  no 
legal  proof  of  partnership,  that  the  remedy  was  at  law;  but 
neither  at  law  nor  in  equity  could  a  recovery  be  had  against  the 
appellant:  1  Harr.  Ch.  Pr.  36,  41;  Dorseyv.  Dorsey,  decided  in 
the  court  of  chancery  1794.  They  also  contended  that  there 
was  not  sufficient  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  bonds;  that  the 
originals  ought  to  have  been  produced:  Peake's  Ev.  96;'  Wy- 
mark's  case,  6  Co.  74;  2  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Pleader;  DeSobry  v.  De 
Laistre,  ante,  535.  Thai  the  execution  of  the  bonds  extinguished 
the  simple  contract  debt  both  as  to  Williams  and  Clark:  Bac. 
Ab.  tit.  Release;  Buller  N.  P.  155;  Chitty's  Plead.  155;  Clemen* 
v.  Brushy  3  Johns.  Cas.  180;  Pierson  v.  Hooker,  3  Johns.  70 
(ante,  467);  4  Vin.  Ab.  387;  1  Fonbl.  117  n;  2  Com.  Dig.  tit. 
Chancery,  476,  330,  331. 

Key  and  Johnson,  aMorney-general,  cited  Watson  on  Part.  40, 
337,  458;  Biggins' 8  case,  6  Co.  46;  Abbott  v.  Smith,  2  W.  Bl. 
950;  Maddox  v.  Jackson,  8  Atk.  406;  Darwent  v.  Walton,  2  Id. 
510. 

Chase,  C.  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  consisting  of 
Chase,  Buchanan,  Gantt  and  Earle,  JJ.   The  court  have  consid- 
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ered  the  bill,  answer  and  proof,  in  this  case,  the  arguments  of 
counsel  and  the  decree  of  the  chancellor;  and  admitting  the 
proof  to  be  sufficient  to  establish  a  partnership  between  Wil- 
liams and  Clarke  in  the  extent  charged  in  the  bill,  in  opposition 
to  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  and  admitting  also  that  the 
bonds  mentioned  in  the  bill  as  executed  by  Clarke  under  the 
signature  of  Clarke  &  Co.  have  been  fully  proved,  it  appears  to 
the  court  that  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  to  any  relief  in 
equity,  and  that  the  decree  of  the  court  of  chancery  ought  to 
be  reversed. 

It  is  a  principle  recognized  by  the  courts  of  law  and  equity, 
that  a  bond  given  by  one  partner  for  a  simple  contract  debt  due 
from  the  partners  to  the  creditor  and  accepted  by  him,  is,  by 
operation  of  law,  a  release  of  the  other  partner,  and  an  extinction 
of  the  simple  contract  debt.  It  is  also  established  by  the  courts 
of  law  and  equity  that  ignorance  of  the  law  as  to  the  legal  con- 
sequence  resulting  from  such  a  bond,  cannot  excuse  or  form  a 
ground  for  relief  in  equity,  on  the  suggestion  and  proof  that  the 
party  was  mistaken  as  to  the  legal  effects  of  such  a  bond,  im- 
agining at  the  time  that  it  could  not  operate  as  a  release  to  the 
other  debtor,  and  that  his  responsibility  still  existed. 

The  court  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  bonds  set  forth  in  the 
bill,  although  not  binding  on  Williams,  are  obligatory  on 
Clarke.  On  these  grounds,  the  court  decide  that  the  decree  of 
the  court  of  chancery  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Buchanan,  J.  I  consider  the  partnership  alleged  in  the  case 
to  have  existed  between  the  defendant  below,  as  sufficiently  es- 
tablished to  the  extent  charged  in  the  bill,  and  that  the  delivery 
of  the  goods  and  merchandise,  said  to  have  been  sold  to  Clarke, 
as  acting  partner,  is  fully  proved.  But  if  the  bonds,  charged 
in  the  bill  to  have  been  passed  by  Clarke,  in  behalf  of  Williams 
and  himself,  were  executed  by  him  for  the  amount  of  those 
goods,  the  simple  contract  debts  were  not  thereby  severed,  and 
•continued  open  as  to  Williams  and  destroyed  as  to  Clarke  (on 
whom  such  bonds  would  be  obligatory),  but  being  respectively 
joint,  they  became  in  law  extinguished  as  to  both.  And 
though  equity  will  interpose  its  aid  where  a  remedy  is  wanting 
at  law,  yet  it  cannot  revive  a  debt  which  in  law  is  extinguished. 
If,  however,  such  a  bond  could  be  construed  to  extinguish  a 
simple  contract  debt  as  to  the  party  signing  it  only,  leaving  it 
open  as  to  the  other  partner  for  the  interposition  of  a  court  of 
chancery;  yet  in  this  case  the  complainant  has  failed  in  proof 
to  lay  a  foundation  for  a  decree  against  Williams;  for,  as  against 
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him,  the  bonds  in  question,  which  are  set  up  in  the  bill  as  the 
Tery  ground  of  the  relief  prayed  for,  are  not  proved  by  any 
legal  evidence  exhibited  in  the  record;  and  it  cannot  be  seri- 
ously contended,  that  in  the  absence  of  such  proof,  the  chan- 
cellor could  hold  jurisdiction  over  the  case;  for  if  no  such 
bonds  were  executed  by  Clarke,  the  simple  contract  debt  re- 
mains unimpaired,  and  the  proper  remedy  is  in  a  court  of  law. 
Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  chancellor's  decree, 
however  consonant  to  strict  justice,  ought  to  be  reversed. 
Decree  reversed. 
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Fitzhugh  v.  Love's  Executor. 

[6  Call,  0.] 

Indorsement  by  One  not  a  Payee.— Where  a  person  not  a  payee  in- 
dorsed his  name  in  blank  on  a  bill  of  exchange  without  any  considera- 
tion, and  prior  to  its  indorsement  by  the  payee,  it  was  held  he  was  not 
liable  as  an  indorser,  bnt  otherwise  if  there  had  been  a  consideration 
for  the  indorsement. 

Debt  for  the  balance  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  certain  bill  of 
exchange,  instituted  by  Love,  the  payee,  against  Fitzhugh  and 
Thornton.  The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  this  court,  to 
which  the  defendants  appealed  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
Love. 

Bolts,  for  the  appellants. 

Warden  and  Randolph,  contra. 

Tuckeb,  Judge.  The  declaration  charges,  that  Philip  Fitz- 
hugh drew  a  bill  of  exchange  in  favor  of  Samuel  Love,  or  order, 
on  certain  persons  in  Great  Britain.  That  afterwards,  on  the 
same  day,  Presley  Thornton,  at  the  special  instance  and  request 
of  the  said  Philip,  and  in  order  to  give  a  credit  to  the  said  bill 
of  exchange,  and  to  induce  Love  to  receive  it  from  Fitzhugh, 
and  in  consideration  of  Love's  paying  to  Fitzhugh  the  value  in 
current  money,  and  actually  received  by  Fitzhugh,  did,  by  his 
indorsement,  made  on  the  said  bill,  according  to  the  custom  of 
merchants,  indorse  the  same  for  payment  to  the  said  Samuel 
Love,  which  was  partly  paid,  and  protested  for  the  balance. 
Whereupon  this  suit  is  brought  upon  the  act  of  assembly. 
Plea,  nil  debet,  and  issue.  The  bill  of  exceptions  states  a  copy 
of  the  bill  and  protest  made  by  a  notary  public  in  Liverpool, 
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made,  as  he  alleges  from  the  original  bill  and  the  protest  thereof, 
made  in  London;  by  which  it  appears,  that  there  was  no 
special  undertaking  on  the  part  of  Thornton,  to  warrant  the 
payment;  but  a  mere  indorsement  of  his  name,  prior  to  that  of 
Samuel  Love,  in  whose  favor  the  bill  was  drawn.  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opin- 
ion that  the  bill  of  exchange  and  the  copy  of  the  protest  (the 
original  appearing  to  have  been  lost)  are  sufficient  to  support 
the  plaintiff's  action. 

The  question  referred  to  the  court  by  the  jury,  so  nearly 
resembles  that  which  must  have  occurred  to  the  court  itself  upon 
the  declaration,  that  it  may  be  regarded  as,  in  substance,  the 
same.  Which,  is  this,  whether  Presley  Thornton  is  anindorser 
of  the  bill  in  the  sense  and  meaning  of  the  custom  and  usage  of 
merchants,  or  not? 

A  bill  of  exchange  may  be  defined  an  open  letter  of  request, 
addressed  by  one  person  to  a  second,  desiring  him  to  pay  a  sum 
of  money  to  a  third,  or  to  his  order;  or  it  may  be  made  payable 
to  bearer.  The  person  who  makes  the  bill,  is  called  the 
drawer;  he  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  the  drawee;  and,  if  he 
undertakes  to  pay  it,  he  is  then  called  the  acceptor;  the  person 
to  whom  it  is  ordered  to  be  paid,  is  called  the  payee;  and,  if  he 
appoints  another  to  receive  the  money,  that  other  is  called  the 
indorsee,  as  the  payee  is,  in  respect  to  him,  the  indorser:  Kyd's 
Bills  Ex.  3,  4. 

Indorsement  is  a  term  known  in  law,  which  by  the  custom  of 
merchants,  transfers  the  property  of  the  bill  to  the  indorsee: 
Cunningh.  Bills,  57;  3  Bac.  Ab.  609;  4  Bac.  Ab.  703. 

Bills  payable  to  bearer  are  transferred  by  delivery.  But  to 
transfer  those  payable  to  order,  as  this  bill  is,  it  is  necessary,  in 
addition  to  delivery,  that  there  should  be  something  by  which 
the  payee  may  appear  to  express  his  order.  This  additional 
circumstance  is  an  indorsement:  Kyd,  88. 

Every  transfer  implies  a  property  in  the  person  transferring, 
or  an  authority  to  make  it,  given  by  him  in  whom  the  property 
is  vested.  In  this  case,  it  is  not  pretended  that  Thornton  ever 
had  any  property  in  the  bill;  nor  was  he  the  agent  of  any  per- 
son having  a  property  in  the  bill.  He,  therefore,  was  not  an 
indorser  according  to  the  custom  of  merchants. 

At  the  time  he  wrote  his  name  on  the  bill,  it  was  incapable 
of  being  transferred,  but  by  the  previous  indorsement  of  Love, 
the  payee.  Thornton  was  neither  drawee  nor  payee,  nor 
assignee  nor  indorsee,  at  that  time.     His  indorsement,  there* 
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fore,  was  a  mere  nullity,  according  to  the  custom  of  merchants. 
Upon  every  other  ground,  it  was  a  nudum  pactum.  He  received 
no  consideration  for  warranting  the  payment  of  the  bill,  nor  is 
any  legal  consideration  charged.  He  was,  therefore,  not  liable 
for  the  bill. 

The  action  is  joint.  The  plea  is  joint.  The  judgment  is 
joint.  It  cannot  be  severed  in  this  action.  Thornton,  then, 
not  being  liable,  the  judgment  is  erroneous,  and  must,  I  con- 
ceive, be  wholly  reversed.  No  opinion  is  therefore  necessary 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  evidence.  I  shall  only  say,  an  attested 
copy  by  a  notary  public  in  New  York  or  Norfolk,  would  have 
been  just  as  good  evidence  as  this  copy  by  a  notary  in  Liver- 
pool, whose  attestation,  as  it  respects  a  bill  of  exchange  on 
London,  and  protested  there,  is  perfectly  extra-official;  and, 
consequently,  no  evidence.  If  the  original  were  lost,  why  was 
not  an  attested  copy  produced  from  the  offioe  of  the  notary  in 
London,  who  made  the  protest? 

Fleming,  Judge,  concurred  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be 
reversed;  for  the  case  was  not  like  that  of  Call  v.  Scott,  4  Call, 
402;  because  there  the  consideration  for  the  indorsement  ex- 
pressly appeared  in  the  proceedings,  and,  consequently,  the 
indorsers  were  clearly  liable. 

Carbington,  Judge.  Thornton  was  neither  payee,  nor  had 
any  interest  in  the  bill;  and  therefore,  he  was  not  an  indorser 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  assembly,  allowing  an  action 
of  debt  against  the  indorser;  nor  was  he  liable  upon  the  bill  in 
any  action,  as  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  indorsement 
proved.  In  which  respect  it  differs  from  the  case  of  Call  v. 
Scott;  for,  in  that  case,  the  consideration  for  the  indorsement 
appeared  in  the  proceedings;  and,  therefore,  the  whole  court 
thought  the  indorsers  liable.  Neither  Mr.  Washington's  mem- 
orandum of  the  agreement  to  change  the  current  money  into 
sterling,  nor  the  notarial  copy  of  the  protest  ought  to  have  been 
allowed  to  go  to  the  jury  in  this  case;  and,  upon  the  whole,  I 
think  that  the  judgment  is  erroneous,  and  that  it  ought  to  be 
reversed. 

Lyons,  President.  The  declaration  contains  no  ground  for 
an  action  of  debt  upon  the  act  of  assembly  against  Thornton; 
for  if  he  had  been  liable  at  all,  an  action  upon  the  case  would 
have  been  the  proper  remedy.  But  he  was  not  liable;  for  it  is 
not  proved  that  there  was  any  consideration  for  his  indorse- 
ment; and,  therefore,  it  is  not  like  the  case  of  Call  v.  Scott; 
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for,  in  that  case,  the  consideration  appeared  in  the  proceedings. 
The  notarial  copy  of  the  copy  ought  not  to  have  been  allowed 
to  go  to  the  jury  in  the  present  case;  for  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  a  more  authentic  copy  might  not  have  been  procured. 
I  concur  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 


What  liability  one  who  is  not  a  party  assumes  who  places  his  name  on  a 
negotiable  instrument,  has  been  a  subject  of  much  discussion  in  our  courts; 
and  our  decisions  are  very  conflicting,  and  even  in  the  same  state,  the  de- 
cisions have  fluctuated  considerably.  There  must  be,  by  the  mere  fact  of 
writing  one's  name  on  an  instrument  of  this  kind,  some  obligation  under- 
stood. Is  it  an  obligation  of  joint-maker  or  promisor,  a  guarantor  or 
indorser?  Parsons,  in  his  work  on  Contracts,  voL  L  p.  243,  refers  to  in- 
dorsement in  this  manner,  and  lays  it  down,  that  a  person  who  signs  his 
name  on  the  back  of  a  bill  or  note,  at  the  time  of  the  making,  may  be  held 
as  a  joint  or  several  maker;  while,  if  he  signs  at  a  subsequent  period,  he 
may  be  held  as  guarantor.  To  support  this  statement,  he  cites ,  several 
decisions,  and  among  them  four  or  five  New  York  cases,  but  which  are  now 
entirely  inapplicable  or  overruled,  such  as  Ellis  v.  Brown,  6  Barb.  282;  and 
Brown  v.  Curtis*,  2  N.  Y.  225,  is  not  at  all  in  point;  for  in  that  case  there 
was  an  express  contract  of  guaranty.  Not  one  of  the  cases  from  the  New 
York  reports  there  cited  gives  a  correct  statement  of  the  law  as  it  is  now 
held  in  that  state.  It  was  unquestionably  the  former  view  in  that  state, 
that  a  person  who  wrote  his  name  on  the  bock  of  a  note  or  bill,  was  consid- 
ered either  as  a  joint-maker  or  a  guarantor,  and  the  same  view  is  now  held 
in  a  majority  of  our  states.  This  doctrine  was  advanced  in  the  case  of 
Herrick  v.  Carman,  12  Johns.  159,  and  more  fully  affirmed  in  Nelson  v.  Du» 
bob,  13  Johns.  175,  and  in  Campbell  v.  Butler,  Id.  349.  Bat  the  doctrine 
that  such  an  indorser  might  be  a  guarantor  was  undermined  in  Dean  v. 
Hall,  17  Wend.  214,  and  was  finally  overthrown  in  the  court  of  errors  in 
Hall  v.  Newcomb,  7  Hill,  416.  This  case  established  the  doctrine  that  such 
an  indorsement  can  be  made  available  to  the  payee  as  such,  and  so  as  to 
hold  the  party  making  it  as  indorser  for  the  benefit  of  the  payee,  and  that 
he  cannot  be  liable  otherwise  than  as  an  indorser.  This  doctrine  was  re- 
asserted in  Spies  v.  OUmore,  .1  N.  Y.  321,  and  the  old  principle  finally  dis- 
corded, that  by  any  implication  of  law  a  contract  of  guaranty  could  bo 
made  out  from  the  mere  fact  of  an  indorsement  of  this  kind.  The  diffi- 
culty of  this  position,  to  many,  was  the  apparent  contradiction  that  would 
thus  arise  from  an  indorsement  like  this,  of  a  first  indorser  being  able  to 
sue  a  second  on  a  negotiable  instrument.  It  was  maintained  that  when  a 
person  wrote  his  name  on  the  back,  it  was  understood  that  the  payee  should 
be  a  first  indorser  ex  vi  termini,  and  that  the  liability  of  the  person  who 
thus  wrote  his  name  was  only  to  a  subsequent  holder.  This  difficulty  was 
brought  out  in  Waterbury  v.  Sinclair,  7  Abb.  404;  but  a  way  of  obviating 
was  suggested  by  having  the  payee  indorse  "  without  recourse/'  and  taking 
the  indorsement  of  the  party  who  wrote  his  name  in  blank,  as  tho  source 
of  his  title.  This  position  would  seem  to  have  had  authority  from  Lord 
Kenyon,  who  impliedly  admits  that  there  may  be  circumstances  under 
which  a  prior  indorser  may  recover  against  a  subsequent  one:  BisJiopv. 
Hayward,  4  T.  R.  470.  The  doctrine,  with  its  necessary  implications  and 
limitations,  was  fully  set  forth  in  Moore  v.  Cross,  19  N.  Y.  227,  which,  on 
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this  point,  may  be  considered  a  leading  case.  It  was  there  laid  down  that 
an  indoroer  of  this  kind  is  liable  as  such  to  the  payee  who  received  the  note 
on  the  faith  of  such  indorsement,  and  that  the  indorsement  by  the  payee 
without  recourse  is  a  matter  of  form,  which  will  be  implied.  Thus  the 
position  is  now  held  in  New  York,  one  of  our  leading  commercial  states, 
that  whether  an  indorser  in  this  manner  will  be  liable  as  indoroer  to  the 
payee  is  to  be  determined  not  so  much  from  the  fact  of  the  indorsement, 
as  by  the  nature  of  the  agreement  or  contract  between  .them,  and  for  this 
purpose  parol  proof  may  show  what  the  contract  or  understanding  was 
when  the  indorsement  was  made.  This  was  more  clearly  established  in 
Meyer  v.  Hibsher,  47  N.  Y.  279,  and  Plielps  v.  Vtscher,  50  Id.  69.  The  New 
England  States,  as  a  general  rule,  hold  one  who  indorses  in  this  manner  as 
a  guarantor:  Forsyth  v.  Day,  46  Me.  176;  OrecUhead  v.  Walton,  40  Conn. 
226.  In  California  he  is  deemed  a  guarantor,  but  a  guarantor  is  entitled 
to  prompt  notice:  Ford  v.  Henderson,  34  Cal.  673.  In  Virginia,  by  a  well 
considered  case,  he  is  now  held  a  guarantor:  Watson  v.  Hurt,  6  Gratt  633. 
See  1  Daniel  on  Neg.  Instr.,  sec.  707,  et  seq. 

A  better  statement  or  summary  of  the  doctrine  now  held  cannot  be  given 
than  by  Clifford,  J.,  in  a  late  case  in  the  United  States  supreme  court,  in 
Good  V.  Martin,  95  U.  S.  90  (5  Otto),  where  the  cases  are  ably  reviewed, 
and  the  various  views  held  by  our  courts  stated.  This  will  hereafter  be 
a  leading  case,  and  justifies  us  giving  it  at  length  as  a  conclusion  to  this 
note. 

Clifford,  J.  Decisions  of  a  conflicting  character  exist  as  to  the  nature 
and  legal  effect  of  the  obligation  which  a  third  person  assumes  who  indorses 
his  name  in  blank  on  a  negotiable  promissory  note  before  the  payee  and 
before  the  instrument  is  delivered  to  take  effect.  Courts  of  justice,  in  some 
jurisdictions,  hold  that  such  a  party  is  a  second  indorser,  even  though  it  be 
true  that  the  payee  may  never  indorse  the  instrument:  Phelps  v.  Fischer, 
50  N.  Y.  69;  SJtqfer  v.  Farmers'  and  Mechanics*  Bank,  59  Penn.  St  144. 

Even  elementary  rules  show  that  he  cannot  be  first  indorser,  for  the  rea- 
son that  he  is  not  payee;  and  it  is  well-settled  law  that  no  one  but  the  payee 
can  sustain  that  relation  to  the  maker,  or  put  the  note  in  circulation  as  a 
negotiable  instrument:  Essex  Company  v.  Edmunds,  12  Gray,  272;  Moits 
v.  Bird,  11  Mass.  436. 

Decided  cases,  almost  innumerable,  affirm  the  rule  that  if  one  not  the 
promisee  indorses  his  name  in  blank  on  a  negotiable  promissory  note  before 
it  is  indorsed  by  the  payee,  and  before  it  is  delivered  to  take  effect  as  a 
promissory  note,  the  law  presumes  that  he  intended  to  give  it  credit  by 
becoming  liable  to  pay  it  either  as  guarantor  or  as  an  original  promisor: 
Bryant  v.  Eastman,  7  Cush.  Ill;  Benthal  v.  Judlcms,  13  Met  265;  Colbun 
v.  AveriU,  30  Me.  310. 

Different  courts,  as  remarked  in  that  case,  hold  different  views  in  respect 
to  the  question  here  involved;  but  all  concur  that  such  an  act  constitutes  a 
contract,  which  is  to  receive  a  reasonable  and  an  available  construction. 
Great  conflict  exists  in  the  decided  cases;  but  the  better  opinion  is,  that 
there  are  certain  general  rules  and  principles  to  be  followed  in  the  inter* 
pretation  of  such  a  contract,  which,  in  the  absence  of  other  evidence,  will 
lead  to  satisfactory  results,  even  amid  the  conflicting  decisions. 

Beyond  all  doubt,  the  contract  should  be  construed  as  it  was  at  the  time 
it  was  made.  If  made  at  the  inception  of  the  note,  it  is  presumed  to  have 
been  for  the  same  consideration  and  a  part  of  the  original  contract  ex- 
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pressed  by  the  note.  If  made  subsequently  to  the  date  of  the  note,  and 
without  a  prior  indorsement  by  the  payee,  it  will  be  presumed  that  it  was 
not  made  for  the  same  consideration,  and  the  party,  if  liable  at  all,  will  be 
regarded  as  a  guarantor.  Such  a  contract  to  guarantee  the  debt  of  a  third 
person  must  be  in  writing,  and  there  must  be  sufficient  proof  of  the  con- 
sideration: Brewster  v.  Silence,  8  N.  Y.  207;  Leonard  v.  Vredenburg,  8 
Johns.  29;  Hall  v.  Farmer,  5  Denio,  484. 

These  remarks  apply  where  the  third  person  indorses  the  note  before  the 
payee;  but,  where  such  a  person  indorses  the  note  after  a  prior  indorsement 
by  the  payee,  the  law  presumes  it  to  have  been  done  in  aid  of  the  negotia- 
tion of  the  note,  and  the  party  will  be  regarded  as  a  subsequent  indoreer, 
the  rule  being,  that  if  the  indorsement  is  without  date,  it  will  be  presumed 
to  have  been  made  at  the  inception  of  the  note:  Banger  v.  Cory,  1  Met. 
369;  Noxon  v.  De  Wolf,  10  Gray,  343;  Collins  v.  Gilbert,  94  U.  S.  753. 

Irregularities  of  the  kind  in  the  execution  of  promissory  notes  are  noticed 
by  Judge  Story  in  his  work  on  Promissory  Notes,  and  he  says  that  the 
maker  and  such  a  party  are  both  to  be  deemed  original  promisors,  and  the 
note  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note  to  the  payee,  although  as  between 
the  maker  and  the  other  party  they  stand  in  the  relation  of  principal  and 
surety.  Standard  authorities,  too  numerous  for  citation  here,  are  referred 
to  by  the  author  in  support  of  the  proposition:  Story,  Pr.,  sec  58;  Sylves- 
ter v.  Downer,  20  Vt  355;  Lewis  v.  Harwey,  18  Mo.  74;  1  Parsons,  Contr. 
(6th  ed.)  243. 

None  will  deny,  it  is  presumed,  that  the  cases  cited  sustain  the  proposi- 
tion where  the  third  person  indorses  his  name  in  blank  on  the  note  at  the 
time  when  it  was  made  and  before  it  was  indorsed  by  the  payee;  and  the 
same  learned  author  admits  that  the  rule  would  be  otherwise  if  the  party 
actually  wrote  his  name  at  a  subsequent  period,  unless  it  was  done  in  com- 
pliance with  an  agreement  made  before  the  note  was  executed:  Hawkes  v. 
PhiUpps,  7  Gray,  284;  Leonard  v.  Wilder,  36  Me.  265;  Champion  v.  Grifith, 
13  Ohio,  228.  Prior  decisions  of  this  court  are  to  the  same  effect,  as  ap- 
pears by  the  following  citation:  Bey  etaLv.  Simpson,  22  How.  341. 

When  a  promissory  note  made  payable  to  a  particular  person  or  order  is 
first  indorsed  by  a  third  person,  such  third  person  is  held  to  be  an  original 
promisor,  guarantor,  or  indoreer,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  transac- 
tion and  the  understanding  of  the  parties  at  the  time  the  transaction  took 
place. 

1.  If  be  put  his  name  in  blank  on  the  back  of  the  note  at  the  time  it  was 
made  and  before  it  was  indorsed  by  the  payee,  to  give  the  maker  credit  with 
the  payee,  or  if  he  participated  in  the  consideration  of  the  note,  he  must 
be  considered  as  a  joint  maker  of  the  note:  Schneider  v.  Schiffman,  20  Mo. 
571;  Irish  v.  Cutler,  31  Me.  536. 

2.  Reasonable  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  that  rule  cannot  be  entertained; 
but  if  his  indorsement  was  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  note  and  to  the 
delivery  of  the  same  to  take  effect,  and  he  put  his  name  there  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  maker,  pursuant  to  a  contract  of  the  maker  with  the  payee  for 
further  indulgence  or  forbearance,  he  can  only  be  held  as  guarantor,  which 
can  only  be  done  where  there  is  legal  proof  of  consideration  for  tho  promise, 
unless  it  be  shown  that  he  was  connected  witli  the  inception  of  the  note. 

3.  But  if  the  note  was  intended  for  discount,  and  he  put  his  name  on  the 
back  of  the  note  with  the  understanding  of  all  the  parties  that  his  indorse- 
ment would  be  inoperative  until  the  instrument  was  indorsed  by  the  payee, 
he  would  then  be  liable  only  as  a  second  indoreer,  in  the  commercial  sense, 
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and  as  such  would  clearly  be  entitled  to  the  privileges  which  belong  to  such 
an  indoroer. 

Considerable  diversity  of  decision,  it  must  be  admitted,  is  found  in  the 
reported  cases  where  the  record  presents  the  case  of  a  blank  indorsement  by 
a  third  party,  made  before  the  instrument  is  indorsed  by  the  payee  and  be- 
fore it  is  delivered  to  take  effect,  the  question  being  whether  the  party  is 
to  be  deemed  an  original  promisor,  guarantor,  or  indorser.  Irreconcilable 
conflict  exists  in  that  regard;  but  there  is  one  principle  upon  the  subject 
almost  universally  admitted  by  them  all,  and  that  is,  that  the  interpreta- 
tion of  the  contract  ought  in  every  case  to  be  such  as  will  carry  into  effect 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  in  most  cases  it  is  admitted  that  proof  of 
the  facts  and  circumstances  which  took  place  at  the  time  of  the  transaction 
are  admissible  to  aid  in  the  interpretation  of  the  language  employed:  Den- 
ton v.  Peters,  Law  Rep.,  5  Q.  B.  475.  Facts  and  circumstances  attendant  at 
the  time  the  contract  was  made  are  competent  evidence  for  the  purpose  of 
placing  the  court  in  the  same  situation,  and  giving  the  court  the  same  ad- 
vantages for  construing  the  contract  which  were  possessed  by  the  actors: 
Cavatos  v.  Trevino,  6  Wall.  77a 

Courts  of  justice  may  acquaint  themselves  with  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances that  are  the  subjects  of  the  statements  in  the  written  agreement, 
and  are  entitled  to  place  themselves  in  the  same  situation  as  the  parties 
who  made  the  contract,  so  as  to  view  the.  circumstances  as  they  viewed 
them,  and  so  to  judge  of  the  meaning  of  the  words  and  of  the  correct  appli- 
cation of  the  language  to  the  things  described:  Shore  v.  Wilson,  9  CL  & 
Fin.  352;  Clayton  v.  Grayson,  4  Nov.  &  M.  602;  Addison  Contr.  (6th  ed.)  918; 
2  Taylor  Evid.  (6th  ed.)  1035. 

Evidence  to  show  that  the  indorsement  of  the  defendant  in  this  case  was 
made  before  the  instrument  was  indorsed  by  the  payee  or  delivered  to  take 
effect  was  admitted  without  objection;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  rest  the  de- 
cision upon  that  suggestion,  as  it  is  clear  that  the  evidence  would  have  been 
admissible,  even  if  seasonable  objection  had  been  made  to  its  competency- 
Hopkins  v.  Leek,  12  Wend.  105. 

Like  a  deed,  or  other  written  contract,  a  promissory  note  takes  effect 
from  delivery;  and,  as  the  delivery  is  something  that  occurs  subsequently 
to  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  it  must  necessarily  be  a  question  of  fact 
when  the  delivery  was  made.  Parol  proof  is,  therefore,  admissible  to  show 
when  that  took  place,  as  it  cannot  appear  in  the  terms  of  the  note:  2  Tay- 
lor Evid.  (6th  ed.)  1001;  Hall  v.  Casmove,  4  East,  477;  Cooper  v.  Robinson,  10 
Mee.  &  W.  694 

Opposed  to  that  suggestion  is,  that  if  a  holder  produces  a  note  having  a 
blank  indorsement  of  one  not  the  payee,  the  presumption  is  that  it  was 
made  at  the  inception  of  the  instrument:  Child*  v.  Wyman,  44  Me.  433. 
Grant  that,  and  still  it  is  a  mere  presumption  of  fact,  which  may  be  rebut- 
ted and  controlled  by  parol  proof  that  it  was  not  there  when  the  note  was 
delivered,  or  that  it  was  made  at  a  subsequent  date:  Essex  Company  v.  Ed* 
munds,  12  Gray,  273. 

Third  persons  indorsing  a  negotiable  promissory  note  before  the  payee, 
and  before  it  is  delivered  to  take  effect,  cannot  be  held  as  first  indorsers, 
for  the  reason  that  they  are  not  payees;  and  no  party  but  the  payee  of  the 
note  can  be  the  first  indorser,  and  put  the  instrument  in  circulation  as  a 
commercial  negotiable  security.  Such  a  third  party  may,  if  he  chooses, 
take  upon  himself  the  limited  obligation  of  a  second  indorser;  but,  if  he  de- 
sire to  do  so.  he  must  employ  proper  terms  to  signify  that  intention, 
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the  rale  being  that  a  blank  indorsement  supposes  that  there  are  no  such 
terms  employed,  and  that  he  is  liable  either  as  promisor  or  guarantor. 
•  Blank  indorsements  may  be  filled  up  to  express  the  legal  contract;  and  the 
true  commercial  rule  is,  that  when  the  blank  is  filled,  the  instrument  shall 
have  the  character  of  a  written  instrument,  and  not  depend  on  parol  proof 
to  give  it  effect,  nor  be  subject  to  be  altered  or  contradicted  by  parol  proof. 
Indorsements  of  the  kind  are,  or  may  be,  valid,  as  the  law  presumes  that 
such  an  indorser  intended  to  be  liable  in  some  form.  It  does  not  charge 
him  as  indorser  unless  the  terms  employed  are  proper  to  express  such  an 
intent;  but  if  any  one  not  the  payee  of  a  negotiable  note,  or,  in  the  case  of 
a  note  not  negotiable,  if  any  party  writes  his  name  on  the  back  of  a  note, 
at  or  sufficiently  near  the  time  it  is  made,  his  signature  binds  him  in  the 
same  way  as  if  it  was  written  on  the  face  of  the  note,  and  below  that  of  the 
maker;  that  is  to  say,  he  is  held  as  a  joint  maker,  or  as  a  joint  and  several 
maker,  according  to  the  form  of  the  note.  Cases  also  arise  where  the  sig- 
nature of  a  third  person  is  subsequent  to  the  making  and  delivery  of  the 
note,  and  in  that  case,  the  third  person,  as  to  the  payee,  is  not  a  maker, 
but  a  guarantor,  and  his  promise  is  void  if  without  consideration;  but  the 
consideration  may  be  the  original  consideration  if  the  note  was  received  at 
his  request  and  upon  his  promise  to  guarautee  the  same,  or  if  the  note  was 
made  at  his  request  and  for  his  benefit:  I  Parsons  Contr.  (6th  ed.)  244. 

Judge  Story  says  that  the  interpretation  ought  to  be  just  such  as  carries 
into  effect  the  true  intention  of  the  parties,  which  may  be  made  out  by 
parol  proof  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  took  place  at  the  time  of 
the  transaction.  If  the  party  intended  at  the  time  to  be  bound  only  as 
guarantor  of  the  maker,  he  shall  not  be  an  original  promisor;  and,  if  he  in* 
tended  to  be  liable  only  as  a  second  indorser,  he  shall  never  be  held  to  the 
payee  as  first  indorser:  Story,  Pr.,  sec.  479. 

Where  the  evidence  on  these  points  is  doubtful,  obscure,  or  totally  want* 
ing,  courts  of  law  adopt  rules  of  interpretation  as  furnishing  presumptions 
as  to  the  actual  intention  of  the  parties.  Difficulty  in  that  regard  can  never 
arise  where  the  indorsement  is  special,  if  it  contains  words  proper  to  show 
that  the  party  intended  to  be  liable  only  as  second  indorser.  Where  the 
indorsement  is  in  blank,  if  made  before  the  payee,  the  liability  must  be 
either  as  an  original  promisor  or  guarantor;  and  parol  proof  is  admissible 
to  show  whether  the  indorsement  was  made  before  the  indorsement  of  the 
payee  and  before  the  instrument  was  delivered  to  take  effect,  or  after  the 
payee  had  become  the  holder  of  the  same;  and,  if  before,  then  the  party 
so  indorsing  the  note  may  be  charged  as  an  original  promisor;  but  if  after 
the  payee  became  the  holder,  then  such  a  party  can  only  be  held  as  guaran- 
tor, unless  the  terms  of  the  indorsement  show  that  he  intended  to  be  liable 
only  as  second  indorser,  in  which  event  he  is  entitled  to  the  privilege* 
accorded  to  such  an  indorser  by  the  commercial  law. 

Whether  regarded  as  a  second  indorser  or  an  original  promisor,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  allege  or  prove  any  other  than  the  original  consideration;  but 
if  it  be  attempted  to  charge  the  party  as  guarantor,  a  distinct  considera- 
tion must  appear:  Essex  Company  v.  Edmunds,  12  Gray,  272;  Brewster  v. 
Silence,  7  N.  Y.  207. 
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Jones  v.  Roberts. 

'6  Call,  187.] 

Pasty  bound  to  do  Equity. — It  is  a  rule  that  he  who  seeks  equity 
must  do  equity;  and  therefore,  if  a  person  having  contracted  for  a 
lease  upon  certain  stipulations,  enters  upon  the  land,  and  fails  to  per- 
form the  stipulations,  he  cannot  compel  a  lease  to  be  made  to  him, 
either  by  the  original  lessor  or  his  assignee. 

Appeal  from  the  high  court  of  chancery.  The  case  appears 
from  the  opinion. 

Call  and  Hay,  for  the  appellants, 

Randolph,  contra. 

Tucker,  J.  The  case,  as  it  may  be  collected  from  different 
parts  of  the  record,  appears  to  be  as  follows: 

Robert  Carter,  of  Nomony,  being  possessed  of  a  large  estate 
in  Loudoun  county,  employed  James  Lane  as  his  agent  or 
steward,  with  authority  to  collect  the  rents,  and  contract  for 
leases,  etc.  The  leases  appear  to  have  been  usually  for  three 
lives,  with  covenants  on  the  part  of  the  lessees  for  certain  im- 
provements, and  a  clause  in  restraint  of  alienation,  without 
license  from  Carter. 

February  25, 1767,  William  Musgrove  took  the  lot  in  ques- 
tion for  three  lives,  as  appears  by  a  memorandum  in  the  hand- 
writing of  James  Lane,  of  that  date,  signed  by  him.  Musgrove 
dying  in  December,  1777,  application  was  made  by  Nathaniel 
Smith,  his  administrator,  for  a  lease  pursuant  to  that  memo- 
randum. Robert  Carter  made  the  following  indorsement  on 
Lane's  certificate:  "No.  1,  No.  4,  J.  Lane's  certificate  good." 

By  this  indorsement,  I  conceive,  was  meant,  that  the  lease 
promised  to  William  Musgrove,  to  whom  Carter  appears  to  have 
thought  that  the  right  to  the  lease  descended  as  heir  to  his 
father,  for  the  lives  of  the  said  John  Musgrove  and  Yalender 
Musgrove,  William,  the  third  person  whose  name  was  to  have 
been  inserted  in  the  lease  being  now  dead.  No  lease,  however, 
appears  to  have  been  made,  nor  any  further  application  to  Mr. 
Carter  on  the  subject.  In  this  state,  matters  remained  until 
August  14, 1789,  when  upon  a  compromise  of  a  suit  brought  by 
Charles  Carter  for  the  above  estate,  Robert  Carter  made  him  a 
deed  for  one  moiety,  including  the  lot  in  question.  Smith,  in 
behalf  of  William  Musgrove's  estate,  appears  to  have  paid  the 
rents  regularly  to  Robert  Carter's  agent,  the  last  receipt  bear- 
ing date  in  August,  1790 
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John  MuBgrove,  having  come  of  age,  sold  the  lot  in  question 
to  Roberts,  the  complainant  in  chancery,  and. executed  a  deed 
for  it  September  23,  1791;  Smith,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  hav- 
ing given  him  all  the  information  he  possessed  relative  to  the 
title. 

August  11, 1791,  Mr.  Pendleton  being  about  to  levy  an  elegit 
on  this  estate,  constituted  Thomas  Pollard  his  agent  to  nego- 
tiate the  levying  of  the  same,  with  full  power  and  directions  to 
receive  the  attornments  of  the  tenants  to  him;  and  to  receive 
and  give  acquittances  for  their  rents,  as  they  should,  from  time 
to  time,  become  due,  engaging  to  confirm  whatever  he  should 
do  in  the  premises.  Two  writs  of  elegit  were  executed  in  Sep- 
tember, 1791;  and  in  September,  1793,  a  third  was  executed, 
which  included  the  lot  in  question,  then  occupied  by  the  com- 
plainant Roberts.  Pollard  states,  in  his  deposition,  that  he 
received  the  rents  from  the  several  tenants  (making  no  excep- 
tion) for  the  years  1791,  1792, 1793, 1794;  and  Mr.  Pendleton, 
in  his  letter  of  February  6,  1794,  requests  him  to  continue  re- 
ceiving the  rents,  until  a  proposition  made  by  Charles  Carter, 
to  him,  to  sell  as  much  of  the  land  as  would  pay  off  his  debt 
should  be  completed. 

December  18,  1794,  Joseph  Jones,  the  appellant,  having 
notice  of  the  service  of  the  three  elegite,  purchased  the  whole 
estate  of  Charles  Carter,  subject  to  the  same;  and  on  the 
thirty-first  of  March,  1795,  Mr.  Jones,  for  the  consideration  of 
one  thousand  two  hundred  and  forty  pounds,  obtained  from 
Mr.  Pendleton  a  release  of  his  claim  under  the  several  writs  of 
elegit. 

It  is  expressly  charged  in  the  bill,  and  put  in  issue,  that  Mr. 
Jones,  before  his  purchase,  went  over  the  lands,  knew  that  the 
complainant  was  in  possession  of  the  lot;  often  conversed  with 
him  about  the  estate;  knowing  him  to  be  a  tenant  thereon;  had 
heard  of  the  claims  set  up  by  the  tenants;  and  he  is  expressly 
interrogated  what  he  knew,  or  what  he  had  heard  of  the  claim 
and  possession  of  the  complainant  before  his  purchase  from 
Charles  Carter.  To  these  charges  and  interrogatories,  he  point- 
edly answers :  That  he  is  a  stranger  to  the  transactions  between 
Robert  and  Charles  Carter,  previous  to  his  purchase;  that  he 
does  not  recollect  that  Charles  Carter  consulted  with  him,  or 
made  any  other  communication  respecting  his  claim  or  title  to 
the  lands,  than  might  have  been  made  to  any  indifferent  person; 
that  with  respect  to  what  he  had  heard  or  been  informed  respect- 
ing the  tenant's  rights  before  he  purchased,  he  always  understood 
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from  Charles  Garter,  that  after  he  acquired  a  title  to  the  land, 
he  found  some  of  the  tenants  had  no  leases,  or  other  pretense 
to  continue  on  the  land,  than  that  of  promises  as  they  said  from 
Robert  Carter,  or  his  collectors;  and  wanting  the  land  to  culti- 
vate himself,  he  had  demanded  possession,  but  they  refused 
to  yield  it  under  pretext  of  such  promises  from  Robert  Carter; 
or  his  agents;  and  that  he  should  have  proceeded  to  eject  them, 
but  from  a  conviction  that  he  should  soon  be  compelled  to  part 
with  the  land.  He  also  states,  that  after  the  purchase  made  by 
himself,  he  evicted  the  tenants,  and  requested  information  on 
what  terms  they  held  their  tenements,  when  he  discovered  that 
the  complainant  had  no  lease  for  the  lot  in  question,  or  at  least 
produced  none  to  him.  That  to  ascertain  the  fact,  he  examined 
the  records  of  Loudoun  and  Fairfax,  and  could  find  none.  That 
finding  several  other  tenements  in  the  same  situation,  he  in- 
formed those  tenants,  that  unless  they  would  give  up  their  lots, 
or  come  upon  terms  with  him  for  renting  them,  he  would  have 
ejectments  served  to  obtain  the  possession,  which  the  complain* 
ant  refused  to  do,  relying  on  his  right  to  hold  the  land  on  a 
promise  from  Robert  Carter,  or  some  agent  or  collector  of  his. 
That  he  was  unacquainted  with  the  terms  on  which  the  tenants 
respectively  held  their  tenements,  until  after  he  had  purchased 
the  land,  and  the  above  investigation  took  place.  This  answer 
is  not  contradicted  or  disproved  in  any  part  of  the  record,  that 
I  have  discovered. 

That  John  Musgrove,  the  son  of  William  (or  Smith,  his  ad- 
ministrator), had  an  equitable  title  to  a  lease  from  Robert  Car- 
ter for  the  lives  of  himself  and  Valender  Musgrove,  is,  I  think, 
fully  proved  by  the  answer  of  Robert  Carter,  the  deposition  of 
Nathaniel  Smith,  and  that  of  Benjamin  Dawson;  and  that,  un- 
til January,  1788,  when  John  Musgrove  came  of  age,  no  laches 
is  imputable  to  him,  for  not  taking  some  steps  to  procure  a  legal 
title  to  such  a  term.  But,  from  that  period,  it  is  imputable  to 
him;  for,  in  agreements  of  this  kind,  both  parties  are  agents. 
It  was,  therefore,  equally  incumbent  upon  John  Musgrove  to 
demand  a  lease,  as  upon  Robert  Carter  to  tender  one.  Eigh- 
teen months  elapsed  before  Charles  Carter  became  the  purchaser; 
and,  in  all  that  time,  nothing  was  done  by  Musgrove  towards 
obtaining  a  lease.  He  does  not  even  appear  to  have  given 
Charles  Carter  notice  of  his  claim;  but,  in  September,  1791, 
three  years  and  a-half  after  he  came  of  age,  and  two  years  after 
Charles  Carter  had  purchased  the  land,  without  any  communi- 
cation with,  or  license  from  him,  he  sells  the  lot  to  the  com* 
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plainant,  Roberts,  puts  him  in  possession,  and  makes  him  a 
deed;  which  is  found  among  the  exhibits,  reciting  the  nature  of 
Musgrove's  claim,  and  must  have  given  the  complainant  full 
notice,  if  notice  had  not  also  been  proved  by  Nathaniel  Smith, 
in  his  first  deposition.  Roberts  then  was  a  purchaser  with  full 
notice  of  the  nature  of  Musgrove's  title.  Now,  although  Mus- 
grove  had  an  indubitable  claim  upon  Robert  Garter  for  a  lease, 
when  he  came  of  age  to  demand  it,  it  was  a  mere  equitable 
title  that  he  had  to  one;  and  that  subject  to  all  the  covenants 
and  conditions,  which  it  was  mutually  understood  between  Wil- 
liam Musgrove,  the  father,  and  Lane,  the  agent  of  Robert  Car- 
ter, were  usually  inserted  in  the  leases  which  he  granted. 
Among  them  there  was  a  covenant  or  condition  against  aliena- 
tion without  license,  by  which  condition,  William  Musgrove, 
and  after  his  death,  John  Musgrove,  his  son,  were  equally 
bound  in  equity,  as  Robert  Garter  was  to  grant  the  lease  for 
the  three  lives.  Roberts  had,  or  must  be  presumed  to  have 
had,  full  notice  of  all  this  when  he  bought  the  lot,  and  took  an 
assignment  of  John's  right,  John  Musgrove  then  engages  to 
give  every  assistance  in  his  power  to  Roberts  towards  obtaining 
a  lease.  Why  did  not  Roberts  apply  to  Charles  Carter  for  a 
lease,  during  the  two  years  that  intervened  between  his  taking 
this  assignment,  and  the  levying  the  elegit  upon  the  lands? 
And  why  did  he  not  apply,  or  make  known  his  claim,  either  to 
Charles  Carter,  or  Mr.  Pendleton,  for  eighteen  months  after; 
and  before  Mr.  Jones  had  become  a  .purchaser  from  Carter,  and 
a  little  longer  period  before  he  purchased  the  right  of  the  ten- 
ant by  elegit  f  Lastly,  why  did  he  not  show  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment from  Musgrove  to  Mr.  Jones,  when  requested  to  commu- 
nicate his  title;  but,  on  the  contrary,  why  did  he  studiously  and 
mysteriously  conceal  it?  Was  it,  that  he  might  drive  him  to 
bring  an  ejectment;  and  when  he  had  got  a  judgment  against 
him  for  his  land,  conjure  up  this  dormant  equity,  the  evidence 
of  which  had  slept  for  near  twenty  years,  for  the  purpose 
of  saddling  him  with  the  whole  expense  of  a  suit  at  law,  and 
another  in  equity  ?  This  willful  concealment  on  his  part,  in  my 
opinion,  ought  not  to  operate  to  his  advantage,  and  to  the 
vexation,  delay  and  injury  of  a  person  pursuing  his  legal  rights, 
without  knowledge  of  this  dormant  equity,  and  without  the  pos- 
sibility of  discovering  it  by  his  own  researches  and  exertions. 
No  fraud,  collusion,  neglect,  or  other  fault  whatsoever,  is  im- 
putable to  Mr.  Jones,  in  the  whole  transaction,  yet  (if  I  under- 
stand the  course  in  the  court  of  chancery,  although  not  so  ex- 
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pressed,  or  even  noticed  in  the  decree)  may  be  condemned  to 
pay  the  costs  of  both  suits.  The  rule  caveat  emptor  applies  to 
legal,  not  to  latent,  and  much  less  to  willfully  concealed  equita- 
ble rights:  1  Wash.  217,  338,  339.  Had  the  complainant  made 
known  the  nature  of  his  claim  to  the  defendant,  when  he  de- 
sired it,  and  proposed  to  come  upon  terms,  all  the  trouble,  ex- 
pense and  delay,  which  have  ensued  from  his  refusal,  would 
probably  have  been  avoided.  By  defending  his  title  at  law, 
instead  of  acceding  to  so  reasonable  a  proposal,  or  at  once  bring- 
ing his  bill  for  a  lease,  -I  conceive  he  is  not  entitled  at  this  day 
to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity,  his  own  conduct  throughout  be- 
ing a  direct  violation  of  its  rules. 

But  this  is  not  the  only  ground  upon  which  I  think  Roberts 
not  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity.  Being  the  pur- 
chaser of  an  equitable  title  only,  with  full,  or  at  least  strong, 
presumptive  notice,  that  the  tenant  was  restrained  from  aliena- 
tion without  license,  no  equivocal  act  of  a  fair  purchaser,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  of  the  fee-simple  estate,  not  having  no- 
tice of  the  nature  of  his  title,  ought  to  have  any  effect  upon  his 
case,  unless  it  shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that 
such  act  could  not  have  been  done  diverso  intuitu,  from  that 
which  is  contended  for.  The  acceptance  of  rent  from  the 
alienee  or  assignee  of  a  tenant,  who  is  restrained  from  aliena- 
tion without  license,  is  one  of  those  equivocal  acts  which  may, 
or  may  not,  amount  to  a  recognition  of  his  title,  and  a  waiver  of 
the  forfeiture,  according  to  the  circumstances.  Roberts  pur- 
chased at  the  very  time  that  Mr.  Pendleton  sued  out  his  first 
and  second  writs  of  elegit;  and,  although  neither  of  these  writs 
was  levid  upon  the  lots  in  question,  it  nowhere  appears  that  he 
ever  paid  any  rent  to  Charles  Garter,  nor  indeed  to  Mr.  Pendle- 
ton. All  the  receipts  taken  up  to  the  twenty-first  of  February, 
1795,  which  was  after  Jones's  purchase  from  Charles  Carter, 
being  in  the  name  of  Nathaniel  Smith,  who,  as  administrator  of 
William  Musgrove,  had  paid  them  for  the  space  of  nearly  one  and 
twenty  years  before;  the  first  receipt  to  him  bearing  date  March 
13,  1774.  The  acceptance  of  rent  by  Mr.  Jones  himself  (is 
stated  in  the  bill,  and,  therefore,  need  not  be  proved  on  his 
part)  was  on  a  condition  that  it  should  not  affect  his  title :  Cowp. 
245.  The  presumption  that  the  rent  was  accepted  from  Rob- 
erts, with  full  notice  of  the  nature  of  his  title,  is  thus  completely 
done  away,  and  having  gained  a  possession,  contrary  to  the 
equitable  condition  annexed  to  Musgrove *s  title,  of  which  he 
must  be  presumed  to  have  had  full  notice,  he  is  to  be  regarded 
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as  a  mere  tenant  at  sufferance,  or,  at  most,  as  a  tenant  at  will. 
In  neither  of  these  characters  could  he  have  any  pretensions  to 
a  lease  from  the  appellant.  But  his  possession  has  been  relied 
on  as  sufficient  notice  to  the  purchaser  that  he  must  take  the 
land  with  peril  in  equity  of  every  right  which  the  holder  can 
assert  against  the  seller.  To  this,  it  is  enough  to  answer  that 
every  person  who  occupies  the  land  of  another,  as  a  tenant,  is, 
in  law,  a  tenant,  at  will,  unless  he  can  show  a  lease  whereby 
his  term  is  rendered  certain.  I  have  already  shown  that  the 
purchaser  made  every  inquiry  and  scrutiny  which  a  knowledge 
of  that  possession  would  have  led  to.  And  to  me  it  appears 
that  Roberts's  equity,  be  it  what  it  might,  would  have  been, 
and  was,  destroyed  by  his  subsequent  conduct  to  the  appellant, 
for  the  reasons  already  mentioned. 

A  further  reason  why  Roberts  appears  to  me  not  to  be  entitled 
to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity,  arises  from  this  circumstance: 
If  he  was  entitled  to  a  lease  at  all,  it  was  such  a  one  as  the 
chancellor  has  directed  to  be  made,  with  covenants  as  in  Rob- 
erts's lease  to  Henry  Taylor.  I  have  before  said,  that  John 
Musgrove,  and,  I  will  now  add,  all  who  claim  under  him,  were 
in  equity  equally  bound  by  the  terms  and  covenants  which  were 
to  have  been  contained  in  the  lease  as  they  "would  have  been  at 
law,  if  the  lease  had  been  executed  by  both  parties  and  re- 
corded. Among  the  covenants  contained  in  Taylor's  lease,  one 
was,  that  the  lessee  should,  within  three  years  from  the  date  of 
the  lease,  build  thereon  a  good  dwelling-house,  of  certain  di- 
mensions; another  house  of  certain  dimensions,  as  good  as  com- 
mon tobacco-houses,  and  plant  fifty  apple-trees,  and  fifty  peach- 
trees;  inclose  the  same  with  a  lawful  fence,  and  at  all  times 
during  the  term,  well  and  sufficiently  maintain  and  keep,  all 
and  singular,  the  messuages,  buildings,  fences,  etc.,  in  good 
and  sufficient  repair.  Another  covenant  is,  that  the  tenant 
should  not,  without  license  in  writing,  work  more  than  four 
laboring  hands,  nor  commit  or  suffer  any  waste;  nor  sell  or  dis- 
pose of  the  premises  without  license,  or  suffer  any  wood  or  tim- 
ber thereon  to  be  disposed  of  otherwise  than  for  the  buildings, 
fences  and  necessary  use  of  the  plantation;  and  finally,  that,  in 
lieu  of  a  breach  or  failure  of  any  part  of  the  above  covenants, 
the  lessor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  might  re-enter,  and  hold  the 
land,  as  if  that  deed  had  never  been  made. 

Equity,  considering  that  as  done  which  ought  to  have  been 
done,  will  refer  the  commencement  of  the  lease  to  the  time 
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when  Robert  Carter  made  the  promise  to  Smith  to  grant  a  lease 
to  John  Musgrove  for  the  two  remaining  lives.  Although  it 
should  be  contended  that  the  infancy  of  John  Musgrove  should 
protect  him  from  forfeiture  on  account  of  the  non-performance 
of  the  covenants  upon  his  part,  yet  his  infancy  expired,  as  I 
have  noticed  before,  in  January,  1788.  From  that  period  his 
infancy  could  be  no  protection.  Roberts  purchased  in  Sep- 
tember, 1791,  three  years  and  a  half  after  John  Musgrove  came 
of  age,  six  months  after  the  time  when  the  improvements  ought 
to  have  been  made,  supposing  John  Musgrove's  lease  to  have 
been  dated  the  day  he  came  of  age.  Two  years  and  a  half  more 
elapsed  before  Jones's  purchase  from  Charles  Carter  and  from 
Mr.  Pendleton,  was  finally  completed.  In  his  answer,  by  way 
of  defensive  allegation,  and  as  a  reason  why  he  should  not  be 
compelled  to  make  a  lease  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill, 
he  states,  "that  there  are  no  improvements  on  the  lot  in  dis- 
pute, such  as  required  by  the  leases,  and  the  land  very  much 
cleared  and  abused."  The  fact,  thus  put  in  issue,  goes  to  the 
full  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  equity.  The  depositions  of  John 
Taylor,  Nathaniel  Smith,  Thomas  Pollard  and  Daniel  Ficklin, 
establish  the  fact,  beyond  the  possibility  of  a  doubt,  there  being 
no  conflicting  testimony  with  respect  to  it.  It  is  a  principle  in 
equity,  that  he  who  demands  the  execution  of  an  agreement, 
ought  to  show  that  there  has  been  no  default  in  him,  in  per- 
forming ail  that  was  to  be  done  on  his  part.  For,  if  either  he 
will  not,  or,  through  his  negligence,  cannot  perform  the  whole 
on  his  side,  he  has  no  title  in  equity,  to  the  performance  of  the 
other  party,  since  such  performance  could  not  be  mutual.  Nor 
will  equity  decree  a  specific  performance  in  his  favor,  especially 
if  circumstances  are  altered:  1  Fonbl.  391, 392.  To  say  nothing 
of  the  non-performance  of  the  covenants  respecting  buildings, 
orchards,  and  keeping  the  premises  in  repair,  what  compensa- 
tion can  Roberts  now  make  for  the  waste  and  destruction  which 
it  is  there  proved  that  he  has  committed  ?  Will  equity  decree 
in  favor  of  a  party  who  comes  into  its  courts  with  such  unclean 
hands  ?  Will  it  declare  that  the  appellant  was  not  equally  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  the  covenants  intended  to  have  been 
comprised  in  the  lease,  as  the  appellee?  And  if  so,  will  it 
relieve  the  appellee  against  a  judgment  obtained  at  law,  which, 
for  aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  the  appellant  might 
have  been  entitled  to,  although  Robert  Carter,  Charles  Carter, 
or  Edmund  Pendleton,  had  sealed  the  lease  which  the  court 
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of  chancery  has  directed  the  appellant  to  execute?  I  think  not; 
and  for  all  these  reasons,  I  am  for  reversing  the  decree,  and 
dissolving  the  injunction. 

Boanb,  J.,  and  Fleming,  J.,  concurred. 

Decree  reversed,  and  the  bill  dismissed  with  costs. 


Austin  v.  Winston. 

[1  Hnraro  k  Muhtobd,  88.) 

Limitation  of  Rule,  Potior  est  Conditio  defendentis.— Where  a 
creditor  had  availed  himself  of  his  power  over  the  debtor,  and  by  mis- 
representation, induced  him  to  unite  in  a  fraudulent  conveyance  to 
1dm  of  certain  property,  it  was  held  that  a  court  of  equity  ought  to 
take  cognizance  of  the  situation  of  the  debtor,  as  not  being  so  culpable 
as  the  creditor,  and  apportion  the  relief  granted  to  the  degree  of 
criminality  in  both  parties. 

Bill  in  equity.  The  principal  point  considered  by  the  court 
in  this  case,  was  as  to  the  applicability  of  the  maxim,  in  pari 
delicto,  potior  est  conditio  defendentis.  The  facts  of  the  case  are 
folly  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Randolph,  for  the  appellant. 

Warden,  Duval  and  Wickham,  for  the  respondents. 

Tuokeb,  J.  This  case,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  and  as  it  appears 
from  the  evidence,  appears  to  be,  in  substance,  this:  William 
Winston  being  bound  to  Chapman  Austin  in  a  twelve  months' 
replevy  bond  for  one  hundred  and  ninety-eight  pounds,  six 
shillings,  of  which  about  thirty-eight  pounds  had  been  dis- 
charged, when  the  bond  became  due  was  applied  to  by  Austin 
for  the  balance;  but  not  being  able  to  pa^  it,  asked  for  some 
further  indulgence,  as  he  proposed  selling  some  lands  for  the 
purpose  of  discharging  all  his  debts;  or,  if  he  could  not  sell 
his  lands,  he  would  sell  a  part  of  his  negroes,  and  discharge  his 
debt  to  Austin.  Austin  observed,  that  if  he  sold  his  lands  f  Or 
cash,  they  would  not  sell  for  near  their  value;  therefore,  he  had 
better  sell  his  negroes  at  once;  for,  if  he  did  not  sell  them,  they 
would  be  sold  very  shortly  to  discharge  the  debts  of  his  brother, 
Geddis  Winston,  whose  security  he  was,  as  high  sheriff,  and  in 
other  instances;  and  that  he  also  knew  his  brother  had  sold  and 
made  over  all  his  property  to  his  children,  and  was  worth  noth- 
ing; and  that  it  was  his  advice  to  keep  his  land,  as  it  was  not 
liable  for  debt,  and  sell  a  part  of  his  negroes  to  discharge  his 
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just  debts,  and  make  the  rest  over  to  his  children,  as  his  brother 
had  done;  and  finally  proposed  that  his  negroes  should  be  sold 
under  an  execution  for  his  debt,  in  lots,  so  that  they  might  sell 
for  little  or  nothing,  and  get  some  person  to  buy  them  in  for 
him;  and  that  he,  if  Winston  thought  proper,  would  become 
the  purchaser,  and  would  make  the  negroes  over  to  his  chil- 
dren, as  soon  as  Winston  should  pay  him  his  debt,  with  inter- 
est. To  this  overture  Winston  lent  a  willing  ear,  and  assented 
to  it.  It  was  then  agreed  that  Winston  and  his  family  should 
not  let  it  be  known  that  Austin  was  to  purchase  in  the  negroes 
for  him;  but  to  tell  every  person  that  should  make  inquiry,  that 
his  negroes  would  certainly  be  sold;  that  Winston,  on  the  day 
of  sale,  should  proclaim  to  the  people  that  the  sale  was  a  fair 
one,  and  after  the  sale  was  over,  he  must  apply  to  Austin  to 
lend  him  the  negroes  to  finish  his  crop,  to  keep  the  people  at 
large  from  thinking  he  bought  in  the  negroes  for  him.  To  all 
which  Winston  agreed,  and  directed  his  wife  (the  plaintiff  in 
the  suit  below)  and  his  son  Edward,  from  whose  deposition  this 
statement  is  made,  not  to  tell  any  person  of  their  plan;  which, 
as  far  as  it  depended  on  Winston,  was  carried  into  execution  at 
the  sale,  with  the  most  scrupulous  exactness;  with  this  addi- 
tional circumstance,  that  both  he  and  Geddis  Winston,  on  the 
same  day,  as  it  would  seem,  that  this  plan  was  adopted,  wrote 
to  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  issue  the  execution  upon  Austin's 
judgment,  which  had  now  become  final.  This  execution,  it 
must  be  remembered,  was  irrepleviable,  being  upon  a  judgment 
on  a  replevin  bond.  The  several  depositions  of  Starke,  the 
sheriff,  Obadiah  Faucett,  Samuel  Gross  and  Richard  Littlepage, 
are  in  direct  confirmation  of  Edward  Winston's,  and  prove  un- 
equivocally that  Winston  most  heartily  co-operated  with  Austin 
in  the  proposed  plan. 

The  sum  and  substance  of  this  plan,  or  agreement,  was  to  de- 
fraud the  commonwealth,  and  all  the  other  creditors  of  Wins- 
ton, except  Austin,  under  the  pretext  that  the  sale  was  a  bona 
fide  sale,  made  by  a  public  officer  acting  under  the  authority  of 
the  law,  to  satisfy  a  debt  bona  fide  due  from  Winston  to  Austin. 
Seventeen  negroes  were  thus  sold  in  lots,  to  satisfy  a  debt  mani- 
festly short  of  two  hundred  pounds,  upon  the  face  of  the  exe- 
cution, and  actually  reduced  at  the  time  to  about  one  hundred 
and  sixty  pounds  only.  The  sale  amounted  to  two  hundred 
and  seven  pounds,  fifteen  shillings,  and  was  publicly  made 
September  20, 1789;  and  by  an  account  stated  between  the  par- 
ties, it  appears  that  three  of  the  negroes  were  actually  sold  and 
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conveyed  back  to  Winston  by  Austin,  for  the  same  price  he 
gave;  and  that  the  rest  remained  for  a  time  in  Winston's  pos- 
session, under  a  pretense  of  hiring  them  till  Christmas,  to  finish 
his  crop.  But  before  that  period  Winston  died,  and  Austin 
haying  got  the  negroes,  or  some  of  them,  into  his  possession, 
and  sold  a  part  of  them,  this  bill  was  brought  by  the  executors 
of  Winston  to  redeem  them,  and  to  have  those  which  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt  and  interest  returned,  with  an 
account  of  their  profits,  or  their  values,  if  the  slaves  themselves 
cannot  be  had.  The  chancellor  decreed  accordingly;  and  a 
balance  of  one  thousand  one  hundred  and  nine  pounds,  five 
shillings  and  eight  pence  being  found  against  Austin's  estate 
by  the  commissioner's  report,  that  report  was  confirmed.  The 
bill,  as  to  the  purchasers  of  the  slaves  from  Austin,  was  dis- 
missed. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary,  at  present,  to  enter  any  further  into 
the  particulars  of  this  case,  as  my  opinion  will  be  founded 
upon  this  statement.  If,  however,  that  opinion  should  be  over- 
ruled, it  may  be  necessary  to  say  something  further. 

I  have  said  that  the  sum  and  substance  of  the  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties  was  to  defraud  Winston's  creditors  of  their 
just  debts.  Austin,  it  is  true,  proposed  the  fraud;  but  Wins- 
ton, without  whose  concurrence  Austin's  fraud  could  never 
have  taken  effect,  and  whose  creditors  (and  not  Austin's)  were 
to  be  defrauded  by  the  contrivance,  lent  a  willing  ear  and  a 
ready  co-operation  to  it.  He,  therefore,  in  point  of  moral 
guilt,  was  most  culpable;  for  there  was  a  moral  obligation  on 
him  to  pay  his  just  debts;  there  was  no  such  moral  obligation 
upon  Austin  to  pay,  though  the  obligation  not  to  defraud 
was  equally  strong  upon  him  as  upon  Winston.  Austin,  mean- 
time, appears  to  have  been  a  bona  fide  creditor  of  Winston's. 
From  the  moment  that  his  judgment  was  consummate,  he  had 
a  legal  lien  on  his  lands  also.  The  defendant  could  not  replevy 
the  slaves;  they  were  after  the  execution  issued  in  the  custody 
of  the  law,  and  must  have  been  sold,  even  for  a  tenth  part  of 
their  value.  Austin  had  a  legal  right  to  bid  for  the  slaves,  and  the 
moment  they  were  struck  out  to  him,  the  title  was  absolutely  in 
him,  as  against  Winston,  both  at  law  and  equity;  and  even 
against  Winston's  creditors,  to  the  full  amount  of  his  own  debt. 
The  case  is  stronger  in  Austin's  favor,  upon  these  grounds  than 
any  private  conveyance  from  Winston  could  have  made  it;  for 
what  is  done  under  the  direction  and  authority  of  the  law  is 
more  obligatory  than  any  act  of  a  party  alone. 
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Now,  an  absolute  deed  between  the  parties,  made  with  in- 
tent to  defraud  the  creditors  of  the  grantor,  would  be  binding 
between  the  parties  themselves,  though  merely  void  as  to  cred- 
itors, by  our  statute  of  frauds  and  perjuries:  L.  Y.  edit.  1794,  c. 
10,  or  Rev.  Code,  vol.  1,  c.  10,  p.  15.  Consequently,  this  sale, 
made  under  the  authority  of  the  law,  to  satisfy  a  just  debt,  is 
equally  binding  between  the  parties,  whatever  may  be  the  effect 
of  the  collusive  agreement  between  them  as  to  creditors. 

It  is  a  maxim  at  law  that  where  the  parties  are  equally  culpa- 
ble or  criminal,  the  defendant  must  prevail;  and  in  equity,  that 
he  that  hath  done  iniquity  shall  not  have  equity;  that  is,  he 
shall  not  have  the  aid  of  the  court  when  he  is  plaintiff;  which 
brings  both  maxims  to  the  same  point.  And  the  maxim  of  the 
civil  law,  as  cited,  1  Fonb.  233:  Pacta  qua  contra  leges  et  consti- 
tutione8,  vel  contra  bono*  mores  sunt,  nuUam  vim  habere  indvJbitati 
juris  est:  Dig.,  L.  2,  T.  8,  1.  6.  The  cases  both  at  law  and 
equity,  in  support  of  this  rule,  are  numerous,  and  are  referred 
to:  Francis's  Max.  2;  1  Fonb.  138,  228-280.  The  case  of 
Small  v.  Brackley,  2  Vera.  602,  which  was  a  bill  brought  by  a 
bankrupt  to  be  Relieved  against  a  bond  given  to  a  particular 
creditor,  who  refused  to  sign  and  accept  a  composition  for  her 
debt,  to  be  paid  as  other  creditors,  unless  the  plaintiff  would 
pay  her  one  hundred  pounds  down,  and  three  shillings  in  the 
pound  over  and  above  the  composition,  was  finally  dismissed 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  though  a  decree  was  given  in  his  favor 
at  the  rolls.  Parsons  v.  Thompson,  1  H.  BI  322,  and  Chxrfoth  v. 
Eearon,  Id.  327,  are  both  decisions  upon  the  same  principle, 
viz:  that  any  agreement  which  is  contrary  to  the  true  policy  of 
law,  shall  not  have  the  aid  of  a  court  to  enforce  it  at  law.  The 
case  of  Sir  Arthur  Ingram,  cited  Co.  Litt.  234  a,  seems  to  have 
furnished  the  rule  in  the  latter;  and  it  is  there  said,  H.  Bl.  331, 
that  courts  of  equity,  in  setting  aside  securities  supposed  to  be 
valid  at  law,  have  gone  by  the  same  rule,  as  in  the  case  of 
Juxon  v.  Morris,  those  cited  from  Lord  Nottingham's  notes, 
and  said  to  be  misreported,  2  Ch.  Cases,  42;  and  in  Law  v.  Law, 
8  P.  Wms.  392.  CockshoU  v.  Bennett,  2  T.  R.  763,  was  a  de- 
cision at  law,  founded  on  the  principle  of  law  against  the  cred- 
itors of  the  party  making  the  promissory  note  upon  which  the 
suit  was  brought:  Vide  Jackson  v.  Duchaire,  3  T.  R.  551,  and 
Jackson  v.  Lomas,  4  T.  R.  166.  The  case  of  Trueman  v.  Fenton, 
Cowp.  544,  may  be  thought  an  authority  against  the  course  of 
these  decisions.  In  that  case  a  bankrupt,  after  a  commission 
of  bankruptcy  sued  out,  in  consideration  of  a  debt  due  before 
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the  bankruptcy,  gave  a  note  to  his  creditor  for  a  part  of  his 
debt;  and  the  court  held,  the  creditor  was  entitled  to  recover; 
for  the  creditor  did  not  prove  his  debt  under  the  commission, 
but  gave  up  two  notes  not  yet  due  to  the  bankrupt,  and  took  a 
note  from  the  bankrupt,  payable  at  a  future  day,  for  about  half 
the  sum.  Here  was  no  fraud  upon  the  creditors,  for  this  credi- 
tor never  did,  nor,  after  accepting  the  security  in  lieu  of  the 
two  notes  delivered  up  to  be  canceled,  ever  could  prove  a  debt 
against  the  bankrupt  before  his  bankruptcy.  The  case  of 
Walker  v.  Perkins,  3  Burr.  1568;  1  W.  Bl.  617,  S.  C,  was  upon 
a  bond  in  consideration  of  the  parties  having  agreed  to  live  to- 
gether. And  Mr.  Blackstone,  then  at  the  bar,  argued  for  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  setting  aside  such  bonds  was  as  much  an  en- 
couragement to  seduction  in  one  sex  as  establishing  them  would 
be  in  the  other;  and  the  same  argument  may  be  applied  to  the 
case  before  us.  The  court,  in  the  case  I  have  cited,  decided, 
however,  in  favor  of  the  defendant;  and  my  impressions  concur 
with  that  decision;  which  corresponds  with  Lord  Hardwicke's, 
in  Bobinson  v.  Gee,  1  Ves.  254;  Priest  v.  Parrot,  2  Ves.  160; 
and  in  a  much  harder  case,  8  P.  Wms.  839,  Lady  Coots  case. 
Cases  to  the  same  effect  may  be  multiplied  much  further;  on 
the  other  hand,  I  am  well  aware  that  others  may  be  produced 
where  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  Mr.  Blackstone,  in  the 
case  of  Walker  v.  Perkins,  above  mentioned,  has  prevailed;  but 
I  incline  to  the  contrary  opinion,  as  thinking  that  all  contracts 
founded  on  motives  or  considerations  against  the  policy  of  the 
common  law,  or  against  the  provisions  of  a  statute,  or  against 
the  policy  of  justice,  or  the  rules  and  claims  pf  decency,  or  the 
dictates  of  morality,  are  void  both  in  law  and  equity,  and  ought 
not  to  have  the  aid  of  a  court  to  carry  them  into  effect.  A  com- . 
bination  between  a  debtor  and  a  particular  creditor,  to  defeat 
all  the  other  creditors  of  the  debtor  of  their  executions  against 
his  estate,  is  one  of  great  moral  turpitude,  more  especially  on 
the  part  of  the  debtor,  although  the  project  may  have  been 
proposed  on  the  part  of  the  creditor.  For  the  debtor  is  bound 
to  do  an  act  towards  his  creditors;  that  is,  to  pay  them  their 
just  debts,  and  this,  in/oro  conscienttiB,  he  is  bound  to  do 
punctually,  and  without  delay.  There  is  no  such  obligation  on 
the  part  of  any  other  than  the  debtor;  a  contrivance  to  defraud 
on  the  part  of  the  debtor  acquires,  as  I  conceive,  an  additional 
degree  of  moral  turpitude,  from  this  previous  obligation  to  pay, 
superadding  to  the  neglect  of  a  moral  duty,  the  commission  of 
a  moral  injury.    But,  without  pretending  to  balance  the  guilt 
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of  the  parties  against  each  other,  both  appear  to  ine  so  culpable 
that,  had  Austin  been  the  plaintiff,  and  Winston  the  defend- 
ant, I  should  have  held  him  as  little  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a 
court  as  I  now  think  Winston. 

But  it  may  be  said  that  Austin's  situation,  as  a  creditor  with 
an  execution  in  his  pocket,  gave  him  a  control  over  Winston^ 
which  might  have  its  influence;  the  law  admits  no  such  excuse 
for  injuries  to  a  third  person.  Had  Austin  proposed  an  usuri- 
ous contract,  the  argument  would  have  applied;  because  a  party 
assenting  to  an  usurious  contract  merely  to  gain  further  indulg- 
ence, is  supposed  to  injure  nobody  but  himself.  But  one  as- 
senting to  a  proposal  to  rob  another,  either  on  the  highway,  or 
by  any  collusive  agreement  with  the  party  proposing,  has,  I  ap- 
prehend, no  such  excuse  in  his  favor,  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 
Besides,  there  is  no  evidence  of  threats  or  importunity. 

But,  to  give  a  color  to  the  case,  the  bill  suggests  that  Wins- 
ton's creditors  will  be  injured  unless  relief  is  given.    But  Wins- 
ton's creditors  are  not  parties  to  the  bill.    If  they  had  been,  I 
should  have  thought  them  entitled  to  relief.    And,  if  this  bill ' 
be  dismissed,  I  should  hold  them  still  entitled  to  it. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  chancellor  ought 
to  have  dismissed  the  bill.  But,  as  the  court  is  probably  di- 
vided upon  this  point,  I  shall  proceed  to  consider  what  relief 
the  chancellor  ought  to  have  given  (since,  by  a  division  of  the 
court  upon  this  point,  the  decree,  so  far  as  giving  some  relief, 
must  be  affirmed);  and  even  admitting  Winston  entitled  to  re- 
lief, the  measure  of  it  in  the  decree  far  exceeds  any  estimate  in 
my  mind. 

Austin,  by  his  execution,  had  a  legal  lien  on  all  Winston's 
.  negroes.  If  less  than  all  would  not  sell  for  enough  to  pay  it 
off,  all  must  have  been  sold,  without  reserve.  If  a  part  only 
would  have  been  sufficient,  it  was  Winston's  fault,  no  less  than 
Austin's,  that  more  than  would  have  been  sufficient  were  ex- 
posed to  sale;  and  volenti  nonJU  injuria.  The  most  that  Wins- 
ton can  claim,  I  apprehend,  is  the  excess  of  the  value  of  the 
slaves,  as  they  might  have  sold  if  the  sale  had  been  perfectly 
fair,  above  the  sum  due  upon  Austin's  execution.  Having  as- 
sisted in  preventing  the  slaves  from  selling  for  their  full  value, 
or  rather,  being,  as  far  as  I  can  discover,  the  sole  agent  who 
prevented  others  from  bidding,  he  ought,  so  far,  to  take  the 
consequences  of  his  own  folly  or  depravity.  Subsequent  pur- 
chasers from  Austin,  who  was  notoriously  the  highest  bidder  at 
a  public  sale,  and  confessedly,  on  the  part  of  Winston,  a  fair 
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purchaser,  ought  not  to  be  affected  by  any  secret  agreement  be- 
tween them;  even  if  that  agreement  had  not  been  fraudulent,  as 
it  undoubtedly  was,  in  its  foundation.  The  executors  of  Wins- 
ton are  no  more  entitled  to  favor  than  the  executors  of  Austin; 
perhaps  less,  as  one  of  Winston's  executors  appears  to  have 
been  present  at  the  original  agreement  between  Austin  and 
Winston;  but  I  lay  no  stress  upon  this,  at  present. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  utmost  that  the  com- 
plainant is  entitled  to,  is  the  difference  of  the  value  of  the 
slaves,  which  actually  came  to  the  hands  of  Austin,  and  were 
afterwards  sold  by  him  to  the  other  defendants,  or  were  retained 
by  hiiu,  as  the  slaves  would  have  sold  at  public  auction  on  the 
day  of  the  sale,  for  cash,  and  the  prices  for  which  those  slaves 
sold,  after  deducting  therefrom  the  full  amount  of  Austin's  just 
debt,  with  legal  interest  on  the  balance,  if  any,  until  paid;  that 
the  value  of  the  slaves  as  they  would  then  have  sold,  upon  those 
terms,  be  ascertained  by  a  jury,  and  that  the  depositions  taken 
in  this  cause,  so  far  as  the  same  relate  to  the  value  of  slaves  at 
that  time,  may  be  given  in  evidence  by  either  party,  in  case  of 
the  death  or  absence  of  the  witnesses  by  whom  those  depositions 
were  made,  but  no  farther;  and  that  an  account  of  the  amount  of 
Austin's  debt  on  the  day  of  sale  be  taken,  and  the  balance  ad- 
justed upon  those  principles;  and  that  so  much  of  the  decree  as 
dismisses  the  bill  as  to  the  other  defendants,  except  Austin's 
administratrix,  be  affirmed. 

Roane,  J.  This  is  a  bill  brought  by  the  appellees,  executors 
of  William  Winston,  deceased,  against  the  appellant,  adminis- 
tratrix of  Chapman  Austin,  deceased,  praying  execution  of  an 
agreement,  whereby  it  is  alleged,  that  Austin  bound  himself  to 
Winston,  to  permit  him  to  redeem  certain  slaves  of  his,  sold 
under  an  execution  of  Austin's,  and  purchased  by  him.  The 
ground  taken  by  appellant  in  his  statement  is  not  that  Winston 
is  barred  from  making  the  demand  by  reason  of  the  turpitude 
of  his  conduct,  but  that  Austin  made  no  such  agreement,  and 
committed  no  fraud  against  Winston,  but  acquired  a  bona  fide 
title  thereto,  under  the  sheriff's  sale.  It  is  clear  from  a  full 
consideration  of  the  testimony,  that  such  an  agreement  on  the 
part  of  Austin  is  proved,  and  that  he  delivered  possession  of 
the  negroes,  after  the  sale  to  Winston,  but  afterwards  repos- 
sessed himself  thereof,  by  various  pretenses,  and  by  force  and 
violence.  It  is  also  clear  that,  if,  in  this  transaction,  Winston 
was  guilty  of  no  fraud  to  Austin  or  others,  or  (in  case  he  did 
commit  a  fraud), ,if  that  fraud  was  neutralized  and  palliated  by 
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the  hardship  or  peculiarity  of  his  situation,  there  is  then  noth- 
ing to  impede  the  specific  execution  of  the  agreement.  It  is  al- 
leged, but  not  shown,  that  there  were  creditors  of  Winston  who 
may  be  affected  by  the  transaction  in  question;  but  this  cause 
is  now  to  be  decided  between  the  parties  to  that  transaction  only, 
and  nothing  now  done  can  bar  the  rights  of  the  creditors,  if  any, 
to  overhaul  it  hereafter,  if  they  think  proper  to  do  so.  In  or- 
der to  shorten  this  discussion,  I  will  readily  admit  that  the 
conduct  of  both  the  parties  to  the  transaction  tended  to  set  up 
a  fraud  against  other  creditors,  if  there  were  any;  and  the  real 
question  is,  whether  a  proper  apology  for  such  fraud  exists  on 
the  part  of  Winston,  arising  from  the  circumstances  in  which  he 
then  stood. 

A  great  mass. of  testimony  exists  in  the  cause,  all  of  which  I 
have  duly  considered,  but  none  of  which  I  shall  particularly 
repeat,  as  I  am  governed  very  much  in  this  case  by  general 
principles;  but  the  case,  as  it  respects  the  question  before  us, 
is  briefly  this:  That  Winston,  indebted  to  Austin  on  a  replevy 

bond  for ,  had  no  other  thought  or  intention  but  that  of 

selling  his  land  and  paying  the  debt;  that  Austin  applied  to 
him  for  payment;  first  advised  him  to  sell  his  negroes,  rather 
than  his  land,  alarmed  him  with  the  danger  of  being  reduced 
to  beggary  by  his  own  and  Geddis  Winston's  debts,  and  put- 
ting on  the  guise  of  a  friend,  proposed  to  him  the  plan  which  is 
detailed  in  the  testimony;  and  that  Winston,  confiding  in  him, 
dreading  the  impending  danger,  and  seeing  no  other  means  of 
relief  than  this,  even  against  Austin's  own  execution,  readily 
clutched  the  proposal,  acted  his  pare  in  the  furtherance  of  it, 
and  his  negroes  were  sacrificed  at  the  sale,  unless  Austin  be 
now  held  to  his  agreement. 

The  great  principles  on  which  this  question  is  now  to  be 
decided,  are  common  to  those  cases  in  which  oppression  and 
imposition  are  expressly  guarded  against  by  statute,  in  aid  of 
the  general  principles  of  law  and  equity  (such  as  the  case  of 
usury  and  the  like),  and  such  cases  wherein  no  statutory  pro- 
vision has  been  made.  The  selection  of  a  description  of  cases, 
which  are  of  crying  eno  rmity,  and  demand  the  powerful  interposi- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  aid  the  general  principles  of  law,  does 
not  abandon  other  cases  standing  on  the  same  ground,  but  which, 
perhaps,  do  not  require  any  statutory  aid.  The  selection  of 
usury,  for  example,  does  not  surrender  that  protection  which 
the  law  has  ever  afforded  to  debtors,  against  the  influence  and 
power  of  their  creditors,  to  young  heirs  against  those  who  seek 
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to  devour  them,  to  wards  against  their  guardians,  and  to 
various  other  descriptions  of  persons  standing  on  a  similar 
ground,  and  whose  imbecility  in  such  a  contest  has  always  re- 
ceived the  protection  of  courts  of  justice:  See  8  Bac.  Abr.  Gwil. 
Edit.  tit.  Fraud,  298-806.  All  these  cases  proceed  on  this 
ground,  that,  for  a  contract  to  be  binding,  the  parties  must  be 
free,  and  that  no  man  can  be  considered  as  particeps criminis  in 
a  transaction,  unless  he  entered  into  it  freely:  1  Fonb.  218, 1st 
ed.;  and  it  is  a  general  principle,  that  the  doctrine  in  favor  of 
young  heirs  is  extended  to  all  persons,  the  pressure  of  whose 
wants  may  be  considered  as  obstructing  the  exercise  of  their 
judgment:  1  Fonb.  124, 1st  ed.;  see  also  1  Fonb.  229;  2  Fonb. 
6,  Phil.  ed.  Gentlemen  may  be  as  loud  as  they  please  in 
denouncing  fraud,  but  there  can  be  no  fraud  which  merits  the 
utter  reprobation  of  a  court  of  equity,  unless  (if  it  be  not  super- 
erogation to  say  so)  it  be  entered  into  freely,  and  mala  fide. 
The  general  doctrines  to  be  found  on  this  subject  in  Fonblanque 
and  other  books,  in  which  relief  is  reprobated  by  a  court  of 
equity,  are  confined  to  cases  in  which  a  voluntary  fraud  has 
been  perpetrated,  and  in  which  no  apology  is  to  be  found  in 
the  oppression  and  distress  of  the  party's  circumstances.  Even 
in  that  event,  relief  is  only  granted  to  the  distressed  party;  the 
volunteer  in  the  fraud  is  forever  bound  thereby.  I  say  the 
general  doctrines  to  be  found  on  -this  subject;  but  there  are 
special  cases,  which  merit  a  more  particular  examination.  Many 
of  the  cases  upon  this  subject  relate  to  frauds  on  marriage 
agreements,  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  this  question;  not 
only  because  they  are  frauds  on  marriage  treaties,  which  have 
produced  an  indissoluble  union  of  parties,  and  therefore  must 
forever  bind,  or  the  wife  and  family  be  irreparably  injured;  but 
are  also  voluntary  frauds  committed  under  no  pressure.  These 
agreements  in  fraud  of  marriage,  we  are  told  (North  v.  AnsrU, 
2  P.  Wm8.  619),  must  bind,  on  the  ground  that  you  cannot  put 
the  wife  in  statu  quo,  or  unmarry  the  parties;  and  marriage  is  so 
much  favored  in  equity,  that  we  are  told  (Roberts  and  wife  v. 
Roberts,  8  P.  Wms.  66)  that  it  is  a  case,  and  perhaps  the  only 
case  in  equity,  in  which  a  particeps  criminis  is  permitted  to 
avoid  his  own  acts;  so  highly  favored  is  the  consideration  of 
marriage. 

Most  of  the  other  cases  put  by  the  judge  who  preceded  me 
(if  not  all  of  them),  are  susceptible  of  answers  which  do  not 
impugn  the  great  principle  I  contend  for.  In  the  case  of 
8maU  v.  Brackley,  2  Vern.  602,  decided  in  1706  (and  I  beg  that 
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the  answer  I  offer  to  it  may  be  extended  to  other  cases  of  a 
similar  nature),  it  was  decided  that  the  plaintiff  (who  had  com- 
mitted a  great  fraud  against  the  defendant  in  the  first  instance, 
and  then  became  bankrupt,  after  which  he  paid  one  hundred 
pounds  and  gave  a  bond  for  seventy-five  pounds  to  his  injured 
creditor  to  enter  into  a  composition  with  his  other  creditors  for 
his  relief);  should  not  be  relieved  as  'to  the  said  money  and 
bond,  although  it  was  in  fraud  of  the  other  creditors.  The 
chancellor,  in  giving  his  decree,  laid  stress  upon  his  original 
fraud  and  breach  of  trust;  but  at  this  day,  the  grounds  of  that 
decision  would  certainly  be  exploded  (I  mean  independently 
of  the  original  breach  of  trust);  at  that  time,  the  case  of  Zbm- 
kir\8  v.  Bernet,  1  Salk.  32,  was  held  to  be  law,  on  the  ground  of 
volenti  non  fit  injuria,  and  money  paid  on  an  usurious  contract 
could  not  have  been  recovered  back  in  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received;  but  at  this  day,  the  case  of  Tbmkins  v.  Bernet 
is  utterly  exploded:  See  2  Fonb.  6,  note;  also  1  Fonb.  245,  note. 
The  payer  of  the  money  is  not  held  to  be  a  particeps  criminis,  on 
account  of  the  duress  of  his  situation,  and  the  contract  as  to 
him  is  cleansed  of  its  impurity.  A  case  on  this  subject,  to  be  in 
point,  should  show  that  relief  cannot  be  obtained  in  equity, 
since  a  recovery  has  been  legalized  in  courts  of  law;  but,  in 
truth,  the  principle  of  that  decision  has  been  since  overruled  in 
the  cases  of  Bosanquet  v.  Dashroood,  Cas.  Temp.  Talbot,  or  For- 
rester, 38,  and  others,  holding  that  money  paid  by  coercion 
may  be  recovered  back  in  equity,  as  well  as  at  law;  and  that 
equity  will  even  go  beyond  the  law  in  affording  relief  in  such 
•  cases:  1  Fonb.  218,  Dub.  ed. 

The  doctrjne  I  subscribe  to,  therefore,  is  this,  that  in  cases 
of  equal  frauds  committed  against  third  persons  (I  mean  where 
the  parties  thereto  are  equally  guilty),  although  such  frauds 
operate  no  injury  to  the  rights  of  such  third  persons,  and  create 
no  rights  in  favor  of  the  parties  thereto,  yet  in  that  case  posses- 
sion stands  for  the  right;  and  that  one  volunteer  in  such  fraud 
may,  as  against  his  equally  guilty  companion,  retain  any  advan- 
tage he  has  gained.  He  may  not  only,  as  against  him,  retain 
money  thus  iniquitously  acquired,  but  retain,  in  absolute  right, 
property  which  would  otherwise  be  liable  to  redemption;  but 
in  both  cases,  right  is  out  of  the  question,  and  if  the  turpitude 
of  his  adversary  is  annihilated  or  done  away,  his  possession  or 
his  advantage  cannot  avail  him.  He  does  not  stand  on  any 
merit  of  his  own,  but  merely  on  the  ground  of  the  incompe- 
tency of  his  adversary  to  be  received  or  countenanced  in  a  court 
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of  justice,  to  set.  up  a  scandalous  pretension,  in  which  he  is 
equally  particeps  crimini*  with  himself;  but  whensoever  the 
criminality  of  his  adversary  is  held  not  to  exist,  and  the  trans- 
action, as  to  him,  ceases  to  be  scandalous,  equity  does  not 
refuse  to  hearken  to  his  pretensions. 

In  the  cases  I  shall  presently  put,  as  arising  under  the  statute 
of  usury,  the  statute  of  bankruptcy  in  England,  and  even  the 
common  law  case  of  money  paid  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor  be- 
yond the  principal  and  interest,  in  all  which  cases  money  paid 
under  duress,  and  in  fraud  of  other  creditors,  was  recovered  back 
in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  that  recovery  was  only 
sustained  on  the  ground  that,  in  fact,  no  fraud  was  meditated 
by  the  persons  paying  the  money,  or  rather  that  the  fraud  was 
purged,  and  the  conduct  of  the  parties  purified  by  reason  of 
the  duress  of  their  situation.  On  no  other  ground  than  this 
could  that  action  have  been  sustained;  an  action  which  only 
lies  where  the  plaintiff  ex  aequo  et  bono  (which  implies  innocence 
of  fraud)  ought  to  recover,  and  which  has  been  aptly  compared, 
as  to  this  point,  to  a  bill  in  equity.  If,  in  the  actual  case  be- 
fore us,  the  appellee  had,  in  addition,  paid  to  the  appellant  a 
sum  of  money,  as  a  consideration  for  his  accomplishing  the 
transaction  in  question,  would  it  not  be  an  enormity  that  while 
the  advantage  gained  by  the  appellant,  by  the  possession  of  the 
money,  should  not  avail  him  against  the  effect  of  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  and  the  appellee  was  acquitted,  by 
reason  of  his  situation,  of  all  fraud  in  relation  to  the  transac- 
tion, without  which  the  action  at  law  could  not  be  sustained, 
the  adverse  party,  for  whom  no  such  apology  exists,  should, 
in  another  forum,  expressly  instituted  to  relieve  against  frauds, 
execute  agreements,  retain  the  advantage  he  has  gained,  dis- 
charged of  its  condition,  and  pocket  the  fruits  of  his  iniquity  ? 

But  it  is  said,  or  may  be  said,  that  this  creditor  was  not  a 
perfect  Shy  lock  to  his  debtor;  that  the  fatal  scales  were  not  yet 
uncased,  nor  the  hapless  victim  yet  pinioned  for  the  operation. 
If  it  were  necessary  (but  it  is  not),  I  might  be  almost  justified 
in  taking  the  affirmative  of  this  picture  in  relation  to  the  cred- 
itor; and  the  creditor  himself  has  almost  admitted  the  affirma- 
tive also,  in  relation  to  the  debtor.  Deplorable,  indeed,  was  his 
case  depicted  to  be  by  the  appellant;  and  it  is  a  good  general 
rule  that,  between  the  parties,  things  shall  be  taken  to  be  as 
they  are  represented  to  be.  But  all  this  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  question.  I  go  upon  general  principles;  but  at  the  same 
time  do  not  admit  that  the  facts  of  the  case  before  us  weaken 
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the  force  of  those  principles  in  relation  to  it.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary, and  has  never  been  so  decided,  that  the  oppressed  man,  or 
the  debtor,  must  be  driven  to  the  wall,  and  have  no  other  pos- 
sible refuge  but  in  the  proposal  suggested  to  him  by  his  cred- 
itor or  other  person  standing  in  a  relation  to  him  which  implies 
an  undue  influence.  In  all  the  cases  of  relief  against  usurers, 
offenders  against  the  bankrupt  laws,  guardians  getting  advantage 
of  their  wards,  counsel  of  their  clients,  jailers  of  their  debtors, 
moneyed  men  and  usurers  entrapping  young  heirs,  etc.,  as 
well  as  in  the  case  of  debtors,  the  law  goes  upon  general  princi- 
ples, and  takes  it  for  granted  that  persons  in  those  situations 
are  peculiarly  liable  to  imposition.  It  enters  into  no  minute 
examination  of  the  artifices  of  those  entrapping  on  the  one. 
band,  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  whether  the  person  entrapped 
might  not  have  subsisted  yet  a  little  longer  without  submitting 
to  the  meditated  imposition.  It  goes  on  the  ground  of  mala 
fides  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  necessity  of  preventing  imposi- 
tion on  the  other.  It  goes  upon  the  general  ground  of  prevent- 
ing iniquity  and  extortion. 

I  will  not  deny  but  that  courts  of  equity  might,  in  flagrant 
cases,  go  into  such  an  inquiry;  but  the  proofB  in  the  case  before 
us  do  not  make  it  necessary  to  depart  from  the  general  princi- 
ple in  this  instance.  The  black  series  of  rigor,  injustice,  fraud, 
violence  and  oppression,  of  which  this  record  clearly  convicts 
the  intestate  of  the  appellant,  on  the  one  hand,  shows  whether 
he  was  not  a  creditor  to  be  dreaded;  and  on  the  other  hand, 
the  dismay  naturally  resulting  from  executions  on  replevy 
bonds,  in  those  days,  when  property  is  proved  to  have  been 
sacrificed  at  sheriff's  sale  (to  say  nothing  of  Austin's  own  strong 
and  interested  portrait  on  this  subject),  enables  us  to  judge 
whether  Winston,  assailed,  too,  by  the  cries  and  tears  of  his 
family,  had  not  just  cause  of  alarm  and  apprehension.  Make 
the  worst  of  this  case,  as  it  respects  Winston,  it  clearly  appears 
that  he  was  not  only  seduced  by  Austin  from  his  honest  inten- 
tion of  selling  his  land  and  paying  his  debt,  but  that  his  pur- 
pose was  not  so  much  to  defraud  his  creditors  as  to  escape  from 
the  execution  of  Austin,  and  shelter  himself  and  family  from 
destruction. 

But  it  is  said  by  the  judge  who  preceded  me,  that  Winston 
was  probably  indebted;  that  his  conduct  was  a  great  violation 
of  morality  in  respect  to  his  creditors,  and  that  in  point  of 
morality  he  was  most  culpable.  That  Winston  violated  the 
principles  of  morality  is  already  implied  by  ihe  admission  that 
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he  had  committed  a  fraud;  bat  that  fraud  is  palliated  and  ex- 
cused by  reason  of  the  imbecility  of  his  situation.  But  how 
does  the  case  stand  in  relation  to  Austin  ? .  Who  shall  not  be 
permitted,  in  a  transaction  of  this  land,  to  hold  up  his  face, 
either  in  a  court  of  law  or  equity,  unless  his  competitor  be 
pari  delicto  with  himself?  fo  say  the  least,  he  hatched  and 
brought  to  maturity  a  free  and  voluntary  fraud  to  the  injury  of 
Winston's  creditors;  to  say  the  truth,  he  capped  the  climax  of 
his  iniquity  by  committing  a  double  fraud  towards  his  com- 
panion. So  little  regardful  was  he  of  the  rules  of  morality, 
that  he  has  not  even  observed  a  maxim  sacred  among  thieves 
and  felons,  to  be  just  and  honest  towards  one  another.  It  is  » 
with  great  reluctance  that  I  make  these  strong  observations; 
but  the  truth  of  the  case,  and  the  ground  I  have  taken  on  this 
occasion,  demand  it  from  me.  It  is  necessary,  in  deciding 
whether  the  culpability  of  the  parties  is  equal,  to  take  a  view 
of  the  conduct  and  situation  of  them  both. 

I  will  now  avail  myself  of  the  mention  of  some  common  law 
decisions  on  this  subject,  in  which  the  ground  I  have  taken  is, 
even  in  the  law  courts,  solemnly  and  ably  supported.  Some  of 
these  cases  arise  from  the  violation  of  statutes  made  in  aid  of 
the  general  principles  protecting  persons  from  oppression,  but 
one  of  them  at  least  (and  many  others  might  be  found),  stands 
merely  upon  the  common  law  principle.  There  is  so  great  an 
analogy  between  this  whole  catalogue  of  cases,  whether  con- 
sidered as  in  equity,  at  common  law,  or  under  the  statutes,  that 
I  can  make  no  discrimination  between  them.  Great  principles 
are  not  to  be  shaken  by  particular  modifications  and  provisions, 
especially  in  a  court  of  equity.  I  will  premise  that  some  of  the 
old  cases,  and  especially  the  leading  cases  of  T&mkins  v.  Bernet, 
are  strongly  and  justly  exploded  in  the  cases  I  shall  now  men- 
tion. That  leading  case,  as  I  have  already  said,  denied  the  re- 
covery of  money  paid  to  an  usurer,  beyond  legal  interSst,  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received.  It  was  so  decided,  too,  on 
the  maxim  (now  strongly  exploded,  as  applicable  to  that  and 
similar  cases),  volenti  nonfit  injuria.  The  modern  and  explod- 
ing decisions  will  now  run  through,  and  affect  all  cases  in  which 
the  party  paying  the  money  is  not  free.  The  old  cases  (now  ex- 
ploded) produced,  as  I  humbly  conceive,  the  decision  of  Small 
v.  Brackley,  already  noticed,  and  other  cases  of  a  similar  nature; 
and  when,  in  addition  to  this,  it  is  recollected  that  courts  oi 
equity  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law  in  decree* 
ing  a  recovery  of  money  under  like  circumstances,  what  pre- 
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vents  equity,  which  delights  in  decreeing  contracts  to  be  per- 
formed in  specie,  from  doing  so  in  a  case  like  the  present? 
But  I  must  return  to  my  subject. 

In  the  cases  now  to  be  noticed,  it  is  on  all  hands  admitted  as 
a  general,  perhaps  as  a  universal  proposition,  that  in  pari  de- 
licto potior  est  conditio  defendeniis  ;  .but  in  the  application  of  this 
rule  some  important  distinctions  have  been  solemnly  and  ably 
settled.  It  is  said  in  them  that  the  prohibitions  enacted  by 
positive  law,  in  respect  of  contracts,  are  of  two  kinds:  1.  To 
prevent  weak  or  necessitous  men  from  being  overreached,  de- 
frauded or  oppressed;  and,  2.  Those  prohibitions  which  are 
*  founded  on  reasons  of  policy  and  public  expedience:  Clarke  v. 
8hee,  Cowp.  200;  Browning  v.  Morris,  Id.  702;  Smith  v.  Bromley, 
Doug.  670. 

Under  the  first  class  of  cases  it  is  held,  as  has  been  already 
said,  that  money  paid  under  an  usurious  contract,  beyond  legal 
interest,  may  be  recovered  back  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received;  and  that  money  paid  by  a  bankrupt,  or  even  a  friend 
of  the  bankrupt,  in  England,  for  his  consent  to  sign  a  certifi- 
cate (which  is  made  illegal  there  by  a  particular  statute),  may 
also  be  recovered  back  in  a  like  action.  The  principle  on  which 
these  decisions  proceed,  is  that  there  is  not  in  those  cases  par 
delictum ;  for  that  the  oppression  and  distress  in  which  one  of 
the  parties  stands,  places  him  within  the  power  of  the  other, 
and  mitigates  the  culpability  of  his  conduct.  Those  statutes 
are  professedly  made  to  prevent  oppression;  and  the  act  of  a 
party  arising  only  from  his  oppressed  situation,  and  the  severity 
of  those  under  whose  power  he  is  placed,  shall  not  bind  him, 
and  defeat  the  very  end  of  the  statute.  It  is  not  necessary  for 
me  to  say  anything  respecting  the  other  class  of  cases,  as  they 
are  not  analogous  to  the  case  before  us,  but  merely  that  where 
a  recovery  is  inhibited  in  them,  there  is  nothing  in  the  circum- 
stances or  situation  of  the  plaintiff  which  exempts  him  from 
being  considered  as  equally  criminal  with  the  defendant. 

In  the  case  now  before  us,  there  is  no  positive  statute  contra- 
vened, as  has  been  often  said,  such  as  those  alluded  to  in  notic- 
ing the  first  class  of  cases  before  mentioned;  but  the* principles 
on  which  such  statutes  have  been  made,  have  been  violated  in 
the  case  before  us.  A  debtor,  under  a  severe  pressure  of  his 
circumstances,  and  under  the  influence  and  high-colored  repre- 
sentations of  his  creditor,  has  consented  to  a  proposal  dictated 
to  him  by  that  creditor.  Was  the  debtor  free  to  refuse  or 
accede  to  this  proposition  ?    He  certainly  was  not. 
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But  we  need  not  rest  this  part  of  the  case  on  general  reason- 
ing, and  on  the  pointed  analogy  which  exists  between  this  case 
and  those  just  noticed,  arising  under  positive  statutes;  for  in 
Bull.  N.  P.  132,  it  is  held:  "  That  if  a  person,  under  the  influ- 
ence of  his  creditor,  pay  more  than  legal  interest,  he  may 
recover  it  back,  for  he  is  under  a  moral  tie  to  return  it/'  In 
that  case  (as  in  this),  did  not  the  debtor  also  commit  a  fraud 
upon  his  other  creditors,  if  he  had  such,  by  paying  to  the  par- 
ticular creditor  an  illegal  sum,  which  should  have  been  reserved 
for  his  general  creditors  ?  In  this  case  (as  in  that)  is  not  Austin 
under  a  moral  tie  to  comply  with  his  agreement  for  redemption  ? 
An  agreement,  the  violation  of  which  will  involve  a  double 
fraud,  first  upon  Winston's  creditors,  and  then  upon  Winston 
himself. 

If,  in  the  case  just  quoted  from  Buller,  a  recovery  was  had 
on  general  principles,  our  case  is  rendered  much  stronger  by 
the  consideration  that  Austin,  having  an  execution  against 
Winston  on  a  replevy  bond,  strongly  depicted  to  him  the  des- 
perateness  of  his  situation,  and  pointed  out  to  him  the  plan  he 
proposed,  as  the  only  means  of  saving  his  family  from  destruc- 
tion. Was  Winston,  ignorant  himself  of  the  law,  alarmed  by 
the  representations  of  Austin,  and  seeing,  perhaps,  no  refuge 
from  his  then  situation  but  in  the  adoption  of  Austin's  propos- 
als, free  to  refuse  that  proposal?  Let  the  general  principles 
which  dictated  the  statutes  before  mentioned;  let  the  feelings 
of  all  men  placed  in  like  circumstances;  let  that  benignity  of 
the  law  which  compassionates  the  infirmities  and  the  distresses 
of  men,  answer  the  question. 

But  wherefore  shall  a  specific  performance  of  Austin's  agree- 
ment with  Winston  be  not  decreed?  Does  any  one  pretend  to 
say  that  he  (Austin)  is  entitled  to  any  favor?  And  admit  for  a 
moment  that  Winston,  on  his  own  merit,  is  not  entitled  to  a 
specific  execution  of  the  agreement;  shall  we  not  consider  the 
case  of  his  other  creditors  ?  In  decreeing  for  him,  are  we  not 
also  decreeing  for  them  ?  By  decreeing  the  negroes  to  Wins- 
ton, unshackled  by  any  conveyance  of  them  to  his  children 
(which  was  a  part  of  the  plan  suggested  by  Austin),  they  are 
immediately  liable  to  the  executions  of  his  other  creditors; 
whereas,  by  deciding  in  favor  of  Austin,  those  creditors  can 
never  come  at  them,  without  a  tedious  suit  in  chancery  against 
Austin,  to  annul  the  sale  under  which  he  acquired  them. 
Whether,  therefore,  we  consider  the  actual  interests  of  Wins- 
ton's creditors,  or  wish  to  avoid  a  circuity  of  action  and  mul- 
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tiplication  of  suits,  we  ought  to  decree  a  performance  of  his 
contract  against  Austin,  in  the  present  case. 

But  it  is  said  that  he  who  comes  here  for  relief  must  draw 
his  justice  from  pure  fountains.  The  same  is  said,  and  justly 
said,  at  law,  in  the  action  for  money  had  and  received:  Bui. 
N.  P.  132.  But,  in  the  law  cases  before  put,  the  fountain  from 
which  the  plaintiffs  drew  was  held  to  be  purified  by  the  duress 
and  peculiarity  of  their  situation.  Such,  also,  I  apprehend,  is 
the  case  before  us.  It  is  further  said  that  specific  agreements 
are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  will  not  be  enforced  but 
where  all  is  just  and  fair.  Agreed — but  it  would  seem  that 
supporting  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  would  give 
a  good  general  rule  on  this  subject,  which  action  only  lies  where 
ex  cequo  ei  bono  the  plaintiff  ought  to  recover. 

Two  circumstances  were  relied  upon  by  the  court  of  king's 
bench,  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Bromley,  which  I  will  briefly  re- 
mark upon,  as  strongly  applying  to  the  present  case;  and  then 
dismiss  this  part  of  the  subject.  The  first  is,  that  the  fraud 
there  effectuated  against  the  bankrupt  laws,  moved,  as  in  this 
case,  from  the  creditor  to  the  party  oppressed,  or  rather  to  his 
sister,  who,  from  motives  of  affection,  acted  for  her  brother, 
and  placed  herself  in  his  situation.  The  second  circumstance  is, 
that  the  action  was  sustained,  in  that  instance,  in  order  to  dis- 
courage frauds  of  that  nature;  for  a  discouragement  to  take 
money,  on  illegal  considerations,  would  clearly  be  operated  by 
holding  the  takers  liable  to  refund  the  money  so  illegally  taken. 
So,  in  the  present  case,  let  us  cut  up  by  the  roots  and  discourage 
enormities  like  the  present,  by  making  the  chief  actor  in  the 
fraud  disgorge  his  iniquitous  gains;  let  us  not  forget  that  men 
will  generally  act  right  when  there  is  no  temptation  to  the 
contrary.  By  dismissing  the  appellee's  bill  entirely,  will  you 
not  ratify  to  Austin  the  entire  fruits  of  his  iniquity;  and  will 
not  this  effect  be  partially  produced  in  so  far  as  you  stop  short 
of  an  actual  restitution  in  specie,  or  an  actual  restoration  of  the 
value  of  the  property,  with  interest  ?     ' 

With  respect  to  the  particular  decree  in  question,  I  see  no 
reason  to  alter  it  or  disturb  it.  If  Winston  is  entitled  to  a  spe- 
cific execution  of  the  agreement,  he  is  entitled  to  the  negroes 
themselves,  where  they  have  not  bona  fide  lawfully  passed  to  other 
persons,  and  to  their  profits.  A  trustee  is  liable  for  the  just 
value  of  the  thing  converted,  and  the  cestui  que  trust  is  not  to  be 
bound  by  any  injurious  sales  made  by  him.  The  decision  of 
this  court  in  the  case  of  Reynolds  v.  Waller,  1  Wash.  164,  comes 
fully  up  to  this  point. 
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As  to  the  general  table,  by  which  the  profits  were  settled  in 
the  present  case,  it  is  not  shown,  if  pretended,  that  it  has 
wrought  any  injury.  With  respect  to  the  vendees  of  the  slaves, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  court  has  power  to  af- 
fect their  interests,  or  in  other  words,  whether  they  may  be  con- 
sidered as  now  before  us;  for,  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  it  is 
clearly  shown  that  they  purchased  bona  fide,  without  notice,  and 
for  a  valuable  consideration.  Austin  himself  has  taken  this 
ground  in  his  answer;  and  as  he  has  done  the  same  in  relation 
to  Campbell,  it  does  not  now  lie  in  his  mouth  to  object  that 
Campbell  is  not  made  a  party.  He  has  taken  the  ground  in 
his  answer,  that  Campbell's  right  to  the  negroes  can  never  be 
impeached  by  Winston,  and  ought  now  to  submit  to  a  decree 
predicated  upon  that  admission.  That  admission  is  competent 
to  bind  Austin,  and  may  be  closed  with  by  the  other  party, 
(as  is  done  in  the  present  case),  but  would  not  have  prevented 
Winston  from  contesting  the  same,  and  going  for  the  identical 
negroes,  had  he  thought  proper.  Nothing  is  more  common  or 
right  than  to  drop  parties  to  a  suit,  when  in  the  progress  thereof 
it  seems  consented  to  on  both  sides,  that  such  parties  are  un- 
necessary. The  delays  and  difficulties  incident  to  suits  in  equi- 
ty are  great  enough  already.  In  the  case  of  Paulet  v.  The 
Bishop  of  Lincoln,  2  Atk.  300,  it  is  held  that  a  plaintiff  may,  at 
the  hearing,  waive  the  relief  he  prays  against  a  particular  per- 
son, and  that  then  the  objection  that  he  is  no  party  will  have 
no  weight.  So  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff,  before  the  hearing, 
suffered  the  suit  to  abate  as  to  Campbell,  confiding  in  and 
closing  with  Austin's  statement  of  the  sale  made  to  him,  and 
waiving  his  claim  to  go  for  the  identical  negro  against  the  repre- 
sentatives of  Campbell. 

I  have  thus  endeavored  to  explain  the  grounds  and  reasons 
of  my  opinion.  On  the  great  question  whether  relief  shall 
be  granted,  I  am  happy  to  find  that  the  concurrence  of  one  other 
judge  on  this  point  will  secure  some  relief  to  the  appellees.  As 
to  the  measure  of  that  relief,  I  regret  that  I  cannot  entirely  ac- 
cord in  the  project  proposed  for  a  decree,  great  as  my  respect 
is  for  the  quarter  from  whence  it  came.  I  cannot  readily  see 
that  any  other  decree  than  one  for  the  identical  negroes,  or 
their  just  values,  with  interest  and  profits,  will  either  accord 
with  justice,  with  previous  decisions  by  this  court,  Waller  v. 
Reynolds,  and  others,  or  with  the  principle  of  preventing  the 
appellant  from  enjoying  the  fruits  of  his  iniquity.  I  cannot 
readily  see,  that  when  it  is  admitted  that  an  action  at  law,  or  in 
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equity,  would  lie,  for  recovering  back  money  paid  for  the  fur- 
therance or  accomplishment  of  a  contract  like  the  present,  there  • 
by  disaffirming  the  turpitude  of  the  plaintiff,  and  admitting  the 
iniquity  of  the  transaction,  as  it  relates  to  the  defendant,  the 
court  will  not  go  on,  and,  pursuing  the  same  principles,  disrobe 
the  transaction  (as  between  these  parties),  of  its  iniquity,  by 
holding  the  defendant  to  the  stipulated  condition  of  redemp- 
•tion.  I  cannot  well  see  that  the  appellee  should  be  held,  in  the 
present  case,  to  a  valuation  commensurate  with  the  probable 
product  of  sheriff's  sales  in  those  days,  when  it  is  in  proof  that  he 
had  intended  to  sell  his  land  rather  than  his  negroes,  before  the 
intromission  of  the  appellant  with  his  plan  of  seduction,  and 
might  have  done  so,  with  perhaps  less  loss  than  would  have 
arisen  from  a  sheriff's  sale  of  his  negroes,  as  appears  by  the  testi- 
mony. In  event  too,  for  everything  depends  upon  the  opinion 
of  the  jury,  the  appellant  himself  may  be  actually  placed  in  a 
worse  situation  than  if  he  were  decreed  to  a  specific  perform- 
ance. 

Yet,  after  all,  I  am  not  so  sanguine  on  this  point  as  on  the 
other.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  sustentation  of  an  ac- 
tion for  money  had  and  received,  affords  a  universal  rule  for 
decreeing  a  specific  performance.  I  well  know  that  the  exer- 
cise of  this  power  depends  much  upon  circumstances,  and  the 
discretion  of  the  court.  In  a  case,  therefore,  depending  upon 
a  mass  of  facts  and  testimony,  I  will  not  obstinately  contend 
against  the  opinions  of  the  other  judges,  that  an  actual  specific 
performance,  and  nothing  else,  ought  to  be  decreed.  I  will, 
therefore,  concur  in  the  extent  of  the  relief  proposed  (after 
having  declared  my  sentiments  on  both  points),  and  thus  afford 
some,  though,  I  think,  an  inadequate  relief  to  the  appellees. 
I  will  on  these  grounds,  and  on  these  only,  assent  to  the  decree 
which  has  been  agreed  upon  in  conference,  as  the  result  of 
mutual  concession  and  compromise. 

Carrtngton,  J.,  concurred  with  Roane,  J.,  as  to  Winston's 
executors  being  entitled  to  relief. 

Lyons,  J.,  said,  at  first  he  was  inclined  to  hold  to  the  rule 
potior  est  conditio  de/endentis  /  but  he  said  the  severity  of  the 
rule  under  all  the  circumstances  being  thought  too  great  in  this 
instance,  he  therefore  concurred  in  a  decree  of  compromise, 
which  he  was  directed  to  report  as  follows: 

The  decree  of  the  high  court  of  chancery  is  reversed,  and  an 
issue  is  directed  to  be  made  up,  and  tried  before  the  Richmond 
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district  court,  to  ascertain  what  the  slaves  taken  and  sold  by  the 
sheriff  of  Hanover,  to  satisfy  Austin's  execution  in  the  bill 
mentioned,  except  such  of  them  as  were  returned  to  the  com- 
plainants, or  have  otherwise  come  to  their  possession,  would 
have  sold  for  in  ready  money,  on  the  day  of  the  sale,  if  then 
fairly  sold,  without  the  interference  or  collusion  of  Austin  and 
Winston,  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  or  purchasers;  on  the  trial  of 
which  issue,  all  the  depositions  taken  in  this  cause  relative  to 
the  sale  and  prices  of  the  said  slaves,  if  the  witnesses  be  dead  or 
absent,  shall  be  admitted  to  be  read  as  evidence  to  the  jury,  to- 
gether with  any  other  legal  evidence,  by  witnesses  or  other- 
wise, which  either  party  may  produce;  and  that  Austin  be 
charged  with  the  prices  of  the  slaves  as  found  by  the  jury,  and 
be  credited  for  the  amount  of  his  debt,  with  interest  at  five  per 
cent,  to  that  day,  and  that  the  appellant,  out  of  the  goods,  etc., 
to  be  administered,  pay  the  balance  or  overplus  of  the  sales  to 
the  appellees,  with  interest  from  the  day  of  sale,  and  the  costs 
in  chancery. 


The  elaborate  examination  given  to  this  case,  and  the  able  opinions  of 
Tucker,  J.,  and  Roane,  J.,  justify  ns  in  reporting  this  case,  although  the 
judges  differed.  The  case  is  regarded  as  important  as  showing  a  modifica- 
tion or  limitation  of  the  doctrine  potior  est  conditio  de/endentis.  The  Vir- 
ginia courts,  however,  have  reluctantly  admitted  its  authority,  it  having 
been  decided  by  a  divided  court.  The  latest  reference  is  in  Harris  v.  Har- 
ris, 23  Gratt  737,  decided  in  1873,  which  is  a  very  able  and  well-considered 
case.  Christian,  J.,  thus  refers  to  the  case:  "These  doctrines  must  now 
be  considered  as  settled  too  firmly  to  be  shaken.  There  is  but  a  single 
case  which  can  be  said  to  be  in  opposition  to  the  views  herein  expressed, 
and  that  when  properly  understood  has  no  application  to  the  case.  This 
is  the  case  of  Austin  v.  Winston.  In  the  first  place,  it  may  be  said  that  this 
case  has  never  been  followed.  It  was  a  decision  of  two  judges,  and  its 
authority  has  been  seriously  questioned.  In  James  v.  Bird,  8  Leigh,  510, 
already  referred  to,  Judge  Parker  says:  'There  is  no  case  in  equity  where 
relief  has  been  given  to  a  fraudulent  grantor  of  property,  the  conveyance 
being  made  to  protect  it  against  his  creditors,  except  that  of  Austin  v. 
Winston,  decided  by  a  divided  court,  and  perhaps,  under  the  circumstances, 
properly  decided.'  Mr.  Conway  Robinson,  in  his  admirable  work,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  same  case,  says:  'Notwithstanding  Austin  v.  Winston,  the  case 
of  Hawes  v.  Leader,  Cro.  Jac.  270,  was  approved  in  Starke  v.  Littlepage, 
and  such  is  the  general  course  of  decisions;'  and  in  a  note  to  the  text  he 
refers  to  James  v.  Bird,  8  Leigh,  512;  Terrell  v.  Imboden,  and  Owen  v. 
Sharp,  in  all  of  which,  and  especially  the  last,  Hawes  v.  Leader,  was  ap- 
proved as  unquestioned  law:  5  Hob.  Pr.  543.  But  conceding  that  Austin 
v.  Winston,  is  sound  law,  and  its  authority  unquestioned,  still  the  case  be- 
fore us  cannot  be  brought  within  the  principles  of  that  case.  The  relief 
given  in  that  case  was  founded  upon  the  fact  that  the  grantee,  a  creditor 
(the  debtor  being  in  distressed  circumstances),  had  availed  himself  of  his 
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power  over  him  to  induce  the  debtor  to  unite  in  the  fraud;  the  creditor 
having  proposed  and  urged  the  execution  of  the  scheme  which  was  adopted 
for  that  purpose. " 

In  Clay  v.  Williams,  2  Muni.  121 ,  the  court  merely  distinguished  the  case 
there  as  different  from  the  principal  case.  In  Starke  v.  LUtlepage,  4  Hand. 
371,  the  case  was  distinguished  as  peculiar  for  the  reason  as  stated  by 
Christian,  J.,  supra.  In  Jones  v.  Comer,  5  Leigh.  357,  its  authority  is 
recognized  as  in  Grtfin  v.  Macauley,  7  Gratt,  664*  The  best  principle  on 
which  the  case  may  be  established  is  stated  in  Irons  v.  Reyburn,  11  Ark. 
382,  the  court  saying:  "There  are  many  anomalous  cases,  not  impugning 
the  general  principle,  but  supposed  to  be  placed  beyond  its  influence  by  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  where  the  party  ha*  been  seduced 
from  the  path  of  rectitude  by  the  allurements  of  strong  circumstances,  and 
by  these  means  been  made  in  some  sense  the  slave  of  anothei's  will;  the 
law,  in  compassion  to  the  infirmities  of  his  nature,  has  supposed  that  he 
did  not  enjoy  that  freedom  of  will,  without  which  he  cannot  be  justly  re- 
garded as  amoral  agent:  Austin  v.  Winston,  1  Hen.  &  Munf.  33." 

Its  authority  is  acknowledged  in  Bellamy  v.  Bellamy,  6  Fla.  104;  Free* 
man  v.  Sedwkk,  6  Gill,  41;  Cushwa  v.  Cushwa,  5  Md.  63;  Quirk  v.  Thomas, 
6  Mich.  111. 

In  a  late  case  in  Maryland,  Roman  v.  Mali,  42  Md.  513,  decided  in  1875, 
the  doctrine  was  laid  down  that  there  may  be  different  degrees  of  guilt  as 
between  the  parties  to  a  fraudulent  or  illegal  transaction,  and  if  one  party 
act  under  circumstances  of  oppression,  imposition,  undue  influence,  or  at 
a  great  disadvantage  with  the  other  party  concerned,  so  that  it  appears  his 
guilt  is  subordinate  to  that  of  the  defendant,  the  court,  in  such  case,  will 
relieve,  which  is  precisely  as  held  in  the  principal  case;  and  the  counsel,  in 
argument,  cited  the  principal  case. 

In  Bump  on  Fraud.  Conveyance*,  p.  442,  it  is  cited,  the  author  correctly 
saying:  "  If  a  debtor,  being  in  a  position  where  his  property  is  liable  to  be 
sacrificed  by  a  creditor,  is  induced  by  the  latter  to  make  a  conveyance  to 
him,  relief  will  be  granted  on  account  of  the  oppression  and  undue  influ- 
ence." 


WlGGLESWORTH  V.  STEERS. 

11  Hkmwo  Ac  Muwoid.  70.] 

Intoxication  of  Pakty  Avoids  his  Gontbact.— A  contract  may  be 
avoided  by  the  legal  representatives  of  one  of  the  parties,  on  the 
ground  of  his  having  been  drunk  when  it  was  made,  although  such  in- 
toxication was  not  occasioned  by  the  procurement  of  the  other  party. 

Petition  for  a  supersedeas.  Steers,  who  was  addicted  to  in- 
toxication, and  was  drunk  at  dinner,  but  not  through  the  pro- 
curement of  Wigglesworth,  was  prevailed  on  by  the  latter, 
about  midnight  of  the  same  day,  or,  as  some  of  the  witnesses 
thought,  afterwards,  being  still  drunk,  to  execute  a  bond  for 
the  conveyance  of  his  lands  in  this  state,  in  exchange  for  land 
in  Kentucky.  Wigglesworth  obtained  possession  of  Steers'a 
lands,  but  never  made  any  conveyance  for  those  in  Kentucky, 
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though  often  expressing  a  willingness  to  do  so  when  he  should 
receive  a  deed  from  Steers.  A  bill  was  brought  by  the  heirs  of 
Steers,  who  died  intestate,  to  vacate  the  bond,  stating  that 
Wigglesworth  had  no  control  of  the  land  in  Kentucky,  and  pray- 
ing a  redelivery  of  the  lands  of  Steers,  with  an  accounting  of 
the  profits.  All  the  witnesses  agreed  that  Steers  was  drunk 
when  the  contract  was  consummated  by  his  entering  into  the 
bonds.  The  county  court  decreed  a  redelivery  of  the  lands,  but 
without  an  accounting  of  the  profits,  and  this  decree  was  af- 
firmed on  an  appeal  taken  to  the  superior  court  of  chancery. 

Bolts,  on  behalf  of  Wigglesworth,  moved  for  a  supersedeas,  on 
the  grounds  that  there  was  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and  equity 
had  no  jurisdiction;  that  plaintiffs  had  failed  to  make  out  a  title 
under  Steers;  that  though  Steers  was  drunk  when  he  consum- 
mated the  contract,  yet  he  was  not  so  at  the  time  it  was  made; 
and  that  if  defendant  did  not  procure  Steers  to  become  intoxi- 
cated, the  contract  could  not  be  avoided :  Powell  on  Con. ,  29, 30. 

The  Court,  Lyons,  Boane  and  Tucker,  JJ.,  denied  the  super- 
sedeas,  conceiving  that  under  the  particular  circumstances  of 
this  case,  the  rule  stated  from  Powell  would  not  be  infringed 
thereby;  that  the  bill  was  sustainable  on  the  ground  of  vacating 
the  bond;  and  that  on  both  grounds  the  decision  of  the  court 
seemed  warranted  by  Reynolds  v.  Waller,  1  Wash.  164,  and 
other  cases. 


Witherington  v.  McDonald. 

[1  Hzhxmo  Ac  MuwroBD,  806.] 

Evidence  Impeaching  Patent,  in  Ejectment.— In  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, evidence  showing  that  a  patent  was  irregularly  obtained,  cannot 
be  admitted  to  impeach  such  patent 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  district  court,  rendered  in  an 
action  of  ejectment.  The  plaintiff,  McDonald,  claimed  under  a 
patent  dated  May  26,  1791;  the  defendant,  under  one  dated 
June  28, 1792.  On  the  trial  before  the  jury,  the  defendant  of- 
fered evidence  to  show  that  the  survey  upon  which  the  plaint- 
iff's patent  was  founded  was  illegal,  and  also  offered  to  prove 
that  the  said  patent  was  obtained  upon  a  certificate  signed  by  a 
clerk  of  the  land-office,  and  not  by  the  register,  or  his  deputy. 
This  evidence  was  rejected,  and  defendant  excepted. 

From  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  appealed. 
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Page,  for  the  appellant. 

Stuart,  for  the  respondent. 

The  case  of  Hambleton  v.  Wells,  4  Call,  213  (2  Am.  Dec.  568), 
in  which  a  question  of  fraud  in  the  issuance  of  the  patent  was 
raised,  being  cited  and  relied  upon  by  counsel. 

Roane,  J.,  observed,  that  as  the  case  now  before  the  court 
did  not  present  a  question  of  fraud,  he  could  not  think  an 
argument  necessary.  The  court  of  appeals,  in  the  case  of 
Hambleton  v.  Wells,  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  district  court 
as  to  all  the  points,  except  that  which  involved  the  question  of 
fraud.  On  that  point  the  judges  divided,  but  he  presumed 
they  would  have  been  unanimous  on  all  the  other  points. 

Tucker,  J.,  then  remarked  that,  as  no  fraud  was  alleged  in 
this  case,  he  did  not  see  the  propriety  or  necessity  of  an 
argument 

The  judges  severally  delivered  their  opinions. 

Roane,  J.  Every  point  which  occurs  in  this  case  has  already 
been  settled  in  the  case  of  Hambleion  et  al.  v.  Wells,  and  properly 
decided;  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  ought 
to  be  affirmed. 

Fleming,  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion;  he  was  satisfied  that 
the  point  had  already  been  settled. 

Lyons,  J.  My  own  opinion  in  the  case  of  Hambleton  et  al.  v. 
WeUs  was,  and  still  is,  that  at  law  no  evidence  can  be  adduced 
to  impeach  a  patent.    I  am  for  affirming  the  judgment. 

Tuckeb,  J.  There  being  no  suggestion  of  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  in  obtaining  his  .patent  in  this  case,  we  are 
relieved  from  the  necessity  of  discussing  the  decision  of  this 
court,  in  the  case  of  Hambleton,  Bradford  et  al.  v.  WeUs,  June 
term,  1791  (2  Am.  Dec.  568),  in  which  the  defendant  offered  to 
prove  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  obtaining 
his  patent,  by  procuring  a  plat  to  be  returned  to  the  register's 
office,  knowing  that  an  actual  survey  had  not  been  made.  By 
a  note  of  that  case  yesterday,  read  in  court  by  one  of  the 
judges,  who  copied  it  from  a  note  of  the  late  President,  Mr. 
Pendleton,  it  appears  that  other  extraneous  evidence  was  of- 
fered and  rejected  by  the  court  on  the  trial  of  that  cause,  such 
as  a  copy  of  the  proclamation  of  George  III,  to  grant  lands  to 
certain  officers  and  soldiers;  2.  Testimony  of  witnesses  to  show 
that  the  deed  (perhaps  the  patent)  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
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was  granted  to  Sarah  Gibbs,  the  representative  of  John 
McNaley,  and  not  to  the  soldier  himself,  as  was  necessary  by 
the  proclamation;  3.  Witnesses  to  prove  an  actual  settlement  by 
James  Oox  before  the  warrant  to  Gibbs,  which  settlement  was 
recognized  by  the  commissioners,  and  an  assignment  by  Cox  to 
Decker.  All  of  which  testimony  this  court  appears  to  have 
considered  as  properly  rejected.  The  evidence  offered  in  the 
present  case  appears  to  me  to  stand  upon  the  same  footing.  It 
might,  perhaps,  have  availed  upon  a  caveat  (a  proceeding  cal- 
culated to  prevent  the  emanation  of  a  patent),  where  the  party 
applying  for  it  does  not  proceed  in  the  manner  which  the  law 
requires;  but,  a  patent  being  the  highest  evidence  of  a  com- 
plete legal  title,  and  a  matter  of  record,  no  evidence,  not  in  itself 
sufficient  to  avoid  it,  ought  to  be  admitted  to  go  to  a  jury  on 
the  trial  of  an  ejectment.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the 
judgment  be  affirmed. 

Judges  Roane,  Fleming  and  Lyons,  expressing  themselves 
satisfied  with  the  opinions  delivered  yesterday,  the  judgment  of 
the  district  court  was  unanimously  affirmed. 

See  While  v.  Jones,  2  Am.  Deo.  564,  and  note. 


Fisher's  Executor  v.  Duncan. 

[1  Hnmro  &  Mumtobd,  068.] 

Pbomise  bt  Executor  no  Bar  to  Act  of  Limitations.— On  the  trial 
of  an  issue  on  the  assumpsit  of  the  testator  within  five  years,  repeated 
promises  by  the  executor  cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  to  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  act  of  limitations. 

Sufficiency  of  Evidence  foe  Jury.— The  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
ought  to  be  left  wholly  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury;  so,  where  the 
court  instructed  the  jury  that  "from  the  whole  testimony  before  them, 
the  demand  of  the  plaintiffs  was  not  barred  by  the  act  of  limitations," 
it  was  held  that  the  instruction  was  erroneous. 

Assumpsit.  The  principal  questions  raised  were:  1.  Whether 
in  an  action  upon  the  case  against  an  executor,  charging  an 
assumpsit  of  the  testator,  and  on  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit  by 
the  testator  within  five  years,  the  repeated  promises  of  the  exec- 
utor, within  five  years,  to  pay  the  debt,  could  be  given  in 
evidence  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations; 
and,  2.  How  far  a  court  may  instruct  the  jury  as  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  evidence. 
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The  action  was  originally  brought  by  Duncan  and  Turnbull 
in  the  county  court.  A  motion  made  by  defendant  to  strike  out 
all  the  items  of  the  account  which  bore  date  more  than  five 
years  before  the  death  of  the  testator  was  denied,  and  the  court 
charged  the  jury  that  from  the  whole  testimony  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  barred.  Verdict  and  judgment  being  for  the  plaint- 
iffs, the  defendant  appealed  to  the  district  court,  where  the 
cause  was  retained  for  trial  upon  a  reversal  and  judgment  again 
given  for  the  plaintiffs.  From  this  judgment  an  appeal  waa 
taken  to  this  court.    The  facts  fully  appear  from  the  opinion. 

O.  K.  Taylor,  for  the  appellant,  urged  that  the  reversal  should 
have  been  allowed  to  stand;  that  the  admission  of  the  deposi- 
tion of  John  Oholson  to  prove  promises  on  the  part  of  the 
executor,  when  issue  was  taken  upon  promises  made  by  the 
testator,  was  erroneous;  that  the  assumpsit  of  the  executor  could 
not  bind  the  estate,  had  the  executor  even  given  bonds  for  a 
debt  due  from  the  testator,  the  action  would  be  brought  against 
him  as  executor;  the  promise  is  binding  on  the  executor's  estate 
only:  Irewinian  v.  Howell,  Cro.  Eliz.  91;  Wheeler  v.  Collier,  Id. 
406;  AUcins  v.  Hill,  Oowp.  284;  Eawkes  v.  Saunders,  Id.  289. 
The  reason  that  the  executor  by  his  promise  cannot  bind  the 
testator's  estate  is,  that  were  it  not  so,  a  fraudulent  executor,  by 
combining  with  creditors,  might  ruin  the  estate;  and  the  law 
has  wisely  provided,  for  the  executor's  security,  that  such  un- 
dertaking must  be  in  writing.  The  court  erred  in  charging  the 
jury  as  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence;  and  should  have  in- 
structed them  to  leave  out  of  consideration  the  items  bearing 
date  over  five  years:  Gastrins  v.  Commonwealth,  1  Call,  196. 

Hay,  for  the  respondents. 

Tucker,  J.  On  the  trial  of  this  cause  in  the  county  court  of 
Prince  George,  the  plaintiffs  gave  in  evidence  an  account  of 
goods,  etc.,  furnished  the  testator,  and  also  an  account  against 
his  son  John,  then  under  age,  for  goods,  etc.,  and  for  board 
and  washing  while  he  was  with  them  in  their  store,  at  the  tes- 
tator's request;  as  also  a  letter  from  the  testator,  stating  his 
objections  to  those  accounts,  and  submitting  himself  to  the  ar- 
bitrament of  Campbell  and  Wheeler,  or  their  umpire;  the 
deposition  of  James  Campbell,  proving  the  settlement  and  ad- 
justment of  the  account,  after  hearing  both  parties,  and  making 
some  necessary  inquiries  of  a  witness;  the  last  article  in  this 
account  is  a  credit  for  nine  hogsheads  of  tobacco,  dated  Jan- 
uary 19, 1794.    Campbell  further  said,  that  he  does  not  recol- 
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lect  ever  hearing  that  the  testator  objected  to,  or  complained 
of,  the  determination;  but,  on  the  contrary,  he  understood  he 
was  satisfied,  and  acquiesced  in  the  settlement.  They  also 
proved  that  John  Fisher  was  the  testator's  son,  and  whilst 
under  age,  lived  in  the  plaintiff's  store,  at  the  testator's  request. 

The  declaration  contained  five  counts:  1.  For  indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit for  goods  sold;  2.  Quantum  valebant  for  the  same;  3. 
For  money  lent,  advanced,  paid,  laid  out  and  expended  for  tes- 
tator; 4.  Quantum  meruit  for  meat,  drink,  and  clothes  furnished 
his  son;  5.  lnsimul  computassent  between  plaintiffs  and  the  tes- 
tator.    Plea  non  assumpsit  infra  quinque  annos. 

The  plaintiffs  having  given  the  above  evidence,  the  defend- 
ants moved  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  testimony  of 
James  Campbell  did  not  prove  any  one  of  the  counts  in  the 
declaration;  but  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  it  did  prove 
and  support  the  fifth  count;  the  defendants  then  moved  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  writ  bears  date  February  10, 
1799,  and  that  no  assumption  of  the  testator  being  proved  after 
the  settlement,  the  plaintiff  is  barred  by  the  act  of  limitations; 
but  the  court  instructed  them  that  from  the  whole  testimony 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  barred.  The  defendants  then  moved 
the  court  to  strike  every  item  out  of  the  account  which  bore  date 
more  than  five  years  before  the  testator's  death,  which  was  in 
December,  1794,  or  January,  1795,  which  the  court  refused  to 
do.  To  each  of  their  decisions  an  exception  was  taken.  The 
plaintiffs  then  further  proved,  that  after  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, and  the  qualification  of  the  defendants  as  executors,  they 
compared  the  books  of  their  testator  with  the  plaintiffs'  account, 
and  found  the  account  to  correspond;  and  this  being  all  the 
evidence,  the  defendants  moved  the  court  to  sign  the  bill  of 
exceptions  (in  which  all  the  above  matters  are  stated),  which 
was  done  accordingly.  There  was  a  verdict  and  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs,  from  which  there  was  an  appeal  to  the  district 
court  of  Petersburg,  where  the  same  was  reversed,  and  the 
cause  retained  there  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  had,  and  a  ver- 
dict and  judgment  there,  also,  for  the  plaintiffs,  from  which 
there  is  an  appeal  to  this  court.  I  shall  consider  the  exceptions 
taken  in  the  county  court. 

1.  The  testimony  of  James  Campbell  is  objected  to  as  not 
proving  any  of  the  five  counts  in  the  declaration.  Now,  that 
testimony  must  be  taken  in  conjunction  with  Daniel  Fisher's 
letter,  and  the  account  exhibited  and  settled  by  himself  and  Mr. 
Wheeler,  after  an  examination  of  the  items,  both  of  debit  and 
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credit,  in  the  presence  of  the  parties;  and  so  taken,  in  my 
opinion,  was  proper  evidence  to  be  admitted  to  prove  every 
count  in  the  declaration.  For  there  is  a  wide  distinction  be- 
tween a  debt  arising  from  an  award — as  where  a  man  has  an 
uncertain  claim  against  another  for  damages  in  consequence  of 
a  tort — and  a  debt  subsisting  before  the  reference  to  arbitrators, 
but  made  certain  and  conclusive  by  their  award,  as  in  the  pres- 
ent case,  where  the  obligation  of  the  father  to  pay  for  the  board 
and  clothing  of  his  infant  son,  whom  he  had  in  a  special  man- 
ner procured  the  plaintiffs  to  receive  into  their  store,  upon  the 
same  terms  as  they  had  received  the  son  of  another  friend,  was 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  binding  upon  him  before  the 
reference,  as  after  the  settlement  made  by  the  referees.  Daniel 
Fisher's  own  letter  states  no  other  objection  to  their  accounts, 
which  had  been,  as  appears  from  that  letter,  in  other  respects 
settled.  There  was,  therefore,  no  ground  for  the  objection  to 
Campbell's  testimony,  which  was,  I  think,  very  properly  ad- 
mitted. 

2.  The  second  objection  is,  that  the  court  instructed  the 
jury  that  upon  the  whole  testimony  the  account  is  not  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations.  If  the  bill  of  exceptions  had 
stopped  here,  and  it  had  not  afterwards  appeared  that  other 
evidence  was  offered  to  the  jury,  viz.,  that  since  the  testator's 
death  the  executors  had  compared  the  account,  proved  by  Camp- 
bell, with  their  testator's  books,  and  found  it  to  correspond 
therewith,  I  should  have  thought  this  exception  fatal.  But  we 
are  not  to  garble  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and  to  consider  each  point 
in  it,  as  if  the  jury  had  been  instantly  sent  from  the  bar,  and 
had  found  a  verdict  accordingly;  but  we  are  to  take  the  whole 
matter  therein  stated  together;  and  taking  this  latter  piece  of 
testimony  with  the  former,  and  considering  that  from  the  last 
item  in  the  account  to  the  day  of  the  emanation  of  the  writ 
was  exactly  one  month  only  over  five  years;  and  that  the  tes- 
tator lived  twelve  months,  or  near  it,  after  the  date  of  that 
item,  the  jury  might  well  presume  that  entry  in  the  testator's  own 
books  to  have  been  made  within  the  five  years,  and  were  war- 
ranted also  in  presuming  such  an  entry  as  an  assent  to  the  jus- 
tice of  the  account,  and  a  direction  to  his  executors  to  pay  it. 
For  jurors  are  not  bound  to  draw  strict  conclusions  only  from 
facts,  but  may  and  ought  to  draw  such  legal  conclusions  from 
them  as  may  contribute  to  the  advancement  of  justice*  Taking, 
then,  this  last  piece  of  testimony  with  what  had  preceded,  and 
considering  the  jury  as  acting  under  the  court's  instruction* 
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upon  the  whole  evidence  together,  and  not  piecemeal,  I  incline 
to  think  the  objection,  which  would  otherwise  have  been  fatal, 
is  cured. 

3.  The  third  exception  to  the  court's  opinion  is,  because  they 
did  not  strike  out  every  item  in  the  account,  the  date  of  which 
was  five  years  previous  to  the  testator's  death,  pursuant  to  the 
act  of  1792,  c.  92,  s.  56.  But  that  clause  relates  to  open  ac- 
counts only.  It  was  a  necessary  and  proper  provision  to  guard 
against  the  numerous  claims  which  have  heretofore  been  brought 
against  the  estate  of  persons  deceased,  upon  such  accounts. 
But  here  was  evidence  of  an  actual  settlement  between  the 
parties  within  one  year  before  his  death.  I,  therefore,  think 
the  court  very  properly  rejected  the  motion;  and,  upon  the 
whole,  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  was  substantially 
light.  Consequently,  that  the  district  court  erred  in  reversing 
it,  and  for  that  cause  the  judgment  of  reversal  ought  itself  to 
be  reversed,  and  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  affirmed. 
The  last  judgment  ox  the  district  court  is  unnecessary,  under 
this  view  of  the  subject,  to  be  discussed. 

Boahs,  J.  The  issue  joined  in  this  cause  being  upon  the  plea 
of  non-assumpsit  by  the  testator  within  five  years,  the  admission 
of  Gholson's  testimony  proving  repeated  promises  by  the  exec- 
utor in  the  years  1788  and  1789,  in  order  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  statute,  was  clearly  erroneous.  On  this  ground  alone 
the  judgment  of  the  district  court  must  be  reversed,  and  it  is 
unnecessary  to  decide  absolutely  upon  the  other  points  made 
by  the  bill  of  exceptions  in  the  district  court.  I  will,  however, 
state  my  present  impressions  respecting  them. 

With  respect  to  the  letter  of  Fisher  and  the  deposition  of 
Campbell,  I  am  not  prepared  at  present  to  say  that  they  were 
not  admissible  under  the  fifth  count  in  the  declaration,  the  tn- 
simul  computassent.  The  cause  of  action  arose  independently 
of  the  reference  to  Campbell  and  Wheeler,  and  that  reference 
was  only  to  adjust  a  disputed  item.  The  parties  accounted 
together  in  relation  to  that  item,  but  in  so  doing,  they  agreed 
to  call  in  thjjrd  persons  to  state  the  account  between  them.  On 
the  authority  of  a  passage  in  Buller,  129, 1  think  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  both  the  parties  should  personally  account  together 
in  order  to  maintain  this  action;  but  the  evidence  in  this  case 
shows  that  both  parties  were,  at  times,  present  at  the  settle- 
ment, and  that  Daniel  Fisher  appeared  satisfied  therewith* 
'  There  can  be  no  pretense  that  the  defendants  could  have  been 
surprised  with  this  evidence,  because,  as  well  the  account  ex- 
Am.  Dbc.  Vol.  Hi— 39 
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hibited  in  the  county  court  as  that  exhibited  in  the  district 
court,  refers  to  the  item  in  question  as  having  been  settled  bj 
Campbell;  and  it  was  also  proved  in  the  trial  in  the  county  court 
that  an  account  exactly  corresponding  therewith  was  stated  on 
the  books  of  the  testator.  The  defendants  were,  therefore, 
sufficiently  apprised  that  this  testimony  would  be  exhibited. 

With  respect  to  the  last  point  made  in  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
respecting  the  expunging  of  all  items  of  more  than  five  years' 
standing  before  the  testator's  death,  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Oaskins  v.  The  Commonwealth,  1  Call, 
194,  would  warrant  its  being  done  in  the  case  before  us.  That 
limitation  of  the  time  had  run  out  in  relation  to  many  of  the 
items  in  the  account  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  where- 
as, before  the  passage  of  the  act,  it  depended  on  the  will  of  the 
defendant  to  plead  the  statute  (a  defense  often  not  resorted  to), 
it  became,  after  this  act  was  passed,  imperiously  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  expunge  the  items.  This  would  seem  to  affect  the  ex- 
isting rights  of  the  plaintiff,  and  perhaps  bring  this  case  with- 
in the  reason  of  the  decision  in  Elliott's  executor  v.  LyeU,  3  Call, 
268;  upon  this  point,  however,  I  have  formed  no  conclusive 
opinion. 

The  county  court  also  erred  in  their  judgment.  In  the 
trial  there,  the  defendant  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury, 
that  as  the  writ  bore  date  the  tenth  of  February,  1799,  and  as 
no  assumption  by  Daniel  Fisher  was  proven  after  the  settle- 
ment by  Campbell  (which  was  before  the  first  of  January,  1794), 
the  demand  was  barred  by  the  act  of  limitations;  but  the  court 
instructed  the  jury,  on  the  contrary,  that,  from  the  whole  testi- 
mony before  them,  the  demand  was  not  barred. 

There  was  no  testimony  before  them  which  warranted  such 
an  opinion.  The  plaintiffs,  it  is  true,  proved  that  after  the  tes- 
tator's death,  his  books  were  compared  with  the  account  and 
found  to  correspond,  and  this  is  stated  (together  with  other  evi- 
dence not  pertinent  to  this  point),  to  be  all  the  testimony  exhib- 
ited in  the  cause,  but  this  last  testimony  certainly  does  not 
prove  an.  assumption  by  the  testator  within  five  years  from  the 
time  of  suing  the  writ,  unless  the  plaintiffs  had  further  proved 
that  this  entry  was  made  within  the  limitation  aforesaid.  It 
may  have  been  made,  for  anything  that  appears,  more  than  five 
years  before  the  suing  of  the  writ;  and,  if  the  fact  be  otherwise, 
it  is  the  fault  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  did  not  show  it.  Bat  ou 
the  contrary,  the  court  has  admitted  that  no  assumption  was 
proven  after  the  settlement  by  Campbell.    It  was  proved  in  the 
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trial  before  the  district  court,  that  the  testator  had  died  more  than 
five  years  before  the  date  of  the  writ,  viz:  in  January,  1794.  It  is 
true,  that  in  the  trial  before  the  county  court,  whose  judgment 
I  am  now  examining,  it  is  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that 
this  death  was  proved  to  have  taken  place  in  December,  1794, 
or  January,  1795;  but  this  may  possibly  be  a  mistake,  and  may 
have  arisen  from  the  probate  of  Daniel  Fisher's  will  having 
been  previously  shown  to  have  taken  place  at  the  last  mentioned 
period,  viz:  in  January,  1795.  This  is  the  only  ground  where- 
on to  reconcile  the  conflicting  opinions  of  the  two  courts  as  to 
the  point  in  question.  But  be  this  matter  as  it  may,  if  the  en- 
try in  the  testator's  books  is  relied  on  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute,  that  entry  should  have  been  shown  to  have  been  made 
or  acknowledged  within  five  years  before  the  date  of  the 
writ. 

It  is  said  that  the  jury  should  have  been  permitted  to  infer 
an  assumption  within  five  years,  from  the  mere  existence  of  the 
entry  in  Daniel  Fisher's  books.  While  this  position  is  not 
admitted,  because  the  jury  ought  to  have  had  some  evidence 
of  an  assumption  within  five  years,  the  county  court  certainly 
erred  in  undertaking  to  say  and  instruct  the  jury  that,  from 
this  or  any  other  evidence  in  the  cause,  the  demand  was  not 
barred.  My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  both  judgments  be  re- 
versed. 

Fleming,  J.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  I  think,  that  the  dis- 
trict court  erred  in  permitting  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  to 
prove  an  assumpsit  of  the  executor  in  an  action  founded  on  the 
assumpsit  of  his  testatator,  the  assumpsit  of  the  former  being  no 
part  of  the  issue  between  the  parties.  This  seems  sufficient 
error  of  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  district  court. 

With  respect  to  the  judgment  of  the  county  court,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  fifth  count  in  the  declaration  is  well  supported 
in  the  evidence,  and,  therefore,  the  objection  of  the  defendant's 
counsel,  that  the  testimony  did  not  maintain  a  single  count,  is 
unfounded;  nor  did  the  court  err  in  refusing  to  expunge  every 
item  in  the  account  of  more  than  five  years'  standing,  because 
the  testator,  not  long  before  his  death,  by  his  letter  of  the  six- 
teenth of  November,  1793,  acknowledged  that  he  had  settled 
his  accounts  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  complained  of  no  article, 
except  that  he  thought  himself  overcharged  with  the  board  and 
other  expenses  of  his  son,  John  Fisher,  who  had  lived  in  the 
store  of  plaintiffs,  which  he  submitted  to  the  arbitrament  of 
Messrs.  Campbell  and  Wheeler,  or  their  umpire.    But  it  ap- 
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pears  to  me  that  the  county  court  erred  in  haying  instructed 
the  jury  that  "  from  the  whole  testimony  before  them,  the  de- 
mand of  the  plaintiffs  was  not  barred  by  the  act  of  limitations,0 
which  I  conceive  to  have  been  an  improper  interference  and  an 
infringement  on  the  privileges  of  the  jury,  whose  right  it  was  to 
judge  of  the  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  adduced 
to  establish  any  fact  or  facts  in  issue  before  them,  the  province 
of  the  court  being  to  see  that  all  proper  evidence  offered,  and 
none  other,  be  submitted  to  their  consideration,  without  saying 
what  effect  such  evidence  ought  to  have  in  the  cause. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  is  erroneous,  in  permitting  the  deposition  of  John  Gholson 
to  go  as  evidence  to  the  jury  to  prove  an  assumpsit  of  John 
Fisher,  one  of  the  executors  of  Daniel  Fisher,  because  an  as- 
sumpsit of  an  executor  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  on  the  trial 
of  an  issue  on  the  assumpsit  of  his  testator  within  five  years. 

The  judgment  is,  therefore,  to  be  reversed  and  annulled,  and 
this  court,  proceeding  to  give  such  judgment  as  the  said  dis- 
trict court  ought  to  have  given,  a  majority  of  the  court  is  of 
opinion  that  the  county  court  erred  in  instructing  the  jury  that 
"  from  the  whole  testimony  before  them,  the  demand  of  the  ap- 
pellees was  not  barred  by  the  act  of  limitations/9  as  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  evidence  ought  to  have  been  left  wholly  to  the 
consideration  of  the  jury. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  also  to  be  reversed  with 
costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  said  district  court  for  a 
new  trial  to  be  had  therein,  with  directions  that  no  instruction 
is  to  be  given  to  the  jury,  on  such  trial,  respecting  the  suf- 
ficiency or  insufficiency  of  the  evidence. 

On  the  point  of  the  sufficiency  of  evidence  being  a  question  forth©  jury, 
the  case  is  cited  in  Hickman  v.  Jones,  9  WalL  202. 

See  Cobham  v.  Administrators  (2  Am.  Dec.  612),  as  to  promise  made  by 
administrator. 


Woodson  v.  Barrett. 

p  Hmxo  h  Muxtobd,  80.] 

Bond  for  Gaming  Consideration  Void.— The  assignee  of  a  bond  given 
for  a  gaming  consideration  cannot  recover,  although  the  assignment 
was  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  he  had  no  notice  of  the  origin 
of  the  bond;  unless  the  obligor  before  the  assignment  should  induce 
him  to  take  the  bond  by  a  promise  to  pay  the  money  due  thereon. 

Appeal  f  ropa  a  decree  in  chancery  dismissing  appellants'  bill, 
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praying  an  injunction.  The  bill  was  filed  to  stay  the  issuing  of 
an  execution  upon  a  judgment  recovered  against  the  complain- 
ant, Boyster,  a  sheriff,  for  the  defective  levy  of  an  execution 
upon  lands  of  Woodson,  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  obtained  by 
Barrett  &  Co.,  as  assignees  of  a  certain  bond,  which  complain* 
ants  allege  was  void,  being  given  for  a  gaming  consideration. 
The  facts  relating  to  this  bond  appear  from  the  opinion. 

Wickham  and  Randolph,  for  the  appellants. 

Copeland,  for  the  respondents. 

Tucker,  J.  The  bill  states,  that  in  1788,  Miller  gamed  with 
the  appellant  Woodson,  and  won  of  him  one  thousand  four 
hundred  pounds  in  officers'  certificates;  that  Jouitt  had  won 
about  the  same  sum  of  Miller;  that  Miller  requested  Woodson 
to  pay  Jouitt  the  one  thousand  four  hundred  pounds,  and  that 
Woodson  gave  his  bond  to  Jouitt  for  that  sum,  Jouitt  at  the 
time  knowing  that  it  was  for  this  gaming  debt.  This  bond  was 
afterwards  assigned  to  Barrett  &  Co.,  who  say  they  had  no  in- 
formation that  the  bond  was  for  gaming  at  the  time  of  the  as- 
signment, nor  does  Barrett,  who  alone  answers,  admit  that  it 
was  founded  on  a  gaming  consideration.  The  proof  that  it 
was,  'is  very  abundant. 

The  question  upon  this  case  is,  whether  the  assignee  of  a 
bond  given  for  money  won  at  gaming,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, without  notice  of  the  nature  of  the  debt,  is  barred  from 
recovering  the  money,  by  the  act  to  prevent  unlawful  gaming. 

By  the  acts  of  1748,  c.  25,  and  October,  1779,  c.  42,  all  prom- 
ises, agreements,  notes,  bills,  bonds,  or  other  contracts,  judg- 
ments, mortgages,  or  other  securities  or  conveyances  what- 
soever, where  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  consideration  shall 
be  for  money,  or  other  valuable  thing  whatsoever,  won  at  gam- 
ing, or  for  the  repayment  of  money  lent  to  game  with,  shall  be 
utterly  void,  frustrate,  and  of  no  effect,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses whatsoever. 

It  may  not  be  amiss  to  observe,  that  although  our  statute  is 
generally  supposed  to  be  a  transcript  from  the  statute  of  9  of 
Anne  against  gaming,  yet  there  is  a  material  difference  between 
them  in  the  insertion  of  the  word  contracts,  in  our  law,  which 
was  omitted  in  the  statute  of  Anne.  It  was  upon  the  omission 
of  that  word  in  the  statute,  that  the  judgment  in  Robinson  v. 
Bland,  2  Burr.  1077,  and  1  W.  Bl.  234,  256,  proceeded.  But. 
even  in  that  case,  the  court  held  that  the  bill  of  exchange  which 
Sir  John  Bland  drew  upon  himself  in  France,  payable  at  ten 
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days'  Bight  in  England,  was  a  void  security,  and  no  recovery 
could  be  had  upon  it  against  his  administrator,  he  dying  in 
France,  without  returning.    In  the  case  of  Bowyer  v.  Bampton, 
2  Strange,  1155,  it  was  decided,  that  the  innocent  indorsee  of 
a   gaming   note  cannot  recover    against    the  drawer.     And 
the  same  decision  was  made  as  to  the  innocent  indorsee  of  a 
bill  of  exchange  drawn  for  money  won  at  gaming,  in  Lowe  v. 
Waller 9  Douglas,  713.    The  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Ravodcn  v. 
Shadwell,  Ambler,  269,  and  Bones  v.  Booth,  2  W.  Bl.  1226,  pro- 
ceed upon  the  same  principle,  that  the  security  is  absolutely 
void.    Now,  where  any  instrument  is  absolutely  void  in  its 
creation,  it  cannot,  I  conceive,  be  made  valid  by  any  subsequent 
transaction  immediately  arising  out  of  it    It  is  not  like  a 
security  given  by  an  infant,  which  is  only  voidable;  for  that 
may  be  revived  by  a  promise  after  he  comes  of  age.    In  the 
cases  of  Buckner  v.  Smith  (1  Am.  Dec.  463),  Hoomes  v.  Smock, 
1  Wash.  299  and  389,  this  court  relied  on  particular  circum- 
stances in  the  conduct  of  the  defendants  respectively,  which 
distinguished  those  cases  from  the  general  principle  settled  in 
those  I  have  before  cited.    There  are  no  such  circumstances  in 
this.    The  naked  question  is,  whether  the  mere  want  of  notice 
that  a  bond  or  other  security  was  given  for  money  won  at  gam- 
ing, will  entitle  the  assignee  without  notice  to  recover  in  an 
action  brought  upon  a  bond.    I  am  of  opinion  that  it  will  not, 
and  I  conceive  that  a  contrary  decision  would  be  tantamount 
to  a  declaration  that  the  statute  against  gaming  was  of  no  force 
or  obligation  whatsoever.    Those  who  deal  in  bonds,  if  thus 
given,  or  who  allow  a  valuable  consideration  for  them  to  per* 
sons,  with  whom  or  whose  circumstances  they  are  unacquainted, 
ought  to  be  well  assured  that  they  are  such  as  are  not  illegal.  ■ 
If  they  take  them  upon  the  credit  of  the  assignor,  they  may 
have  their  remedy  against  him,  if  they  have  given  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  the  money  is  not  recovered.    The  circula- 
tion of  gaming  bonds  is  an  evil  no  less  to  be  discountenanced 
than  the  giving  of  them.    And  no  means  are  more  likely  to 
prevent  the  giving  of  them  than  to  put  an  effectual  stop  to 
their  circulation.    I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  decree 
of  the  chancellor  ought  to  be  reversed,  and  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion awarded,  as  to  both  judgments;  for  the  first  against  Wood- 
son being  void,  no  damages  can  be  given  against  the  sheriff  for 
any  errors  he  might  have  committed  in  levying  the  execution 
founded  thereupon. 
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Boahe,  J.,  said  it  was  a  plain  case;  and  that,  in  his  opinion, 
there  was  less  reason  for  taking  it  out  of  the  statutes  against 
gaming,  than  appeared  in  the  cases  cited  from  Washington. 

Fleming,  J.,  concurring,  the  decree  was  reversed,  and  injunc- 
tion made  perpetual. 


Turptn,  Administrator,  v.  Thomas. 

[9  Huon  &  MunOBD,  180.J 

Relief  in  Equity  against  Judgment  at  Law.— A  court  of  equity 
cannot  relieve  against  a  judgment  at  law,  merely  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  erroneous,  and  though  the  plaintiff  at  law  was  not  entitled  to 
recover,  or  not  entitled  in  that  form  of  action,  and  the  judgment  was 
obtained  by  default.  To  grant  relief  in  such  cases,  there  must  be  some 
suggestion  of  fraud  or  surprise,  or  some  good  reason  assigned  for  the 
failure  to  make  a  defense  at  law. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  superior  court  of  chancery,  dis- 
missing appellant's  bill.    The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Randolph,  for  the  appellant. 

Hay,  for  the  respondent. 

Tuokeb,  J.  This  cause  haying  abated  by  the  death  of  one  of 
the  parties,  was  revived,  by  consent,  last  term,  against  the 
representatives  of  the  party  deceased,  without  naming  them. 
The  cause  was  now  called  for  hearing,  no  person  having  been 
made  defendant  by  name,  in  consequence  of  that  order.  I  was 
of  opinion  we  ought  not  to  proceed  to  a  hearing  of  the  cause 
until  the  parties  were  before  the  court  by  name.  Judge  Boane 
cited  Southal  v.  McKeand,  1  Wash.  839,  which  appeared  to  me 
to  be  in  favor  of  my  idea.  He  seemed  to  think  the  trial  might 
proceed.  Judge  Fleming  concurring  in  opinion  with  me,  an- 
other cause  was  called.  But  Mr.  Hay  afterwards  suggested 
that  there  was  a  Mr.  Thomas,  who  was  either  executor  or  ad* 
ininistrator.  The  cause  was  opened;  but  the  court  seemed  to 
agree  that  in  future  no  cause  should  be  considered  as'  revived 
until  some  person  should  be  named  as  a  party  representing  the 
party  deceased. 

The  case  appears  to  be  this:  One  W.  C.  Hill,  in  May,  1772, 
or  1778,  being  a  deputy  sheriff  in  the  county  of  Cumberland, 
for  James,  the  appellant's  intestate,  who  seems  in  his  bill  to 
admit  that  he  was  then  high  sheriff  of  that  county,  subscribed 
a  paper,  headed  thus:  "  Sheriff  of  Cumberland,  Jesse  Thomas's 
ticket  list,"  to  which  he  subjoined  a  receipt  as  follows:  Received 
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tickets  agreeable  to  the  above  list,  which  I  promise  to  collect, 
or  return  according  to  law.  W.  0.  Hill,  D.  Sheriff,"  without 
Baying  for  whom.  On  the  twenty-fifth  or  twenty-sixth  of  July, 
1785,  Thomas  obtained  a  judgment  without  opposition,  on  mo- 
tion, against  James,  the  high  sheriff,  for  the  amount  of  these 
tickets.  After  which,  James  moved  for  judgment  against  Hill, 
his  deputy;  but  his  motion  was  overruled,  because,  as  he  al- 
leges in  his  bill,  it  appeared  to  the  court  that  the  receipt  had 
been  discharged  by  Hill  himself,  Thomas,  though  not  a  party, 
being  present  and  cross-examining  the  witnesses.  Of  this  last 
circumstance,  there  is  no  proof,  that  I  have  discovered,  in  the 
record.  James,  in  the  year  1797,  obtained  an  injunction  to  a 
judgment  upon  a  writ  of  scire  facias  sued  out  by  Thomas  upon 
the  first  judgment,  and  upon  the  hearing  the  chancellor  dis- 
missed the  bill,  with  costs,  upon  which  James  appealed  to  this 
court. 

That  the  judgment  against  James  was  erroneous,  and  might 
have  been  reversed  at  law,  appears  sufficiently  clear  to  me  from 
the  circumstances.  The  fee  bill,  L.  V.  1746,  c.  1,  was  a  tem- 
porary act.  It  had  been  twice  continued  before  James  was  high 
sheriff.  It  expired  in  May,  1774,  was  revived  and  continued  in 
October,  1777,  and  October,  1778,  when  it  again  expired,  and 
was  again  revived  in  October,  1782,  and  continued  for  two 
years,  when  it  expired,  and  was  again  revived  in  October,  1786: 
L.  V.  1746,  c.  88.  The  judgment  obtained  by  Thomas  was  in 
the  interval  between  the  last  mentioned  expiration  and  the  re- 
vival thereof;  consequently,  the  remedy  by  motion  did  not  exist 
at  that  time,  even  if  the  judgment  were  right  upon  the  merits. 

A  second  reason  why  the  judgment  as  against  James  was 
erroneous,  and  might  have  been  reversed  at  law,  appears  to  me 
to  be  this:  The  sheriff  is  not  bound  by  law  to  collect  the  fees 
which  may  be  due  to  his  predecessor  in  the  same  county;  the 
law  obliges  him  to  collect  the  fees  due  to  surveyors,  clerks,  and 
to  the  sheriffs  of  other  counties,  but  makes  no  such  provision 
in  favor  of  preceding  sheriffs  of  the  same  county,  who  were  au- 
thorised, by  the  twelfth  section  of  the  act,  to  collect  and  dis- 
train for  their  own  fees,  as  well  as  for  those  due  to  sheriffs  of 
other  counties.  Of  course,  James,  as  high  sheriff,  not  being 
bound  in  duty  to  collect  the  fees  due  to  his  predecessor,  in  vir- 
tue of  his  office  as  sheriff,  the  undertaking  of  his  deputy  to  col- 
lect them  was  not  an  official  act,  but  a  mere  personal  under- 
taking, for  which  James  was  in  no  manner  whatsoever  liable. 
The  judgment  consequently  was  erroneous  upon  this  ground 
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also.  But  instead  of  appealing  from  that  judgment  to  a  court 
of  law,  or  applying  for  a  writ  of  error,  or  of  supersedeas  to  re- 
Terse  that  judgment,  he  has  obtained  an  injunction  from  the 
chancellor,  I  presume,  upon  the  usual  terms  of  releasing  errors. 
This  brings  the  case  precisely  to  that  of  Branch  v.  Burnley,  1 
Call,  147,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  appellant,  under 
these  circumstances,  is  entitled  to  the  relief  that  is  sought. 

The  only  grounds  upon  which  one  man  can  be  bound  to 
answer  for  the  undertaking  and  default  of  another,  is  where  he 
has  expressly  bound  himself  to  do  so,  or  where  the  law,  by  rea- 
son of  some  official  connection  or  other  relationship  between 
them,  so  far  identifies  them  together,  as  to  consider  the  act  of 
the  inferior  as  the  act  of  the  superior.  This  is  the  case  with 
sheriffs  and  their  deputies  in  every  instance  where  the  law  im- 
poses a  duty  upon  the  sheriff,  virtuie  officii;  but,  where  the  law 
does  not  impose  a  duty,  in  that  manner,  the  sheriff  and  his 
deputy  are  distinct  persons,  and  the  high  sheriff  is  no  more 
responsible  for  the  acts  or  undertakings  of  his  deputy,  than  for 
those  of  any  other  person  whatsoever.  I  have  already  stated 
that  this  was  a  mere  personal  undertaking  of  Hill's,  and  not 
an  official  one,  by  which  his  superior  was  bound.  The  judg- 
ment is  therefore  against  equity  as  well  as  against  law.  This, 
I  apprehend,  distinguishes  it  very  materially  from  the  case  pre- 
sented by  the  bill  of  John  Whiting  v.  Maupin,  1  Call,  221, 
where  Whiting  wished  to  avail  himself  of  the  circumstance  of 
his  not  having  signed  the  replevy  bond,  upon  which,  as  I  under- 
stand the  case,  judgment  had  been  obtained  against  him;  the 
court  said,  if  he  was  not  bound  at  law,  his  not  having  signed 
the  bond  was  a  legal  defense  of  which  he  should  have  availed 
himself  upon  a  motion  for  a  judgment  on  the  bond,  and  not 
have  resorted  for  relief,  on  that  ground,  to  a  court  of  equity, 
where  the  case  is  to  be  decided  upon  its  real  justice,  and  not  on 
the  omission  of  strict  legal  ceremonies.  In  that  case  the  plaintiff 
had  not  indeed  signed  the  bond;  but,  on  its  being  shown  to  him 
with  his  name  thereto,  said  he  supposed  he  must  be  his  father's 
security,  and  acknowledged  it.  This  court  said  that,  upon  that 
view  of  the  case,  Whiting  had  no  pretense  of  equity,  and  dis- 
solved the  injunction.  It  is  also,  I  think,  distinguishable  from 
the  case  of  Terrell  v.  Dick,  1  Call,  546,  in  this,  that  no  defense 
was  made;  whereas,  in  that  case,  the  question  of  law  was  fully 
argued  at  the  trial,  and  no  steps  were  taken  to  cany  the  cause 
before  an  appellate  court  of  law.  In  this  case,  the  complain- 
ant seems  to  be  wholly  ignorant  that  he  was  neither  bound  at 
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law  nor  in  equity,  for  the  acts  of  Hill,  in  this  particular  in- 
stance. He  supposed  himself  bound  thereby,  and  made  no 
defense  at  law;  nor  does  he  even  suggest  this  in  his  bill,  as  a 
ground  for  relief  in  equity.  Under  these  circumstances,  I 
strongly  incline  to  think  that  this  case  differs  materially  from 
any  of  those  in  which  relief  has  been  refused  in  equity.  But 
as  a  majority  of  the  court  is  of  a  different  opinion,  and  as  I 
concur  perfectly  in  the  grounds  upon  wbich  former  decisions 
upon  this  question  have  been  made,  I  shall  acquiesce  in  their 
opinion  without  further  observation. 

Boane,  J.  Whether  James,  the  high  sheriff,  was  liable  to  the 
judgment  of  the  appellee  for  the  fees  in  question;  or  liable  in 
that  particular  form  of  action,  is  a  question  completely  and  em- 
phatically legal.  If  determined  erroneously,  that  decision  must 
still  bind,  until  duly  reversed  by  a  court  of  law;  and  a  court  of 
equity  cannot  relieve  against  the  judgment  on  the  mere  ground 
of  this  error.  It  is  a  question  which  is  not  cognizable  by  that 
tribunal.  It  cannot  do  this,  however  palpable  it  may  conceive 
the  error  to  be;  for  if  its  jurisdiction  is  admitted  in  plain  cases, 
it  will  go  on  to  adjudge  what  cases  are  plain,  and  the  functions 
of  the  appellate  court  of  law  will  be  entirely  superseded.  It  is 
believed,  that  no  difference  exists  in  this  respect  between  a 
judgment  suffered  by  default,  and  one  obtained  upon  a  verdict. 

The  doctrine  just  mentioned  was  fully  settled  by  this  court, 
*  upon  argument,  and  a  full  consideration  of  all  the  preceding 
cases,  in  the  case  of  Terrell  v.  Dick,  1  Call,  546.  In  that  case, 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  chancery  was  disclaimed,  under  strong 
circumstances,  rather  than  (in  the  language  of  the  President) 
"  to  fix  a  precedent  wholly  destructive  of  all  distinction  in  the 
common  law  and  .chancery  jurisdiction/' 

Considering  the  natural  and  progressive  tendency  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  chancery  to  encroach  upon  that  of  the  com- 
mon law  courts,  and  thus  not  only  to  lose  the  advantages  of 
jury  trial  and  viva  voce  examination,  but  also  to.give  a  man  the 
benefit  of  his  own  testimony,  that  jurisdiction,  however  salu- 
tary and  valuable,  should  not  be  extended  to  the  overthrow  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  common  law;  nor  ought  the 
land-marks  established  by  this  court,  in  relation  to  this  subject, 
lightly  to  be  departed  from. 

Upon  this  ground  of  error,  then,  the  appellant  is  not  entitled 
to  relief;  but,  indeed,  he  has  not  himself  taken  this  ground  in  his 
bill,  but  has  merely  charged  therein,  that  the  money  recovered 
against  him  had  been  previously  paid.     I  may  here  ask  why 
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this  defense  was  not  used  at  law;  it  being  a  clear  principle,  that 
discount  shall  not  (without  assigning  some  reason)  be  first  set 
up  in  equity?  The  case  of  the  appellant  is,  therefore,  incom- 
plete in  this  respect.  But,  waiving  that  objection,  the  answer 
of  the  defendant  has  expressly  denied  the  payment,  and  that 
answer  is  powerfully  supported  by  the  testimony  of  Theodorick 
Scruggs.  Scruggs  states,  that  Hill,  after  the  time  mentioned 
by  Flippen  and  Oarrington,  admitted  that  he  had  not  paid  the 
money  due  for  the  tickets,  but  said  that  James  "  had  taken  and 
collected  the  tickets,  and  ought  to  pay  for  them."  If  this  be 
the  fact,  certainly  the  judgment  cannot  be  said  to  be  inequita- 
ble. This  answer  and  deposition,  therefore,  entirely  outweigh 
the  testimony  of  Flippen  and  Carrington  (upon  which  the  county 
court  probably  went  in  the  case  of  the  motion  against  Hill),  but 
that  testimony  taken  singly,  is,  at  least,  equivocal  and  inconclu- 
sive, whereas  that  of  the  answer  and  of  Scruggs  is  positive  and 
affirmative.  This  latter  testimony  must  therefore  prevail;  and, 
on  the  merits,  the  judgment  of  the  appellee  ought  not  to  be  en- 
joined. The  appellee  ought  not  to  be  at  all  affected  by  the 
decision  in  the  county  court,  in  the  case  of  James  v.  Sill,  as  he 
was  no  party  to  that  controversy;  although  (happening  to  be 
present)  he  may  have  interfered  in  cross-examining  the  wit- 
nesses. He  is  not  to  be  estopped  by  that  decision,  unless,  like 
other  parties,  he  had  had  a  full,  fair  and  previous  opportunity 
to  meet  the  question  in  controversy. 

As  to  the  lapse  of  time  prior  to  1785,  it  is  accounted  for  by 
the  existence  of  paper  money,  and  the  revolutionary  war.  The 
delay  afterwards  is  ascribed  by  the  appellee  to  the  existence  of 
the  appeal,  to  his  infirmities,  and  the  death  of  the  complainant. 
As  to  these,  we  have  no  certain  data  (which,  if  they  would  help 
his  case,  ought  to  have  been  furnished  by  the  appellant)  from 
which  to  infer  that  the  delay  evinces  that  the  present  claim  is 
unconscionable.  The  same  remark  applies  to  the  insinuation 
that  the  appellee  had  lain  by  until  the  death  of  Hill,  with  the 
view  of  taking  advantage  of  that  circumstance;  the  record  being 
wholly  silent  as  to  the  time  of  this  death. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  decree  be  affirmed. 

Fleming,  J.  The  case  of  Terrell  v.  Dick,  in  this  court,  1  Call, 
646,  seems  to  have  settled  the  principle,  that  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  interfere  in  a  case  purely  of  a  legal  nature,  on  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  at  law  was  erroneous,  where  neither 
fraud  nor  surprise  is  suggested,  nor  any  adventitious  circum- 
stance had  arisen.    In  the  case  before  us,  James,  the  intestate 
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of  the  appellant,  though  he  had  due  notice  of  the  intended  mo* 
tion  of  Thomas,  failed  to  appear  and  avail  himself  of  the  law 
that  seemed  then  to  be  in  his  favor,  and,  without  any  defense, 
suffered  a  judgment  to  pass  against  him,  contenting  himself,  as 
he  states  in  his  bill,  that  he  would  have  recourse  against  Hill, 
his  undersheriff,  not  knowing  but  he  was  really  in  arrear  to 
Thomas,  on  account  of  the  receipt  he  had  previously  given  him 
for  sheriff's  fees.  But  his  motion  against  Hill  and  his  securities, 
made  at  a  subsequent  day,  was  overruled,  the  court  stating  that 
the  receipt  aforesaid  was  discharged  by  the  said  Hill.  And 
whatever  injury  James,  the  appellant's  intestate,  may  have  sus- 
tained, it  seems  to  have  arisen  from  his  own  inattention  and 
negligence;  and  were  this  court,  as  a  court  of  equity,  to  interfere, 
it  might  tend  to  fix  a  dangerous  precedent,  destructive  of  a 
proper  distinction  between  the  common  law  and  chancery  juris- 
diction. Upon  this  ground,  without  considering  the  merits  of 
the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decree  ought  to  be  affirmed* 

By  the  whole  court  (absent  Judge  Ltohs),  the  decree  of  the 
superior  court  of  chancery  affirmed* 


Nelson  v.  Matthews. 

(ft  Hmro  k  Modtobd,  164.] 

QujumTT  or  Land  Sold  Deficient— Relief,— A  vendor  who  con- 
vey* a  tract  of  land  with  a  general  warranty,  as  containing  an 
intimated  quantity,  more  or  leas,  when  his  own  title  papers  were  tor 
less  than  such  specified  quantity,  is  bound  to  make  good  the  difference 
to  the  purchaser.  But  a  deficiency  of  eight  acres  in  a  tract  of  five  hun- 
dred and  fifty-two  acres,  is  no  more  than  a  purchaser  who  buys  for 
more  or  less  may  reasonably  expect. 

Deficiency— Measubb  of  Damages.— Where  land  is  sold  with  war- 
ranty, and  there  is  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity,  the  purchaser  is  en- 
titled to  compensation  for  such  deficiency,  the  value  being  estimated 
at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and  not  at  the  time  when  the  deficiency 
was  discovered. 

SAME.— If  several  adjoining  tracts  of  land  be  sold  for  a  gross  sum,  and  no 
specification  be  made  at  the  time  of  the  contract  of  the  quality  or 
separate  value  of  each  parcel,  and  there  be  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity 
of  each  tract,  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to  compensation  for  the 
deficiency,  according  to  the  average  value  of  the  whole  tract,  and  not 
of  the  several  tracts  taken  separately. 

Appeal  from  the  superior  court  of  chancery.    The  facts  are 
stated  in  the  opinion. 
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Wickham,  for  the  appellant. 
Call,  for  the  respondents. 

Tucxra,  J.  Nelson,  who  was  at  that  time  a  resident  of  Rich* 
mond,  purchased  of  Matthews  a  tract  of  land  in  Augusta  county, 
said  by  him  to  contain  five  hundred  and  seventy-two  acres, 
which  he  held  by  deed;  with  a  valuable  mill  and  other  improve- 
ments thereon,  together  with  two  surveys  adjoining  the  former 
tract,  the  quantity  not  known  at  the  time  of  the  bargain,  but 
supposed  to  contain  about  two  hundred  acres.  A  deficiency  in 
all  three  of  these  tracts  being  suggested  by  Nelson,  who  brought 
a  bill  in  chancery  to  be  relieved  from  a  judgment  obtained  on 
one  of  the  bonds  given  by  him  for  the  purchase-money,  the 
chancellor  directed  a  survey;  and  also  an  estimate  of  the  value 
of  the  two  small  surveys,  as  connected  with,  and  as  an  append- 
age to,  the  larger  tract  on  the  day  of  the  bargain,  and  also  on 
the  day  the  money  became  due  upon  the  bond.  The  commis- 
sioners made  a  special  report,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the 
larger  tract  contained  only  five  hundred  and  forty-four  acres, 
and  that  the  conveyance  for  the  same  from  R.  Lockhart  to 
Sampson  and  George  Matthews,  was  for  five  hundred  and  fifty- 
two  acres  only;  that  one  of  the  small  surveys  for  forty-four 
acres  was  entirely  lost;  and  that  fifty-one  acres  of  the  other 
small  survey  were  in  fact  comprehended  within  the  lines  of  the 
large  tract.  They  then  report  the  average  value  of  each  parcel 
on  the  days  before  mentioned,  together  with  their  opinion  as  to 
the  relative  value  of  the  small  tracts  as  an  appendage  to  the 
large  one.  The  chancellor  pronounced  a  decree  that  Nelson 
was  entitled  to  a  discount  for  twenty  acres,  the  difference  be- 
tween the  quantity  expressed  in  Lockhart's  deed  to  Matthews 
and  in  that  of  Matthews  to  Nelson;  but  not  for  the  deficiency  of 
eight,  such  deficiency  not  being  more  than  a  purchaser  in  gross 
might  reasonably  expect;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  further  en- 
titled to  a  discount  for  the  value  of  the  forty-four  acres,  and 
fifty-one  acres,  which  ought  to  be  fixed  according  to  the  value 
at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and  not  at  any  subsequent  period, 
and  according  to  their  real  and  not  their  relative  value;  with 
some  further  discounts  not  contested  in  this  court. 

If  the  quantity  in  each  separate  tract  had  been  exactly  that 
which,  the  parties  supposed  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and  the 
real  value  of  each  tract,  respectively,  had  at  that  time  corre- 
sponded with  the  valuation  of  the  commissioners,  the  appellant 
would  have  got  five  hundred  and  seventy-two  acres  of  the  value 
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of  six  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents  each,  forty-four  acres  of  the 
value  of  four  dollars,  and  one  hundred  and  fifty-six  acres  of  the 
value  of  two  dollars  and  twenty-five  cents  each;  amounting,  in 
the  whole,  to  four  thousand  three  hundred  and  eighty-eight 
dollars  and  fifty  cents,  the  average  value  of  which  would  be 
five  dollars  and  sixty-eight  cents  and  nearly  one-half  of  a  cent; 
at  which  rate,  I  conceive,  the  complainant  ought  to  be  allowed 
a  deduction  upon  one  hundred  and  fifteen  acres,  the  quantity 
deficient,  and  with  this  amendment,  I  think  the  decree  ought  to 
be  affirmed,  in  the  same  manner  as  was  done  in  the  case  of 
Pendleton  v.  Vandevier,  1  Wash.  389, 

It  may  not  be  amiss  to  add,  that  there  appears  to  have  beeh 
no  actual  specification  made  at  the  time  of  the  contract  of  the 
quality  or  separate  value  of  these  several  parcels  of  land,  by 
the  seller  to  the  buyer.  They  were  represented  as  adjoining 
each  other,  and  Nelson  probably  thought  the  quality  of  all  three 
the  same  in  general.  Upon  these  grounds,  I  think  the  average 
value  of  the  whole,  as  estimated  by  the  commissioners,  taken 
together,  is  the  proper  rate  at  which  the  allowance  for  the  de- 
ficiency ought  to  be  made;  that  deficiency  arising  in  part  from 
the  interlocking  of  the  smaller  tracts  with  the  larger,  as  well  as 
from  a  want  of  quantity  within  the  actual  boundaries  of  the 
lands.  If,  indeed,  there  had  been  the  full  quantity  of  the  land 
in  each  tract,  and  Nelson  had  been  evicted  of  a  part  of  it  by  a 
title  superior  to  that  of  Matthews,  the  proper  estimate  of  his 
damages  would  have  been  according  to  the  actual  value  of  the 
land  recovered,  for  then  it  might  have  been  precisely  known; 
but  it  is  impossible,  in  the  present  case,  to  ascertain  the  value 
of  the  deficiency  in  quantity,  otherwise  than  by  reference  to  the 
average  value  of  the  whole. 

I  concur  also  in  thinking  the  chancellor  perfectly  right  in 
fixing  the  value  of  the  deficiency  at  the  time  of  the  contract. 
Whereas  if  the  money  had  been  paid,  and  then  the  purchaser 
had  been  evicted  by  a  superior  title,  I  should  have  thought  the 
value  ought  to  have  been  fixed  ap  it  might  have  been  at  the 
time  of  the  eviction. 

Roane,  J.  The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  right  so  far  as  it 
considers  the  actual  value  of  the  lost  land,  and  the  time  of  the 
purchase,  as  affording  the  proper  standard  for  estimating  the 
compensation  in  this  case.  If  the  question  of  compensation 
were  now  submitted  to  a  jury  on  an  issue  of  quantum  damnifi- 
catufi,  the  actual  value  would  alone  be  regarded,  and  not  the 
value  which  may  have  been  set  upon  the  land  by  the  purchaser, 
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or  the  price  he  agreed  to  give  for  it.  So  with  respect  to  the 
time,  the  date  of  the  purchase  gives  the  rule;  the  loss  existed 
from  that  time,  and  the  value  of  that  loss  with  interest  gives  the 
true  measure  of  compensation;  unless  indeed  there  were  such 
special  circumstances  in  the  case  as  would  make  it  proper  to 
depart  from  that  criterion. 

I  differ,  however,  from  the  chancellor,  in  supposing  that  the 
average  value  of  the  land  lost  in  the  several  tracts,  taken  sepa- 
rately, gives  the  rule.  For  anything  known  to  us,  the  lands  in 
question,  although  contained  in  three  tracts,  were  considered 
as  one  tract,  and  purchased  in  gross.  This  is  the  more  proba- 
ble, because,  as  they  adjoin,  they  in  truth  do  form  but  one  tract. 
Their  being  held  by  separate  rights  makes  no  difference.  I  can- 
not differ  this  case  then  from  the  general  case  of  the  purchase  of 
a  tract  of  land  in  which  a  deficiency  is  found  to  exist,  and  in 
which  the  average  value  of  the  whole  tract  gives  the  rule. 

There  may  be  circumstances  in  which  this  general  rule  ought 
to  be  departed  from,  and  in  which  the  loss  ought  to  be  consid- 
ered in  a  relative  point  of  view.  This  (in  the  opinion  of  the 
commissioners)  is  one  of  those  cases;  but  from  the  plaintiff 'q 
own  showing,  it  is  not  such  a  case.  He  does  not  state  that  the 
lost  land,  now  in  question,  formed  a  particular  inducement  with 
him  to  make  the  purchase;  on  the  contrary,  he  says  that  "he 
had  never  viewed  the  land,  but  relied -on  the  information  of 
Matthews  as  to  quantity  and  boundaries."  He  does  not  even 
say  that  he  asked  or  received  any  information  as  to  quality  and 
description.  Not  having  asked  this,  he  submits,  in  case  of  de- 
ficiency, to  stand  upon  the  general  ground.  That  ground  is  a 
safe  one,  inasmuch  as  it  gives  the  average  value  of  an  article 
purchased  in  gross;  whereas,  when  we  inquire  into  the  relative 
value,  we  enter  into  a  very  extensive  field,  where  much  is  left 
to  opinion,  and  in  which  there  are  no  certain  data  to  go  by. 
I  am  far  from  saying,  however,  that  that  standard  is  in  no  in- 
stance to  be  resorted  to.  I  only  say,  that  in  this  case,  I  see  no 
reason  to  depart  from  the  general  principle.  I  am,  therefore, 
of  opinion  to  reform  the  decree  by  resorting  to  the  average 
value,  per  acre,  of  the  whole  land  purchased,  and  to  affirm  it 
for  the  residue. 

Fleming,  J.  Two  important  questions  seem  to  arise  in  this 
case:  1.  •'Whether  the  compensation  to  be  made  for  the  defi- 
ciency in  the  quantity  of  land  be  according  to  the  value  in  the 
year  1785,  when  the  contract  was  made,  or  according  to  the 
value  in  the  year  1798,  when  the  commissioners  made  their  first 
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estimate;  and,  2.  Whether  such  compensation  be  according  to 
the  real  or  relative  value  of  the  lands  lost  to  the  purchaser  ? 

With  respect  to  the  first  point,  I  have  no  difficulty  in  saying 
that  I  think  it  ought  to  be  according  to  the  value  in  February, 
1785,  the  time  of  the  original  contract,  and  not  at  any  subse- 
quent day,  because  the  compensation  ought  to  be  in  proportion 
to  the  price  given  for  the  land. 

The  second  point  seems  to  be  attended  with  more  difficulty, 
and  I  was  at  first  inclined  to  think  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
liberal  allowance  for  the  forty-four  acres  of  timbered  land  ad- 
joining the  large  tract  on  the  northwest,  stated  by  the  commis- 
sioners on  their  first  view,  to  have  been  worth  four  dollars  per 
acre  in  the  month  of  February,  1785  (the  time  of  the  contract), 
and  which  was  totally  lost  to  the  purchaser;  but,  on  conferring 
with  the  other  judges,  and  on  more  mature  reflection  on  the 
subject,  it  appearing  from  the  record  that  the  appellant  con- 
tracted for  seven  hundred  and  seventy-two  acres,  in  the  whole, 
for  the  gross  sum  of  two  thousand  pounds,  without  noticing 
any  improvements  on  the  old  tract,  or  any  peculiar  advantage 
to  be  derived  from  any  particular  part  of  the  purchase;  and  it 
not  appearing  that  the  forty-four  acres  of  timbered  land  was  , 
any  inducement  to  the  contract,  of  which  it  is  probable  Nelson 
was  totally  ignorant  at  the  time,  as  the  contract  was  made  in 
Richmond,  the  most  equitable  way  of  doing  justice  between  the 
parties  seems  to  be  to  average  the  deficiency  of  one  hundred 
and  fifteen  acres  at  five  dollars  and  sixty-eight  cents  per  acre, 
being  the  average  value  per  acre  of  the  whole  land  contracted 
for,  which  will  give  one  dollar  and  sixty-eight  cents  per  acre  for 
the  forty-four  acres,  and  three  dollars  and  forty-three  cents  per 
acre  for  the  seventy-one  acres  deficient  in  the  survey  adjoining 
the  old  tract  on  the  southeast,  more  than  they  are  stated  by  the 
commissioners,  in  their  first  report,  to  have  been  worth  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1785,  making  in  the  whole  an  allowance  for  deficiency 
of  the  sum  of  six  hundred  and  forty-eight  dollars  and  seven 
cents,  which  is  two  hundred  and  three  dollars  and  sixty-three 
cents  more  than  was  allowed  by  the  decree;  and  with  interest 
at  five  per  cent,  per  annum  to  the  first  of  April,  amounts  to 
four  hundred  and  two  dollars  and  eighteen  cents.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  decree  ought  to  be  reversed,  so  far  as  it  re- 
spects the  compensation  for  the  deficiency  in  the  land  contracted 
for,  and  reformed  according  to  the  principles  of  the  decree 
which  has  been  agreed  upon  in  conference. 

The  following  was  entered  as  the  decree  of  the  court:    "  This 
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day  came  the  parties  by  their  counsel,  and  the  court  having 
maturely  considered  the  transcript  of  the  record  of  the  decree 
aforesaid,  and  the  arguments  of  counsel,  is  of  opinion  that  the 
said  decree  is  erroneous  in  this,  that  it  allows  only  the  sum  of 
four  hundred  and  forty-four  dollars  and  forty-four  cents,  with 
interest  thereon  from  the  first  of  October,  1788,  as  a  compensa- 
tion for  the  deficiency  of  one  hundred  and  fifteen  acres  in  the 
land  contracted  for  by  and  between  the  said  parties,  on  the 
eleventh  day  of  February,  1785,  but  that  there  is  no  other  error 
in  the  said  decree.  Therefore,  it  is  decreed  and  ordered,  that 
so  much  thereof  as  is  above  stated  to  be  erroneous  be  reversed 
and  annulled,  and  that  the  residue  thereof  be  affirmed,  and  that 
the  appellees  pay  to  the  appellant  his  costs,  by  him  expended 
in  the  prosecution  of  his  appeal  aforesaid  here.  And  this  court 
proceeding  to  make  such  decree  in  lieu  of  that  part  of  the 
decree  aforesaid,  before  reversed,  as  the  said  court  of  chancery 
should  have  pronounced,  it  is  adjudged,  ordered,  and  decreed 
that  the  injunction  obtained  by  the  appellant  to  stay  execution 
of  a  judgment  recovered  against  him  by  the  appellee  Matthews 
in  the  district  court  holden  at  Staunton,  be  made  perpetual  for 
six  hundred  and  forty-eight  dollars  and  seven  cents,  being  the 
compensation  for  the  deficiency  of  one  hundred  and  fifteen 
acres  in  the  land  contracted  for  by  the  said  appellant  with  the 
said  appellee  Matthews,  at  five  dollars  and  sixty-eight  cents  per 
acre,  being  the  average  value  of  the  whole  seven  hundred  and 
seventy-two  acres  contracted  for  by  and  between  the  said  par- 
ties; and,  also,  for  interest  on  the  same  at  the  rate  of  five  per 
centum  per  annum,  from  the  first  day  of  October,  1788,  the 
time  when  the  appellant's  bond,  on  which  the  judgment  has 
been  obtained,  became  due.'* 

See  Joltye  v.  HUe\l  Am.  Dee.  619);  and  PringU  v.  ?F»te*>  Ocecutors,  Id. 
612.  As  to  the  effect  of  the  words,  ''more  or  leas,"  it  is  cited  in  Subbkut 
v.  Eddy  4  Mason,  419. 


Fitzhugh  v.  Anderson. 

[2  Hrauro  *  MiraroBD,  289.] 

Possession  an  Indicium  of  Ownership.— A  father,  when  there  was 
no  statute  of  frauds,  delivered  certain  slaves  to  his  son,  which  by 
parol  evidence  alone  were  shown  to  have  been  loaned  for  an  indefinite 
period,  and  the  son  having  retained  uninterrupted  possession  for  many 
years,  used  the  property  as  his  own,  acquiring  credit  by  reason  of  such 
possession.  In  a  controversy  between  the  father,  or  volunteer 
Am.  Dxo.  Vol.  Ill— 40 
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claimants  under  him,  and  creditors  of  and  purchasers  from  the  son,  the 
father  shall  be  deemed  to  have  given  him  the  slaves,  and  on  general 
principles  of  law  and  equity,  independent  of  any  statutory  provision, 
the  title  of  such  creditors  or  purchasers  will  be  protected;  and  the  fact 
that  the  father  afterwards  by  his  last  will  and  testament  bequeathed 
the  slaves  to  his  son  for  life,  remainder  to  his  children,  makes  no  differ- 
ence in  the  case. 
Statute  of  Limitations  when  not  Suspended.— When  the  statute  of 
limitations  once  begins  to  run,  its  operation  does  not  cease  by  the  in* 
tervention  of  infancy,  coverture,  or  other  legal  disability. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  superior  court  of  chancery  dis- 
missing appellants9  bill.    The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Wickham,  for  the  appellants. 

Randolph,  for  the  respondents. 

Tucker,  J.  William  Fitzhugh,  of  Marmion,  in  King  George 
county,  about  the  year  1772,  put  his  eldest  son,  John,  in  posses- 
sion of  sundry  slaves,  which  he  carried  first  to  Caroline  county, 
and  afterwards  to  Amherst.  He  some  years  after  sold  one  of 
them  to  Thomas  Anderson  and  another  to  Taliaferro.  About 
eighteen  months  after  his  removal  to  Amherst,  several  of  them 
were  taken  and  sold  under  an  execution.  John  forbade  the 
sale,  which  took  place  in  1788.  William  never  brought  suit  in 
his  lifetime  for  any  of  them;  but  by  his  will,  dated  in  March, 
1789,  and  proved  in  June,  1791,  he  bequeathed  to  his  son  John 
"  all  the  negroes  which  he  had  hitherto  lent  him  during  his  life, 
and  at  his  decease  the  whole  of  them  and  their  increase  to  be 
equally  divided  between  his  two  eldest  sons  now  living  by  his 
present  wife.1'  The  appellants  are  those  sons,  who  have  brought 
a  suit  by  their  guardian  against  the  purchasers  and  their  de- 
scendants for  those  slaves  and  their  increase.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence in  the  record  that  the  slaves  were  given  to  John  Fitzhugh 
by  his  father;  on  the  contrary,  the  evidence  of  the  delivery  to 
him  seems  to  show  that  it  was  intended  by  the  father  as  a  loan 
only.  Some  of  the  defendants  have  pleaded  the  act  of  limita- 
tions; they  all  insist  that  they  are  fair  purchasers.  The  chan- 
cellor was  of  opinion,  "  that  the  father,  having  suffered  his  son 
to  remain  so  long  in  possession  of  the  slaves  to  his  own  use, 
ought  to  be  deemed  in  a  controversy  between  himself,  or  vol- 
unteers under  him,  and  creditors  of  the  son,  or  purchasers  from 
him,  to  have  given  him  the  slaves,  unless  his  possession  had 
been,  under  some  written  act,  registered  within  a  reasonable 
time  and  in  a  proper  court,  shown  to  have  been  fiduciary,  or  no 
more  than  usufructuary,  by  some  written  publication  in  solemn 
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form  premonishing  people  with  whom  the  son  should  deal  that 
he  was,  although  the  visible,  not  the  real  owner;1'  and  dis- 
missed the  bill,  with  costs,  etc.,  from  which  decree  the  com- 
plainants  have  appealed. 

The  lapse  of  time  between  the  loan,  if  in  fact  it  were  a  loan, 
of  the  slaves  by  the  father  to  the  son,  being  nearly  or  quite 
twenty  years,  the  period  between  the  sale  of  those  sold  by  John 
Fitzhugh  and  the  father's  death  being  equal  to  that  which  the 
act  of  limitations  makes  a  perpetual  bar  to  the  action  for  the 
recovery  of  them  by  the  father;  and  that  which  elapsed  be- 
tween the  taking  them  and  selling  them  under  execution,  and 
the  death  of  the  father,  being  little  short  of  that  which  consti- 
tutes a  bar  to  such  recovery,  I  strongly  incline  to  approve  of 
the  chancellor's  opinion  and  decree  throughout.  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  thinking  it  ought  to  be  affirmed  as  to  those  defend- 
ants who  have  pleaded  the  act  of  limitations.  And  upon  the 
principles  of  public  policy  and  utility,  I  think  it  ought  to  be 
affirmed  as  to  the  others.  Five  years  peaceable  possession  of  a 
slave  will  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  recovery  by  the  former  owner, 
unless  some  express  bargain  or  agreement  be  proved,  showing 
that  the  possession  of  the  holder  is,  in  fact,  the  possession  oi 
him  who  claims  the  absolute  property.  If  no  such  proof  be 
adduced,  the  law  construes  the  property  to  be  in  him  who  hath 
the  unqualified  possession  for  such  a  length  of  time'.  And  ao 
to  the  creditors  of  the  holder  who  may  have  acquired  a  title 
under  an  execution,  and  as  to  purchasers  either  at  a  public  sale 
under  execution,  or  from  the  holder  himself,  an  acquiescence 
in  their  titles  and  possession  thus  acquired,  seems  to  me  to  be 
a  legal  bar,  and  equally  one  in  equity.  The  gift  to  the  grand- 
sons can  have  no  reference  to  any  period  antecedent  to  the 
death  of  William  Fitzhugh;  for  no  remainder  in  a  slave  could 
have  been  created  by  any  verbal  gift,  made  at  the  time  of  the 
delivery  to  John  Fitzhugh,  and  none  is  pretended  to  have  been 
made  by  deed;  and  the  devise  in  the  will,  I  consider  as  merely 
void  and  ineffectual,  after  such  a  long  period  as  intervened  in 
this  case.  I  am  therefore  in  favor  of  an  affirmance  of  the 
decree. 

Boaxe,  J.  The  first  part  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
1785,  to  prevent  frauds  and  perjuries,  Bev.  Code,  vol.  I,  pp. 
16, 16,  in  relation  to  conveyances,  etc.,  to  defraud  creditors  and 
purchasers,  was  taken  from,  and  intended  to  be  co-extensive 
with,  the  English  statutes  of  13  Eliz.,  c.  5,  and  27  Eliz.,  c.  4. 
This  is  not  only  evident  from  comparing  it  with  them,  but  has 
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also  been  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States, 
in  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Russdl,  1  C ranch,  309.  In  that  case 
the  court,  moreover,  said,  that  those  acts  of  parliament  are  to 
be  considered  as  only  declaratory  of  the  principles  of  the  com- 
mon law.  The  court  of  king's  bench  had,  previously,  in  the 
case  of  Cadogan  v.  Kennetl,  Cowp.  434,  declared  that  the  prin- 
ciples and  rules  of  the  common  law,  as  now  universally  known 
and  understood,  are  so  strong  against  fraud  in  every  shape,  that 
the  common  law  would  have  attained  every  end  by  the  said 
statutes,  and  that  these  statutes  cannot  receive  too  liberal  a 
construction,  or  be  too  much  extended  in  suppression  of  fraud. 
It  is  added,  in  the  same  case,  that  many  things  are  considered 
as  circumstances  of  fraud;  that  the  statute  says  not  a  word 
about  possession,  which  is  also  the  case  with  the  clause  of  our 
act  of  assembly  now  in  question;  but  that  the  law  says,  that  if 
after  a  sale  of  goods,  the  vendor  continue  in  possession,  and 
appear  as  the  visible  owner,  it  is  evidence  of  fraud,  because 
goods  pass  by  delivery. 

It  has  since  been  decided  in  Edwards  v.  Harben,  2  T.  B.  694, 
as  well  as  in  the  before-mentioned  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Bu&seU, 
in  which  our  act  of  1785  was  directly  brought  into  question, 
that  unless  possession  follows  and  accompanies  the  deed,  such 
deed  is  adjudged  to  be  fraudulent;  that  in  the  case  of  an  ab- 
solute and  unconditional  deed,  that  cannot  be  said  to  be  the 
case  where  possession  is  retained  by  the  vendor;  and  the  deci- 
sion in  Cadogan  v.  Kenneit  is  justified  in  the  case  of  Edwards 
v.  Harben,  by  considering  that  the  possession  was  consistent 
with  and  accompanied  the  deed  made  in  that  case  in  favor  of 
the  wife.  Both  these  authorities  also  show,  that  where  the 
deed  is  absolute,  the  retaining  the  possession  is  per  se  fraud* 
ulent  in  point  of  law,  and  not  merely  an  evidence  of  fraud. 

These  cases  go  to  show,  that  the  statutes  in  question  are 
merely  supererogatory  in  relation  to  the  common  law;  that  the 
decision  respecting  the  separation  of  the  possession  from  the 
title,  thus  adjudged  to  be  in  itself  fraudulent,  does  not  result 
from  the  terms  of  the  statute,  but  from  the  general  principles 
of  law;  that  the  only  cases  in  which  such  cases  can  stand 
justified,  are  those  in  which  the  possession  is  consistent  with, 
and  called  for  by  some  deed  under  which  the  property  in  ques- 
tion is  limited  and  claimed,  and  that  the  reasons  upon  which 
the  said  statutes  are  founded  cannot  be  too  much  extended  for 
the  purpose  of  suppressing  fraud.  Upon  the  point  of  pos- 
session also,  it  will  be  seen,  not  only  that  possession  is  every- 
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where  considered  as  the  indicium  of  property,  in  relation  to 
personal  goods,  bat  also  that  the  third  point  resolved  in  Twinefs 
case,  3  Co.  80,  is,  "  for  that  the  donor  continueth  in  possession 
and  useth  them  "  (the  goods  in  question)  *'  as  his  own  "  (as  in 
this  case),  "  and  by  reason  thereof  he  tradeth  and  trafficketh 
with  others,  and  defrauds  and  deceives  them."  The  general 
principle  arising  out  of  the  above  decisions,  when  simplified, 
is,  that  an  unqualified  contract,  whereby  the  possession  of 
goods  remains  in  one  man,  and  the  right  in  another,  is  fraud- 
ulent, not  only  for  the  reason  so  emphatically  expressed,  ui 
supra,  from  Twine's  case,  but  also,  because,  as  is  above  said  in 
the  case  of  Cadogan  v.  Kennetl,  "  goods  pass  by  delivery;"  and 
in  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  BusseU,  it  will  be  seen  that  no  dif- 
ference in  this  respect  exists  between  slaves  and  other  goods. 

Is  not  the  above  precisely  the  definition  of  the  case  before  us  ? 
While  the  possession  exists  in  the  son,  does  not  the  right  exist 
in  the  father?  It  existed  in  him  always,  because  the  testimony 
does  not  show  that  he  lent  the  negroes  to  his  son  for  any  given 
time,  and  therefore  might  at  any  time  have  resumed  the  prop- 
erty. While  it  is  agreed  that  so  much  of  our  act  as  I  have  just 
referred  to,  was  taken  from  the  two  English  statutes  of  Elizabeth, 
I  cannot  see  that  the  latter  part  of  the  section  in  question  finds 
any  correspondent  provision  in  any  English  statute.  I  mean 
the  part  respecting  the  recording  of  agreements  made  on  con- 
sideration not  deemed  valuable  in  law,  and  that  respecting 
foods  loaned.  The  clause  respecting  goods  loaned  is  as  fol- 
lows: "And  in  like  manner,  where  any  loan  of  goods  or  chattels 
3hall  be  pretended  to  have  been  made  to  any  person,  with 
whom,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  possession  shall  have  re- 
mained by  the  space  of  five  years,  without  demand  made  and 
pursued  by  due  process  of  law,  on  the  part  of  the  pretended 
lender,  or  where  any  reservation  or  limitation  shall  be  pre- 
tended to  have  been  made  of  a  use  or  property,  by  way  of  con- 
dition, reversion,  remainder,  or  otherwise,  in  goods  and  chat- 
tels, the  possession  whereof  shall  have  remained  in  another  as 
aforesaid,  the  same  shall  be  taken  as  to  the  creditors  and  pur- 
chasers of  the  person  aforesaid  so  remaining  in  possession,  to 
be  fraudulent  within  the  act,  and  the  absolute  property  is  with 
the  possession,  unless  such  loan,  reservation  or  limitation  of 
use  or  property  were  declared  by  will  or  by  deed  in  writing, 
proved  and  recorded  as  aforesaid." 

On  this  clause,  which,  being  posterior  to,  does  not  embrace 
our  case,  I  will  remark,  that  this  provision,  or  one  similar  in 
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principle,  however  indefinite  as  to  detail  or  modification,  may 
as  justly  and  naturally  be  deemed  to  have  resulted  from  the 
general  principles  of  law,  as  that  just  noticed  in  relation  to  the 
first  branch  of  this  section,  and  was  intended  to  put  an  end  to 
all  future  litigation  depending  upon  the  point  of  possession 
only.  Considering  that  the  wide  field  carved  out  for  perjury 
and  litigation  by  the  indefiniteness  of  the  principle  in  relation 
to  possession,  would  be  productive  of  much  public  inconve- 
nience, our  act  of  frauds  has  improved  upon  that  of  England, 
by  extending  itself  into  this  subject  also,  and  establishing  one 
certain  standard  in  relation  to  possession  in  respect  of  loans. 
In  utility  and  in  principle,  this  provision  is  analogous  to  that 
beneficial  one  in  the  same  act  which  relates  to  sale  of  lands, 
marriage-agreements,  etc.  But  I  take  the  law  always  to  have 
been  in  this  country  and  in  England,  and  which  probably  is 
not  changed  or  affected  by  the  before  cited  passage  from  the  act 
of  1785,  that  whilst  loans  of  personal  goods  were  permitted, 
the  borrower  keeping  himself  strictly  within  the  pale  of  his 
authority  in  relation  thereto,  yet,  whensoever  he  should  over- 
step the  limits  of  his  character  of  borrower,  act  as  owner  over 
them,  or  sell  them,  especially  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
of  the  lender,  he  should  be  taken  to  be  the  owner  in  reference 
to  all  those  who  may  have  been  drawn  in  by  these  acts  to  give 
him  credit;  and  that  in  such  a  case,  the  lender  is  not  to  be  per- 
mitted, by  his  neutrality  and  connivance,  to  aid  hi  the  perpetra- 
tion of  a  fraud. 

In  considering  this  case,  therefore,  as  anterior  to  the  opera- 
tion of  our  act,  while  I  do  not  feel  myself  at  liberty  to  take, 
in  relation  to  loans,  as  bold  a  ground  as  is  above  taken,  under 
the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  in  relation  to  conveyances,  namely, 
that  a  separation  simply  of  the  possession  from  the  right  for 
any  portion  of  time,  shall  be  held  to  be  fraudulent,  I  have  no 
hesitation  to  say  that  if  the  borrower,  with  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  the  lender,  departs  from  his  true  character,  and,  in 
the  strong  and  just  language  in  Twine's  case,  "useth  the  goods 
as  his  own,  and  by  reason  thereof  tradeth  and  trafficketh  with 
others,  and  defrauds  and  deceives  them,"  the  lender,  and  all 
volunteers  under  him,  shall  be  bound  thereby. 

As  to  the  facts  in  the  case  before  us,  although  Mrs.  Fitzhugh 
and  Allison  prove  William  Fitzhugh's  intention  to  lend  the  ne- 
groes to  John  Fitzhugh  for  his  life,  there  is  no  testimony  to 
show  that,  in  fact,  any  contract  was  made  to  lend  them  for  any 
determined  period.    William  Fitzhugh  had,  therefore,  always 
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the  right  of  property  in  him;  and  his  right  of  action  accrued, 
if  not  from  the  very  time  of  the  loan,  at  least  from  the  time  of 
the  sales  in  question.  William  Fitzhugh  had  not  postponed 
his  right  to  demand  these  negroes  until  after  his  son  John's 
death;  and  this,  perhaps,  for  I  have  not  looked  into  it,  is  an 
answer  to  the  case  stated  on  this  point  from  Vesey.  If  William 
Fitzhugh's  right  of  action  accrued,  even  on  the  latter  event,  the 
plea  of  the  act  of  limitations  is  bar  in  favor  of  those  who  have 
resorted  to  it.  The  case  of  Grey  v.  Mendez,  1  Str.  556,  shows 
that  when  the  five  years  have  once  commenced,  they  run  over 
all  mesne  acts,  such  as  coverture,  infancy,  etc.  But  I  return  to 
the  merits  of  the  case. 

It  is  indeed  proved  by  some  of  William  Fitzhugh's  overseers 
and  members  of  his  family,  that  these  negroes  were  only  lent; 
and  this  was  also  probably  known  to  a  few  others  to  whom  it 
was  mentioned,  and,  in  some  instances,  by  William  Fitzhugh's 
desire.  On  the  contrary,  several  persons,  residing  even  in  the 
county  of  Caroline,  where  the  transaction  first  originated,  one 
of  them,  too,  an  overseer  of  John  Fitzhugh,  prove  that  these 
negroes  were  considered  as  John  Fitzhugh's  property;  tbat  he 
used  them  as  his  own,  gained  credit  upon  them,  and  even  sold 
one  of  them.  This  sale  being  known,  it  was  naturally  to  be 
presumed,  from  his  near  residence,  that  his  father  knew  and 
approved  of  it,  and  it  may  not  have  been  equally  notorious  that 
this  sale  was  by  his  special  leave,  and  assented  to  by  him  with 
difficulty.  The  father,  therefore,  ought  to  be  bound  by  this 
presumption,  and  the  consequences  arising  out  of  this  circum- 
stance. Besides,  he  suffered  his  son,  without  objection,  to  re- 
move them  into  a  distant  county,  in  which  county,  as  well  as  in 
Caroline,  he  used  every  act  of  ownership  over  them,  and  gained 
credit  upon  them.  John  Fitzhugh  always,  before  and  after  the 
sale  in  1788,  spoke  of  them  as  his  own;  and  the  purchasers  at 
the  sale  were  authorized  to  consider  his  conduct  at  the  sale, 
which  was  also  withdrawn  in  a  conversation  with  Crawford,  who 
most  probably  communicated  that  withdrawal  to  others,  as  a 
fraudulent  attempt  to  evade  the  execution.  I  must  not  here 
omit  to  remark,  that  John  Fitzhugh  was  the  eldest  son  of  an 
opulent  father;  tbat  this  provision,  admitting  the  property  to 
have  been  absolutely  given,  was  probably  but  a  reasonable  ad- 
vancement to  him;  and  tbat,  therefore,  and  under  the  general 
usage  in  this  respect,  the  property  might  naturally  and  reason- 
ably be  taken  to  have  been  his  own.  On  the  whole,  this  is  a 
strong  case  for  the  purchasers.     I  cannot  differ  this  claim  from 
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one  made  for  the  negroes  by  the  father  himself;  and  if  the 
father  himself  were  before  us,  no  man  would  hesitate  to  decree 
him  to  abide  by  the  fruits  of  his  own  fraudulent  conduct,  con- 
cealment or  connivance. 

On  these  grounds,  I  approve  of  the  chancellor's  decree.  But 
I  have  formed  no  opinion,  as  he  seems  to  have  done,  as  to  what 
act  on  the  part  of  a  lender  might  be  proper  and  sufficient,  un- 
der circumstances  similar  to  the  present,  to  repel  the  conse- 
quences arising  from  similar  transactions.  This  is  not  called 
for  in  the  present  case,  and  is  the  less  necessary  to  be  settled  by 
the  court,  as  a  general  regulation,  in  consequence  of  the  pro- 
vision before  mentioned,  as  introduced  into  the  act  of  1786,  in 
relation  to  loans. 

Fleming,  J.,  concurred. 

Decree  dismissing  complainants'  bill  affirmed. 


Upshaw  v.  Upshaw. 

[2  Hxhxho  k  Muktokd,  880.] 

Power  of  Husband  over  Wife's  Property.— A  husband  dying  in  the 
lifetime  of  his  wife,  has  no  right  to  dispose  of  slaves  by  will,  to  which 
she  is  entitled  in  remainder  or  reversion,  the  particular  estate  not 
having  expired;  though  he  may,  in  his  lifetime,  sell  his  and  her  inter- 
est in  them  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

Election  by  Wife  under  Husband's  Will.— Where  the  husband  made 
a  devise  of  slaves  to  other  parties,  in  which  his  wife  had  a  remainder, 
and  a  devise  of  other  property  to  herself  for  life,  with  remainder  over 
to  others  in  fee  simple,  and  she  took  possession  of  the  estate  devised  to 
her,  held  it  for  many  years,  and  then  disposed  of  part  of  it  to  those  en- 
titled in  remainder  in  consideration  of  their  enlarging  her  interest  in  the 
residue  to  a  fee  simple,  she  thereby  makes  her  election  to  accept  the 
provision  made  for  her  in  the  will,  and  precludes  her  from  also  holding 
the  slaves ;  these  circumstances,  together  with  her  taking  possession  of 
property,  being  sufficient  evidence  of  her  having  such  knowledge  of  the 

two  funds,  so  as  to  make  her  election  obligatory. 

# 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  superior  court  of  chancery.  The 
facts  appear  from  the  opinion. 

Hay  and  Randolph,  for  the  appellant. 

Wiclcham,  for  the  respondents. 

Tucker,  J.  The  appellees  filed  their  bill,  stating  that  John 
Hunt,  being  possessed  of  several  slaves  and  other  property, 
made  his  will  December  28,  1760,  whereby  he  devised  to  his 
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sisters,  Mary  Anne  Dillard  and  Elizabeth  Upshaw,  the  appellant, 
all  his  negroes,  after  the  death  of  his  mother,  Anne  Upshaw, 
who  was  also  mother  of  the  appellees.  That  William  Upshaw, 
the  husband  of  Elizabeth,  the  legatee,  on  the  seventeenth  of 
January,  1761,  made  his  will,  whereby  he  gave  to  his  wife  his 
whole  estate,  real  and  personal,  during  her  widowhood,  and 
after  her  decease  to  the  heirs  of  James  Upshaw,  equally  to  be 
divided  amongst  them ;  and  by  a  codicil,  dated  in  June,  1761, 
he  devised  "  the  negroes  in  the  possession  of  Mrs.  Anne  Up- 
shaw,  that  were  given  to  his  wife  by  her  brother,  John  Hunt ; 
his  part  he  desired  might  be  equally  divided  among  uncle, 
Forest  Upshaw's  three  children,  at  their  mother's  decease." 
The  appellees  are  those  children;  and  Elizabeth  Upshaw,  having 
taken  possession  of  the  estate  of  her  husband,  William,  and 
enjoyed  it  more  than  twenty  years,  on  the  death  of  her  mother, 
Anne  Upshaw,  possessed  herself  of  a  moiety  of  the  slaves 
devised  to  her  by  her  brother,  J.  Hunt;  to  recover  which  is  the 
object  of  the  bill.  The  appellant  admits  the  wills  of  J.  Hunt 
and  William  Upshaw,  but  contends  the  latter  had  no  right  to 
bequeath  the  slaves  in  question,  he  having  died  in  the  life  of 
Anne  Upshaw,  who  held  them  as  dower.  And  that  she  was 
obliged  to  pay,  together  with  James  Dillard,  her  sister's  hus- 
band, the  sum  of  seventy-seven  pounds,  sixteen  shillings  and 
four  and  a  half  pence,  towards  the  discharge  of  John  Hunt's 
debts,  for  which  these  slaves  were  liable  and  advertised  by  the 
administrator  to  be  sold,  which  she  supposes  to  be  their  full 
value  at  that  time,  as  they  were  then  under  the  incumbrance  of 
her  mother's  dower  estate,  and  therefore  hopes  she  may  be  con- 
sidered as  a  purchaser,  John  Hunt  having  no  other  estate  left 
for  payment  of  his  debts;  but,  in  any  event,  she  may  be  consid- 
ered as  having  a  lien  in  the  slaves  for  the  money  so  paid,  with 
interest.  The  chancellor  decreed  the  slaves,  with  their  profits, 
to  the  appellees,  upon  payment  to  them  by  the  appellant  of 
one-half  those  debts  of  John  Hunt,  with  which  these  slaves 
were  chargeable.    The  defendant  appealed. 

The  doctrine  of  election  seems  to  have  been  fully  considered 
by  Mr.  Powell,  in  his  treatise  on  devises.  Therein  he  lays 
down  the  following  principles,  on  the  authority  of  Lord  0.  J. 
Talbot,  in  the  case  of  Streatfield  v.  Streatfield,  Cas.  Temp. 
Talbot,  176:  "  When  a  man  takes  upon  him  to  devise  what  he 
has  no  power  over,  upon  the  supposition  that  his  will  will  be 
acquiesced  under,  the  court  of  chancery  will  compel  the  devisee 
to  take  entirely,  but  not  partially,  under  it;  there  being  a  tacit 
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condition  annexed  to  all  devises  of  this  nature,  that  the  devisee 
do  not  disturb  the  disposition  that  the  devisor  has  made."  To 
the  same  effect  are  the  remarks  of  Lord  G.  J.  DeGrey,  in  his 
judgment  in  Pulieney  v.  Lord  Darlington,  cited  2  Fonb.  326, 
note  1 :  "A  man  may  by  a  mean,  and  indirectly,  give  what  is  not 
his  own,  either  by  express  condition,  or  equity  arising  under 
an  implied  condition."  And  to  the  same  effect  is  Whistler  v. 
Webster,  2  Yes.  Jr.  371.  And  that  rule  equally  applies,  says 
Powell,  whether  the  benefit  under  the  will  be  immediate  or 
consequential;  for  though  the  effect  in  such  cases  is,  that  the 
devise  operates  as  a  satisfaction  for  the  previous  interest  of  the 
devisee,  yet  the  principles  by  which  satisfactions,  strictly  speak- 
ing, are  governed,  do  not  apply  to  cases  of  this  kind,  therefore 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  thing  devised  should  be  of  the  same 
nature  or  of  adequate  value  with  the  thing  in  lieu  of  which  it  is 
to  be  received:  Powell  on  Devises,  460.  And  Lord  Talbot, 
where  the  will  comprised  both  real  and  personal  estate,  and  the 
land,  to  which  one  child  was  entitled  in  tail,  was  thereby  given 
to  another,  and  a  personal  legacy  to  the  tenant  in  tail,  went  so 
far  as  to  infer  an  intent  that  whoever  took  by  that  will  should 
comply  with  the  whole,  and  put  the  party  to  an  election  of  the 
estate  tail  or  the  personal  legacy:  Powell  on  Devises,  who 
refers  to  2  Tern.  14,  617,  and  Id.  666. 

To  these  rules  there  are  some  exceptions,  or  rather  qualifica- 
tions, as  if  the  devisee  be  a  creditor  and  not  a  volunteer,  and 
some  others:  Powell,  464,  468,  469,  463.  But,  it  is  said,  no 
case  upon  this  rule  has  yet  gone  so  far  as  to  establish  the  propo- 
sition that  if  a  devisor,  in  his  will,  takes  upon  himself  to  dis- 
pose of  an  estate  in  which  he  has  no  interest,  but  which  is  ab- 
solutely another's,  and  in  the  same  will  gives  a  beneficial  thing 
to  the  owner  of  such  estate,  the  owner  of  the  estate  shall  either 
waive  the  benefit  of  the  devise,  or  renounce  his  estate;  the 
foundation  of  the  rule  being  a  supposed  misconception  of  the 
testator  as  to  the  situation  of  his  own  property:  Id.  466.  And 
this  observation  was  particularly  relied  on  by  the  appellant's 
counsel. 

True  it  is,  William  Upshaw,  by  his  cpdicil,  gave  the  appel- 
lees what  he  had  no  power  to  bequeath,  his  wife's  interest  in  the 
dower  slaves  held  by  her  mother,  being  merely  a  reversionary 
interest,  which,  in  the  event  of  her  surviving  her  husband, 
without  his  disposing  thereof  in  his  lifetime,  or  reducing  the 
slaves  into  possession,  would  survive  to  her.  But  it  is  clear, 
from  the  words  of  the  codicil,  that  he  thought  the  slaves  were 
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his  own,  and  that  be  had  a  power  to  bequeath  them  by  his  will. 
This  was  clearly  a  misconception  of  his  right  in  respect  to  them. 
'  For,  though  he  might  have  sold  his  wife's  reversionary  right,  it 
being  a  vested  interest,  yet,  if  he  neglected  to  do  so,  he  could 
not  dispose  of  it  by  will,  but  it  would  survive  to  her.  The  case 
of  Dade  v.  Alexander,  1  Wash.  30, 1  conceive,  does  not  affect 
this  principle;  for  the  husband's  right  was,  in  that  case,  de- 
cided to  be  absolute,  in  case  he  survived  the  wife;  but  here  she 
was  the  survivor. 

But  in  order  to  put  a  devisee  to  the  alternative  of  either 
waiving  his  own  interest  under  a  will,  or  foregoing  his  claim  to 
some  interest  disposed  of  therein,  to  which  he  is  previously  en- 
titled, independent  of  the  will,  it  must  be  clearly  evinced  that 
the  devisee's  taking  both  will  defeat  the  general  intent  of  the 
devisor:  Powell  on  Devises,  466.  In  the  present  case,  it  was 
manifestly  the  testator's  intention  to  limit  his  bounty  to  his  wife 
to  the  period  of  her  widowhood,  or  perhaps  her  life,  after  which 
he  bequeathed  the  estate  before  given  to  her,  or  rather,  to  use 
his  own  words,  lent  to  her,  for  life,  at  most,  to  the  children  of 
James  Upshaw.  Whether  he  was  at  that  time  apprised  of  the 
bequest  of  his  wife  in  John  Hunt's  will,  does  not  appear;  but 
the  -codicil  manifests  an  intention  to  make  some  provision  for 
his  uncle  Forest  Upshaw's  children,  the  appellees;  and  he  has 
done  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  compel  the  appellant  to  elect  either 
to  forego  the  use  of  his  property,  so  long  as  she  continued  a 
widow,  or  to  renounce  the  benefit  of  the  reversion  whenever  it 
should  happen.  The  devise  to  her  being  of  the  use  of  his  whole 
estate  during  her  life,  gives  great  weight,  I  think,  to  this  con- 
struction. In  the  case  of  Whistler  v.  Webster ,  2  Ves.  Jr.  371; 
2  Fonb.  326,  note  1,  it  is  held  "  that  a  clear  knowledge  of  the 
funds  being  requisite  to  election,  no  person  shall  be  bound  to 
Select  without  such  previous  knowledge. "  Many  other  cases  may 
ibe  cited  to  the  same  effect;  and  the  rule  appears  to  me  to  be  so 
^reasonable,  just  and  consonant  with  every  principle  of  equity, 
•jthat  I  think  it  ought  to  be  adopted.  In  the  present  case,  the 
compromise  between  the  appellee  and  the  remainder-men  may 
be  considered  as  some  evidence  of  such  knowledge;  and  the 
nature  of  the  compromise  is  such,  that  it  would  seem  that  in 
making  it,  she  had  determined  her  election.  Otherwise,  I 
should  have  inclined  to  think  she  could  not  have  been  consid- 
ered as  concluded  of  her  election,  until  the  death  of  Anne  Up- 
shaw put  it  in  her  power  to  ascertain  the  amount  and  value, 
both  of  the  property  and  estate  bequeathed  to  her.  and  of  that 
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bequeathed  from  her  by  her  husband's  will.  But  taking  all  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case  together,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  decree  be  affirmed  as  to  this  particular  point.  But  I 
think  the  chancellor  ought  to  have  allowed  interest  upon  the 
money  paid  to  prevent  the  sale  of  the  negroes  by  Hunt's  execu- 
tor. In  that  respect,  I  think  the  decree  erroneous;  but  I  con- 
cur in  the  decree  which  has  been  agreed  to  in  conference. 

Roane,  J.,  delivered  a  concurring  opinion. 

Fleming,  J.,  concurred. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was:  "  That  there  was  no  error  in 
so  much  of  the  decree  of  the  superior  court  of  chancery  as 
decides  that,  according  to  the  principles  of  equity,  the  ap- 
pellant cannot  retain  both  the  slaves  bequeathed  to  her  by  the 
will  of  her  brother,  John  Hunt,  on  the  decease  of  his  mother, 
Anne  Upshaw,  who  held  the  same  for  her  life,  in  right  of  dower, 
the  property  devised  and  bequeathed  to  her  by  her  husband, 
William  Upshaw,  by  whom  those  slaves  at  the  death  of  the  said 
Anne  Upshaw  were  bequeathed  to  the  appellees;  and  as  directs 
the  said  slaves,  with  their  progeny,  to  be  delivered  to  the  said 
appellees,  with  an  account  of  their  service  and  the  profits 
arising  therefrom;  and  as  requires  the  appellees  to  recompense 
the  appellant  for  the  moneys  paid  by  her  in  the  discharge  of 
the  debts  of  John  Hunt,  with  the  payment  of  which  those  slaves 
were  chargeable;  but  that  there  is  error  in  the  said  decree  in 
not  allowing  to  the  appellant  interest  upon  the  moneys  so  paid 
by  her.  And  this  court  is  further  of  opinion,  that  a  just  and 
reasonable  allowance  should  be  made  to  the  said  appellant  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  such  of  the  said  slaves  as  are 
or  may  have  been  aged,  infirm,  children,  or  otherwise  expen- 
sive or  unprofitable  to  the  holder,  as  also  for  such  taxes, 
doctor's  bills,  and  other  reasonable  expenses  paid  or  incurred 
by  the  appellant  on  account  of  those  slaves,  as  she  shall  be  able 
to  prove.  Therefore,  it  is  decreed  and  ordered,  that  so  much 
of  the  said  decree  as  is  contrary  to  the  above  opinion,  be  re- 
versed and  annulled,  and  that  the  residue  thereof  be  affirmed," 
etc 
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Quarles's  Administratrix  v.  Littlepagb. 

[2  Hxvxmg  &  MunrosD,  400.] 

Assumpsit  of  Testator. — On  the  trial  of  an  issue  upon  the  astumjmt  oi 
the  testator,  evidence  is  not  admissible  showing  a  promise  or  engage- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  executor. 

Admission  of  Debt. — The  mere  admission  of  a  debt  is  not  sufficient  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  the  whole  demand  of  the  plaintiff;  he  must, 
nevertheless,  prove  the  amount  due. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  district  court.  The  facts  ap- 
pear from  the  opinion. 

Randolph,  for  the  appellant. 

CaUf  for  the  respondents. 

Tjjcker,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  the  ad* 
ministratrix,  for  goods,  etc.,  sold  to  the  intestate.  The  plaint- 
iff declared  on  an  assumpsit  by  the  testator,  and  on  the  trial  of- 
fered evidence,  that  the  account  was  presented  to  the  admin- 
istratrix, and  she  read  it  over  without  objecting  to  any  of  the 
articles;  but  said  some  things  in  the  first  part  of  the  account 
she  knew  nothing  of,  but  did  not  doubt  they  were  delivered, 
and  that  she  would  pay  the  balance.  This  evidence  was  ob- 
jected to,  but  admitted  by  the  court,  and  verdict  and  judgment 
were  rendered  for  the  plaintiff. 

That  the  proof  ought  to  correspond  with  the  nature  of  the 
charge  in  the  plaintiffs  declaration,  is  one  of  those  maxims 
which  have  never  been  controverted.  It  has,  however,  been 
attempted  on  the  part  of  the  appellees,  to  show  that  this  maxim 
does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  by  identifying  the  admin- 
istratrix with  the  intestate,  and  relying  on  the  rule  in  legal 
proceedings,  that  if  an  executor  or  administrator  be  sued  for  a 
debt  due  from  his  testator,  etc.,  and  does  not  defend  the  suit, 
he  admits  the  debt,  and  judgment  may,  thereupon,  be  had 
against  the  estate  of  his  testator  in  his  hands.  But  this  rule  is 
not  true  to  the  extent  which  was  contended  for.  If  an  executor 
be  sued  on  a  bond  of  his  testator,  and  does  not  defend  the  suit, 
it  is  very  true  that  judgment  shall  be  rendered  for  the  whole 
debt  appearing  to  be  due  by  the  bond.  But,  if  he  be  sued  upon 
an  account,  although  the  executor,  by  not  defending  the  suit, 
admits  that  there  is  something  due,  yet  the  plaintiff  must  prove 
his  account,  or  he  shall  recover  but  one  penny  damages, 
although  there  be  assets;  and  it  is  the  same  if  he  pleads  plena 
administravit,  which  admits  the  debt,  but  not  the  amount:  1  Esp. 
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142;  Buller's  N.  P.  140;  1  Salt.  296.  In  the  present  case,  the 
administratrix  said  there  were  some  of  the  articles  she  knew 
nothing  of.  If  the  evidence  had  been  even  admissible,  how 
were  the  jury,  from  this  evidence,  to  ascertain  what  articles  she 
knew  something  of,  and  what  she  knew  nothing  of? 

The  appellee's  counsel  relied  also  on  a  case  noticed  in  Gil- 
bert's Law  of  Evidence,  160,  where,  in  assumpsit,  by  an  exec- 
utor for  money  due  his  testator  in  his  lifetime,  on  the  plea  of 
the  act  of  limitations,  an  assumpsit  to  the  testator  eight  years 
before  was  proved,  and  a  renewal  of  the  promise  to  the  exec- 
utor, within  six  years,  was  allowed  to  maintain  the  issue,  though 
the  assumpsit  in  the  declaration  was  laid  to  the  testator  only; 
for  it  was  said  tne  assumpsit  to  the  executor,  to  the  represent- 
ative of  the  testator,  is  an  assumpsit  to  the  testator  himself* 
For  which  Carthew,  471,  is  cited.  But  the  contrary  was  ex- 
pressly determined  by  the  whole  court  in  Oreen  v.  Crane,  $  Ld. 
Baym.  1101;  and  that  case,  I  find,  was  recognized  as  authority 
by  the  whole  court  of  E.  B.,  3  East,  409.  The  conclusion 
drawn  from  the  case  in  Carthew  must,  therefore,  fail.  My 
opinion  is  that  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  verdict  set 
aside;  and  that  the  cause  be  remanded  to  the  district  court  for 
a  new  trial  to  be  had  therein,  with  directions  that  the  evidence 
excepted  to  on  th,e  former  trial  be  not  again  admitted. 

Soaks,  J.  This  subject  was  so  fully  discussed  in  the  case  of 
Fisher's  Executor  v.  Duncan  and  TurnbuU,  ante  605,  that  I  shall 
do  little  more  than  refer  to  the  decision  in  that  case.  Th 
testimony  offered  and  admitted  consists  of  two  parts:  1.  Of  the 
remarks  of  the  testatrix  upon  the  account,  when  it  was  presented 
to  her,  and  which,  it  is  contended,  amount  to  an  admission  that 
the  goods  were  delivered  to  the  intestate;  and,  2.  Of  her  dec- 
laration thereupon  that  "  she  would  pay  the  balance."  The 
admission  of  this  declaration  in  evidence  amounting  to  an  as- 
sumpsit by  the  administratrix,  when  the  issue  was  joined  upon 
the  assumpsit  of  the  intestate,  is  justly  reprobated  in  the  case  of 
Fisher's  Executor  v.  Duncan  and  TurnbuU,  and  if  the  other  tes- 
timony were  proper,  the  opinion  of  the  court  is  still  erroneous, 
in  not  withholding  the  evidence  of  this  promise  from  the  jury. 
But  the  other  part  of  that  testimony,  if  it  amounts  to  an  ad- 
mission that  any  of  the  goods  were  delivered  to  the  intestate, 
is  wholly  uncertain  and  incomplete  to  show  what  part;  at 
most,  it  is  only  equivalent  to  the  case  of  a  writ  of  inquiry,  in 
which,  although  the  debt  is  admitted,  evidence  must  be  exhib- 
ited to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  damages.    The  evidence  in 
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this  is  at  least  not  commensurate  with  the  whole  claim,  and, 
therefore,  too  uncertain  and  incomplete  to  be  submitted  to  the 
jury. 
M y  opinion  is  that  the  judgment  be  reversed. 

Fleming,  J.  The  declaration  is  on  an  assumpsit  of  the  tes- 
tator, for  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises  sold  and  delivered 
to  him  in  his  lifetime.  Plea,  that  the  testator  did  not  assume 
in  his  lifetime,  and  issue  thereupon.  Had  the  delivery  of  the. 
goods  been  proved,  the  law  would  have  implied  an  assumpsit, 
but  the  evidence  to  support  the  issue  is  that  when  the  account 
was  presented  by  the  witness  to  the  administratrix,  she  read  the 
account  over,  and  did  not  object  to  any  item  in  the  account, 
and  said  that  some  things  in  the  first  part  of  the  account  she 
knew  nothing  of,  but  did  not  doubt  that  they  were  delivered, 
and  that  she  would  pay  the  balance. 

This  appears  to  me  to  be  improper  evidence  at  the  trial. of  an 
issue  on  an  assumpsit  charged  against  the  testator  only.  In 
Shelly f8  case,  1  Salk.  296,  which  was  an  action  upon  the  case 
against  an  executor,  upon  plene  administravU  pleaded,  Lord 
Holt  declared  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  his  debt,  otherwise 
he  shall  recover  but  one  penny  damages,  though  there  be  assets; 
for  the  plea  only  admits  the  debt,  but  not  the  quantity.  So  in 
the  present  case,  admitting  that  the  assumpsit  of  the  adminis- 
tratrix might  be  given  in  evidence,  when  an  assumpsit  of  the 
testator  only  is  charged,  yet  it  is  at  most  a  qualified  assumpsit, 
41  that  she  would  pay  the  balance;"  and  what  that  balance  was 
does  not  appear,  which  brings  it  precisely  within  the  reason  of 
Shelly's  case,  above  cited. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  be  reversed, 
the  verdict  set  aside,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial, 
.  with  an  instruction  that  the  evidence  stated  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions is  not  to  go  to  the  jury  on  such  trial. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Dew  v.  The  Judges  of  the  Sweet  Springs. 

[8  Hsnxo  &  Mumfgsd,  1.] 

Mandamus,  who  entitled  to.— The  writ  of  mandamus  is  the  proper 
remedy  to  restore  a  clerk  of  a  court  ousted  from  his  office  by  the  illegal 
appointment  of  another  person. 

Pasties  to  Writ. — The  person  occupying  the  office  ought  to  be  made  a 
party  to  the  rule,  or  to  the  conditional  mandamus,  or  such  rule  or 
mandamus  ought  to  be  served  upon  him,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  defend 
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bis  right  before  the  peremptory  mandamus  issues;  but  if  it  appeal 
from  the  record  that  he  was  apprised  of  the  proceedings  and  defended 
his  right,  it  is  sufficient. 
Proceedings  on  Writ. — If  the  original  rule  be  to  show  cause  why  a 
mandamus  should  not  issue  to  admit  the  clerk,  the  subsequent  rule,  or 
the  mandamus  founded  thereon,  may  nevertheless  be  to  restore  him  to 
the  said  office;  for  such  rules  may  be  changed  and  modified  so  as  to 
conform  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  promote  the  justice  of  the  case. 

Appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  general  court,  discharging 
an  order  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue. 
The  facts  fully  appear  from  the  opinion. 

Wichham  and  Randolph,  for  the  appellant. 

Chapman  Johnson  and  Wirt,  for  the  respondents. 

Tucker,  J.  Dew,  the  appellant,  obtained  a  rule  from  the 
general  court  upon  the  judges  of  the  Sweet  Springs  district 
court,  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  direct- 
ing them  to  admit  him  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  said  district 
court;  to  which  a  return  was  made,  "  that  at  a  court  held'  for 
the  said  district,  on  the  eighteenth  day  of  May,  1805,  the  ap- 
pellant, Dew,  produced  in  court  a  commission  signed  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  judges  of  the  general  court,  appointing  him  clerk 
of  that  district  court,  in  the  room  of  Samuel  Dew,  senior,  de- 
ceased; also  a  certificate  from  the  clerk  of  Botetourt  court,  of 
his  having  taken  the  oaths  prescribed  by  Jaw.  But  not  offering 
sufficient  security  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of 
the  said  office,  the  court  proceeded  to  appoint  Erasmus  Strib- 
ling  to  fill  the  said  office,  in  the  room  of  the  said  Samuel  Dew, 
who,  having  taken  the  oaths  as  the  law  directs,  together  with 
James  Breckenridge  and  others,  entered  into  bond,  etc.,  with 
such  condition  as  the  law  requires.  And  at  a  district  court 
continued  and  held  as  aforesaid,  on  the  twenty-second  day  of 
May,  1805,  Samuel  Dew  again  appeared  in  court,  and  offered 
sufficient  security  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  clerk 
of  the  said  court,  of  which  the  court  took  time  to  consider;  and 
at  a  court  continued  and  held  as  aforesaid,  the  next  day,  the 
said  Samuel  Dew  was  refused  to  be  admitted  to  the  said  office 
of  clerk,  because  on  the  first  day  of  the  term,  when  called  upon 
to  execute  a  bond,  he  offered  insufficient  security,  although  the 
greater  part  of  that  day  was  allowed  him  to  provide  security, 
and  previous  to  the  appointment  of  Erasmus  Stribling,  said 
Dew  acknowledged  he  was  unable  to  find  further  security  on 
that  day;  but  then  alleged  that  at  a  future  day  it  was  probable 
he  would  be  able  to  obtain  sufficient  security." 
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The  commission  and  certificate  from  the  court  of  Botetourt 
county,  within  referred  to,  are  in  the  following  words: 

"  These  are  to  certify  that  Samuel  Dew  is  appointed  the  clerk 
of  the  district  court  to  be  holden  at  the  Sweet  Springs,  in  the 
county  of  Monroe,  in  the  room  of  S.  D.,  senior,  deceased. 
Given  under  our  hands  and  seals,  this  twenty-third  of  January, 
a.  d.  1805."  Signed  with  the  names  of  six  judges  of  the  gen-* 
eral  court,  with  seals  annexed. 

4 'At  a  court  held  for  Botetourt  county,  February  12, 1806, 
S.  D.,  gentleman,  produced  in  court  an  appointment  signed, 
etc.,  appointing  him  clerk  of  the  district  court  holden,  etc., 
whereupon  the  said  S.  D.  took  the  oath  of  fidelity,  the  oath  to 
support  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the  oath  of 
tho  said  office.    Teste:  H.  B.  Clbbk,  B.  C. 

"  A  copy.        Teste:  Erasmus  Stkibuno,  G.  S.  D.  G." 

To  the  above  copy  of  the  records  of  the  court  the  judges 
subjoined,  moreover,  the  following  reasons: 

"  We  consider  it  the  duty  of  the  judges  to  hold  a  court  on 
the  first  day  of  the  term,  and  find  that  the  civil  and  criminal 
business  of  the  country  required  it;  that  S.  Dew  was  commis- 
sioned in  the  month  of  January  preceding,  and  had  sufficient 
time  to  have  procured  security,  without  which  he  well  knew  he 
could  not  act.  That  circumstanced  as  the  judges  were,  they 
could  not  proceed  to  elect  a  clerk  pro  tempore,  and  they  would 
not  have  been  justified  in  respecting  the  declaration  of  the  said 
S.  D. ,  that  it  was  probable  he  could  get  security  at  a  future  day, 
considering  his  failure  for  several  months,  and  the  first  day  of 
the  court,  where  a  large  number  of  the  people  of  the  district 
were  present.  We  consider,  therefore,  that  the  judges  of  that 
court  acted  correctly  and  properly  in  the  appointment  of  Eras- 
mus Stribling,  who  fully  answers  their  expectations  and  those 
of  the  public."  Signed  by  the  judges  present,  and  attested  by 
Erasmus  Stribling,  C.  S.  D.  G. 

As  my  opinion,  in  this  case,  will  be  founded  upon  the  mat- 
ters contained  in  this  return,  I  shall  no  further  notice  the  re- 
mainder of  the  record  and  proceedings  in  the  general  court 
than  to  observe  that  the  above-mentioned  rule  was,  on  the  thir- 
teenth of  November,  1807,  discharged.  From  which  order 
Samuel  Dew  prayed,  and  was  allowed  an  appeal  to  this  court. 

The  first  question  which  I  shall  consider  is,  whether  the  writ 
of  mandamus  be  the  proper  remedy  in  this  case  ? 

Judge  Buller  informs  us  that  the  writ  of  mandamus  is,  in 

AM.  Duo.  YOU  111—41 
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England,  a  prerogative  writ,  issuing  out  of  the  court  of  E.  B. 
(as  that  court  has  a  general  superintendent  over  all  inferior 
jurisdictions  and  persons),  and  is  the  proper  remedy  to  enforce 
obedience  to  acts  of  parliament,  and  to  the  king's  charters, 
and  in  such  case  is  demandable  of  right:  Bull.  N.  P.  199.  Un- 
der the  term  charters  are  compehended  all  grants  from  the 
crown,  whether  of  lands,  honors,  franchises,  or  aught  besides: 
2  Bl.  Com.  846.  Under  this  description,  then,  all  commissions 
granted  by  the  crown,  whereby  any  person  is  authorized  to  hold 
and  exercise  any  public  office  whatever,  come  under  the  general 
head  of  the  king's  charters. 

To  enforce  obedience  to  such  a  commission,  especially  if 
founded  upon  the  authority  of  an  act  of  parliament,  the  proper 
remedy  is  by  writ  of  mandamus,  which,  in  such  case,  is  demand- 
able  of  right.  And  it  lies  to  compel  the  admission  or  restora- 
tion of  the  party  applying  to  any  office  or  franchise  of  a  public 
nature,  whether  spiritual  or  temporal:  8  Bl.  Com.  110.  Here 
the  office  claimed  is  founded  on  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the 
commonwealth,  and  is  gran  table  by  a  commission,  under  the 
bands  and  seals  of  a  majority  of  the  judges  of  the  general 
court;  and  is,  moreover,  an  office  of  a  public  nature,  and  which 
relates  extensively  to  the  administration  of  justice  through  a 
very  large  portion  of  the  commonwealth.  It  has,  therefore, 
every  character  that  may  be  thought  necessary  to  entitle  the  per- 
son holding  such  a  commission,  and  who  hath  been  either  re- 
fused admittance  into  his  office,  or  improperly  turned  out  of  it, 
to  the  benefit  of  a  writ  of  mandamus. 

It  has  been  objected,  however,  that  a  mandamus  will  not  lie 
where  the  party  hath  another  legal  and  specific  remedy;  but  we 
are  told  otherwise  by  Judge  Blackstone,  who  calls  it  a  high 
prerogative  writ,  of  a  most  extensive  remedial  nature;  and  that 
it  may  be  issued  in  some  cases  where  the  injured  party  hath 
also  another  more  tedious  method  of  redress;  as  in  the  case  of 
admission  or  restitution  to  an  office:  8  Bl.  Com.  110,  This  is 
the  very  case  now  before  us;  and  although  possibly  the  injured 
party  may  have  another  remedy,  I  think  there  is  no  other  so 
well  adapted  to  the  nature  of  the  case  as  that  by  mandamus. 

I  shall  now  proceed  to  consider  whether  upon  this  return 
made  to  the  first  rule  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should 
not  issue,  the  general  court  ought  or  ought  not  to  have  awarded 
the  writ. 

The  return  comprehends  the  record  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  district  court  on  three  several  days  in  the  same  term,  in  re- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIc 


Oct.  1808.]  Dew  v.  Judges  or  Sweet  Springs.  643 

spect  to  the  matter  in  controversy.  The  record  of  the  first  day 
states  that  the  appellant  produced  in  court  a  commission  signed 
•  by  a  majority  of  the  judges  of  the  general  court  appointing  him 
clerk;  also,  a  certificate  from  the  clerk  of  Botetourt  county  of 
his  having  taken  the  oaths  prescribed  by  law;  but  not  offering 
sufficient  security,  etc.,  the  court  proceeded  to  appoint  Erasmus 
Stribling,  etc. 

Upon  this  part  of  the  return,  the  judges  having  certified  from 
the  record  that  the  appellant  produced  in  court  a  commission 
signed  by  a  majority  of  the  judges,  but  not  saying  whether  the 
same  was  under  their  hands  and  seals  as  the  law  directs,  it  might 
have  been  doubtful  to  the  general  court  whether  the  commission 
was  granted  in  such  manner  as  the  act  directs;  in  such  a  case 
we  are  told  by  Judge  Buller  that  the  court  will  issue  a  condi- 
tional mandamus,  in  order  that  the  right  may  be  tried  upon  the 
return:  Bull.  N.  P.  200.  If,  then,  there  were  no  other  reason  than  • 
this  one  for  refusing  the  writ  of  mandamus,  the  general  court 
ought  to  have  granted  it;  and  then  upon  the  return  the  appel- 
lent  might  have  traversed  that  part  of  the  return  which  de- 
scribes the  commission  and  averred  that  it  was  granted  under 
the  hands  and  seals  of  the  judges,  and  if  upon  issue  joined  it 
had  been  so  found,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus,  if  there  were  no  other  cause  for  refusing  it. 

The  record  of  the  first  day  proceeds  to  state,  as  I  have  already 
noticed,  that  the  appellant  also  produced  in  court  a  certificate 
from  the  clerk  of  Botetourt  county,  of  his  having  taken  the 
oaths  prescribed  by  law;  but,  not  offering  sufficient  security  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  said,  office,  the 
court  proceeded  to  appoint  Erasmus  Stribling,  etc. 

The  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  the  security  which  the 
appellant  offered  being  a  question  of  fact,  upon  which  the 
judges  of  the  district  court  had  a  right  to  exercise  their  discre- 
tion, but  in  which  they  may  nevertheless  have  been  mistaken, 
the  question  as  to  the  appellant's  right  is  thereby  rendered 
doubtful;  therefore,  according  to  the  authority  above  cited,  if 
there  were  no  other  reason  for  refusing  the  mandamus,  the 
court  ought  to  have  granted  it,  that  it  might  have  been  tried, 
upon  the  return,  whether  the  security  offered  was,  in  fact,  suf- 
ficient or  not. 

The  record  of  the  fourth  day  states  that  the  appellant  again 
appeared  in  court,  and  offered  sufficient  security,  of  which  the 
court  took  time  to  consider;  and  the  next  day  the  court  refused 
to  admit  him  to  the  said  office  on  the  first  day 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


644  Dew  v.  Judges  of  Sweet  Springs.     [Virginia, 

he  offered  insufficient  security,  and  acknowledged  he  was  un- 
able to  find  further  security  on  that  day;  but  alleged  that  at  a 
future  day  he  should  probably  be  able  to  obtain  sufficient 
security. 

This  brings  us  to  the  question,  so  much  agitated  and  dis- 
cussed, whether  the  district  court  were  authorized  to  appoint 
another  clerk  in  case  the  clerk  appointed  by  the  judges  of  the 
general  court,  either  should  neglect  or  be  unable  to  give  se- 
curity, as  the  law  requires,  on  the  first  day  of  the  term. 

It  will  readily  be  admitted  that  the  reasons  assigned  by  the 
judges  in  the  latter  part  of  their  return,  are  very  strong  in  favor 
of  their  opinion  respecting  the  necessity  of  holding  a  court, 
and  proceeding  upon  the  business  of  the  district,  criminal  as 
well  as  civil,  on  the  first  day  of  the  term.  And  their  reasons 
for  not  appointing  a  clerk  pro  tempore  are  perhaps  strictly  legal, 
and  well  founded.  The  question,  however,  still  remains, 
whether  the  appellant  had  not  a  right  to  offer  sufficient  security 
at  any  time  during  the  term,  and  that  having  in  fact  offered  it 
on  the  fourth  day  of  the  term,  instead  of  the  first,  the  judges 
ought  or  ought  not  to  have  received  the  same,  and  thereupon 
to  have  admitted  him  to  exercise  the  duties  of  his  office.  This 
question  depends  upon  the  act  which  prescribes  the  manner  in 
which  clerks  of  the  district  courts  are  to  be  appointed,  which 
declares  "that  every  person  appointed  clerk  of  any  district 
court,  having  taken  the  oath  for  giving  assurance  of  fidelity  to 
the  commonwealth,  and  the  oath  required  to  be  taken  by  clerks 
of  courts,  adapting  the  same  to  the  district  court,  shall  thence- 
forth be  enabled  to  execute  the  duties  of  his  office."  The  ap- 
pellant produced  to  the  judges  of  the  district  court,  on  the  first 
day  of  the  term,  a  certificate  that  he  had  strictly  complied  with 
this  injunction  of  the  law;  he  had  been  duly  authorized  thereby 
to  execute  the  duties  of  his  office  from  the  twelfth  of  February 
to  that  period.  If  an  officer  be  created  by  letters  patent  (and 
commissions  are  letters  patent),  he  is  a  complete  officer  before 
he  is  sworn,  and  before  any  investiture:  5  Bac.  Abr.,  Gwil.  ed. 
188,  tit.  "Offices  and  Officers,"  letter  E. 

But  the  appellant  had  been  sworn,  and  had  been  for  more 
than  a  quarter  of  a  year  duly  authorized  by  the  express  words 
of  the  law  to  execute  the  duties  of  his  office;  he  was  (if  duly 
appointed,  of  which  hereafter)  clerk  de  jure  and  de  facto;  like 
a  spiritual  clerk  in  holy  orders,  who,  having  been  duly  pre- 
sented, instituted,  and  inducted  into  a  rectory,  is  in  full  and 
complete  possession,  and  in  legal  phrase  is  called  parson-impar- 
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donee.  The  duties  of  his  office  means  all  the  duties  of  it,  as  well 
in  court  as  out  of  court;  nor  can  the  risk  of  misconduct  for  a 
few  days  under  the  immediate  eye  of  the  court,  bear  any  com- 
parison with  that  which  may  be  supposed  to  arise  from  a  clerk's 
performing  the  duties  of  his  office,  without  being  subjected  to 
such  an  immediate  superintendence  and  inspection,  for  a  quar- 
ter or  half  a  year,  as  the  law  allows. 

The  appellant  haying  produced  to  the  court  such  a  certificate 
as  the  law  directs,  the  court  were  bound  to  enter  the  same  on 
record.  This  was  all  that  was  necessary  to  be  done  at  that 
time;  it  would  thence  appear  of  record,  that  he  was  duly  com- 
missioned, and  had  done  and  performed  ail  that  the  law  re- 
quired, to  enable  him  to  execute  the  duties  of  his  office;  no 
ceremony  of  admission  or  induction  was  necessary,  no  addi- 
tional oath  was  required  to  be  taken. 

But  it  is  objected  that  he  did  not,  nor  could  not,  give  sufficient 
security  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of  his  office, 
on  the  first  day  of  the  term.  Let  us  consult  the  law,  and  be 
guided  by  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of  it. 

Every  person  appointed  clerk  of  a  district  court,  may  take 
the  oaths  required  to  be  taken,  previous  to  his  entering  upon 
the  execution  of  the  duties  of  his  office,  before  any  court  of 
record  in  the  commonwealth;  after  which,  or,  in  the  emphatical 
words  of  the  law,  from  thenceforth  he  shall  be  enabled  to  exe- 
cute the  duties  of  his  office;  a  certificate  of  which  qualification 
shall  be  entered  of  record  in  the  district;  "  wherein,  at  the  first 
session,  he  shall,  moreover,  enter  into  bond  with  sufficient  se- 
curity," eto. 

It  is  contended  that  the  words,  at  the  first  session,  must  mean 
the  first  day;  but  I  see  no  reason  for  that  construction,  any 
more  than  the  first  hour,  or  the  first  minute.  The  term  session, 
when  applied  to  courts,  means  the  whole  term;  and  in  legal 
construction,  the  whole  term  is  construed  but  as  one  day,  and 
that  day  is  always  referred  to  the  first  day  or  commencement  of 
the  term;  and  this  construction  has  been  carried  so  far,  that 
where  parties  had  covenanted  to  levy  a  fine  at  the  next 
term,  and  one  of  the  parties  died  after  the  first  day  of  the  term, 
and  the  fine  was  entered  at  a  subsequent  day  of  the  same  term, 
this  fine  was  held  to  be  well  levied,  notwithstanding  one  of  the 
parties  was  dead  at  the  time;  he  being  living  on  the  first  day 
of  the  term,  and  the  whole  term  considered  as  one  day.  It  is 
the  same  with  a  judgment  in  any  other  case:  Bragner  v.  Lang* 
mead.  7  T.  R.  20.    In  the  present  case,  such  a  construction  ap- 
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pears  to  me  to  be  very  reasonable.  The  securities  of  a  clerk 
might  reside  at  a  distance  from  the  court,  and  might  not  attend 
the  first  day;  the  clerk  himself  might  not,  from  sickness,  or 
other  sufficient  cause,  be  able  to  attend;  the  court  might  be 
dissatisfied  with  the  sufficiency  of  the  security  offered,  but  upon 
further  information  be  satisfied  with  it;  or  the  clerk,  as  in  the 
present  case,  might,  at  a  future  day,  be  able  to  offer  additional 
security,  to  the  full  satisfaction  of  the  court. 

Ought  a  man  to  be  ousted  from  his  office  under  such  circum- 
stances, although  the  law  had  permitted  him  to  exercise  it  for 
half  a  year  before,  without  any  other  security  than  his  integrity, 
his  oath  and  his  conscience?  I  have  before  stated,  that  the 
comparative  risk  of  misconduct  in  the  presence  and  under  the 
immediate  inspection  and  control  of  the  court,  was  very  slight 
in  such  a  situation.  And  should  he  neglect  to  produce  suffi- 
cient security  before  the  end  of  the  term,  such  neglect  would 
undoubtedly  be  a  cause  of  forfeiture,  and  he  might  be  imme- 
diately proceeded  against,  and  evicted  as  the  constitution  and 
the  law  direct.  The  requisition  of  the  law  that  a  clerk  is  to 
give  bond  with  sufficient  security,  for  the  faithful  execution  of 
the  duties  of  his  office,  is  a  condition  in  law,  and  is  to  be  con- 
strued as  a  limitation;  his  office  would  legally  terminate  with 
the  session:  2  Bl.  Com.  155;  but  not  before. 

This  may  be  compared  to  the  case  of  a  parson  who  may  neg- 
lect, after  institution  and  induction,  to  read  the  liturgy  and  arti- 
cles of  the  church,  or  make  the  declarations  against  popery,  or 
take  the  abjuration  oath;  or  may  absent  himself  sixty  days  in 
one  year,  from  his  benefice,  in  certain  cases.  In  all  which 
cases,  we  are  told,  the  benefice  is  void:  1  Bl.  Com.  493.  Still, 
both  the  law  and  the  constitution  require  that  he  should  not 
be  ousted  of  the  office  in  which  he  had  a  freehold,  but  by  due 
process  of  law:  L.  V.  ed.  1794,  orBev.  Code.,  vol.  1,  c.  15,  p.  18; 
Id.  c.  66,  sec.  14,  p.  75.  The  judges  of  the  district  court,  prob- 
ably, did  not  consider  him  as  duly  invested  with  his  office,  until 
he  had  given  bond  and  security.  Upon  that  point,  I  feel  my- 
self constrained  to  differ  with  them.  On  this  point,  then,  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  ought  to  have  been  admit- 
ted to  give  bond  and  security  at  any  time  during  the  session. 

We  now  come  to  one  of  the  principal  stumbling-blocks  op- 
posed to  the  emanation  of  the  writ  of  mandamus,  by  the  coun- 
sel of  the  appellees.  They  tell  us,  that  if  a  mandamus  be 
awarded,  Mr.  Stribling  will  be  turned  out  of  office,  without  that 
due  process  of  law  which  the  constitution  and  the  acts  which 
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I  have  before  referred  to,  prescribe;  and  a  distinction  was  taken 
between  a  mandmus  to  admit  and  one  to  restore  a  person  to  an 
office.  The  former,  it  is  said,  gives  only  a  legal,  not  an  actual 
possession;  though  in  a  mandamus  to  restore,  the  court  will  go 
further;  and  for  this  1  Strange,  638,  and  3  Burr.  1267,  were 
cited  and  relied  on. 

In  the  latter  case,  however,  the  court  granted  a  mandamus, 
although  there  was  another  person  actually  in  office;  and  al- 
though the  right  claimed,  was  barely  a  legal  right,  but  perhaps 
not,  in  strictness,  a  public  office.  But  the  question  now  before 
us,  concerns  an  important  public  office,  which  concerns,  or  at 
least  is  necessary,  to  the  administration  of  justice.  Shall  we, 
then,  in  such  a  case,  be  deterred  from  pursuing  that  course  which 
will  most  effectually  advance  justice  and  preserve  right?  But 
we  are  told,  Mr.  Stribling  ought  to  have  been  served  with 
notice  of  this  motion,  that  he  might  contest  the  rule.  It  was 
properly  answered,  that  the  return  shows  be  had  notice,  being 
attested  by  him;  and  the  record  shows  he  did  appear  in  the 
general  court  as  a  party,  and  consent  to  the  award  of  a  commis- 
sion to  take  depositions;  what  need  then  of  further  notice  ? 

But  another  objection  has  been  insisted  upon,  that  although 
the  general  court  might  have  been  of  opinion  that  they  ought 
to  have  granted  a  writ  of  mandamus,  they  could  not  have 
granted  the  proper  writ  in  this  case,  being  tied  down  by  the 
terms  of  the  rule.  But  can  it  be  seriously  supposed,  that  this 
objection  can  prevail  in  a  case  which  concerns  the  general  ad* 
ministration  of  justice,  over  a  very  large  portion  of  the  common- 
wealth, wherein  all  due  expedition  ought  to  be  observed,  and 
where  (in  my  opinion,  at  least)  no  other  specific  or  adequate 
remedy  can  be  found  ?  Can  it  be  seriously  contended,  I  say 
that,  if  upon  the  return  of  the  rule  to  show  cause  it  should 
appear  that  there  were  circumstances  in  the  case  which  might 
render  it  necessary  and  proper,  in  order  to  fulfill  the  intentions 
of  the  law  and  to  do  strict  justice  between  the  parties,  in  some 
measure  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  writ  from  those  of  the  rule, 
the  judges  of  the  general  court  were  bound  rather  to  discharge 
the  rule,  than  to  accommodate  the  terms  of  the  writ  to  the  na- 
ture of  the  case,  in  order  to  do  strict  right  and  justice,  and  to 
put  an  end  to  a  contest,  injurious  not  only  to  the  parties,  but 
to  the  public  in  general  ?  I  revere  the  maxim,  est  boni  judicis 
ampliare  jusliiiam;  and  where  the  general  weal  requires  it  to  be 
done,  as  far  as  in  me  lies,  I  shall  endeavor  to  conform  to  it.  I 
think,  then,  the  general  court  might  have  awarded  the  writ,  in 
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terms  commanding  the  judges  of  the  district  court  to  receive 
bond  from  the  appellant,  with  the  security  offered  by  him  on 
the  fourth  day,  or  such  other  sufficient  security  as  he  might  of- 
fer  during  the  next  succeeding  term,  and  thereupon  to  restore 
him  to  his  office  of  clerk,  or  to  show  cause  to  the  contrary. 
Nor  can  I  perceive  the  smallest  inconvenience  which  such  a 
departure  from  the  words  of  the  rule  could  have  produced, 
either  to  the  public  or  to  the  parties. 

Hitherto  I  have  considered  this  case,  as  if  it  had  appeared  by 
the  return  that  the  appellant  had  been  duly  appointed  by  a 
majority  of  the  judges  of  the  general  court,  by  commission 
under  their  hands  and  seals,  granted  by  them  to  supply  a 
vacancy  in  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  district,  which  had  hap- 
pened since  the  last  session  of  that  court,  by  the  death  of 
Samuel  Dew,  St.,  the  late  clerk,  in  vacation;  all  which  cir- 
cumstances, I  hold,  ought  to  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  com- 
mission, or  the  same  will  be  void. 

Wherever  the  right  of  granting  and  creating  new  offices  is 
vested  in  the  king,  as  the  head  and  fountain  of  justice,  he  must 
use  proper  words  for  that  purpose;  as  in  the  erection  of  a  new 
office,  the  words  erigimus,  consHtxdimus,  etc.,  must  be  made  use 
of;  and  it  hath  been  adjudged,  that  the  word  concessimus  is  not 
sufficient,  unless  there  be  an  office  already  in  being:  5  Bao. 
Abr.,  Gwtt.  edit.  188,  tit.  Offices,  etc.,  letter  E. 

An  office  being  a  thing  which  lies  in  grant,  cannot  regularly 
be  granted  but  by  deed,  duly  executed:  1  Lon.  219,  Gawton 
and  Lord  Dacres.  Where  the  form  of  the  words  of  nomina- 
tion to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  by  the  custos  rolulorum 
of  the  county,  were,  "  I  do  nominate  the  said  Philip  Owen 
to  be  clerk  of  the  peace,  according  to  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment/' which  was  held  good,  the  court  of  king's  bench  reversed 
that  judgment,  because  he  did  not  name  any  county  certainly, 
of  which  he  should  be  clerk  (although  the  nomination  was  in 
open  court),  nor  distinguish  which  statute  he  intends;  for  there 
are  two  statutes  which  concern  this  matter:  2  Salk.  467; 
Saunders  v.  Owen,  cited  in  Bac.  Abr.  Offices,  E. 

A  commission  is  a  delegation  by  warrant  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment, or  of  the  common  law,  whereby  jurisdiction,  power,  or 
authority  is  conferred  to  others.  They  are  like  the  king's 
writs;  such  are  to  be  allowed  which  have  warrant  of  law,  and 
continual  allowance  in  courts  of  justice:  4  Inst.  163;  3  Inst.  656. 

In  the  reign  of  Edward  III,  the  justices  were  so  careful  that 
no  innovation  should  creep  in  concerning  commissions  of  oyer 
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and  terminer,  that  certain  justices  having  their  authority  by 
writ,  where  they  ought  to  have  had  it  by  commission,  though  it 
were  of  the  form  and  words  that  the  legal  commission  ought  to 
be,  John  Knivit,  C.  J.,  by  the  advice  of  all  the  judges,  resolved 
that  the  said  writ  was  contra  legem.  And  whereas,  divers  in- 
dictments were  before  them  found,  all  that  were  done  by  color 
of  that  writ  were  damned:  4  Inst.  164;  Bro.  Abr.  Commissions,  16. 

In  England,  as  I  have  before  shown,  the  king's  commissions 
are  by  letters  patent,  under  the  great  seal,  and  are  matter  of 
record,  and  as  such  are  evidence  (or  rather,  the  highest  evi- 
dence) in  themselves.  It  is  the  very  act  which  delegates  an  au- 
thority, and  therefore  ought,  upon  the  face  of  it,  to  show  every- 
thing that  is  necessary  to  its  validity  and  perfection;  and  ought 
to  contain  apt  words  for  that  purpose;  otherwise  it  may  be  void 
for  uncertainty;  it  should,  moreover,  conform  to  the  directions 
of  the  law  and  constitution  of  the  state. 

The  constitution,  art.  18,  directs  that  commissions  and  grants 
shall  run  in  the  name  of  the  commonwealth;  this  paper  does 
not.  Whether  it  were  competent  to  the  legislature  to  authorize 
any  commission  whatsoever  to  be  granted  in  any  other  manner 
or  form  than  the  constitution  prescribes,  is  not  necessary  now 
to  be  determined;  having  given  no  directions  concerning  the 
tenor  of  the  commission,  it  ought,  I  conceive,  to  conform 
to  the  directions  of  the  constitution. 

The  judges  of  the  general  court,  having  no  power  (except  by 
law,  to  appoint  clerks  of  the  district  court),  their  authority 
ought  to  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  commission.  It  ought, 
moreover,  to  appear  upon  the  face  thereof  that  they  were  not 
only  judges  of  the  general  court,  but  a  majority  of  them. 

It  ought  to  have  appeared  that  Samuel  Dew,  Sr.,  died  be- 
tween term  and  term,  and  that  the  commission  was  granted  to 
supply  the  vacancy  so  happening  in  vacation ;  because  the  law 
prescribes  another  mode  of  appointment  if  the  vacancy  happens 
in  term  time. 

It  ought  to  have  contained  words  of  grant  or  delegation  of 
authority,  as  "we  do  appoint,"  in  the  first  person;  thereby 
manifesting  this  to  be  their  act  of  delegation;  whereas  the 
paper  only  certifies  that  the  appellant  is  appointed,  not  specify- 
ing when  or  by  whom,  or  by  what  authority.  Any  man,  who 
knew  the  fact,  might  grant  such  a  certificate,  and  it  would,  in 
my  opinion,  be  just  as  good  evidence  in  a  court  of  record  as 
this  paper. 

The  nature  and  tenure  of  the  office  ought,  moreover,  to  have 
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appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  commission,  the  same  being  grant- 
able  during  good  behavior;  whereas,  upon  this  paper,  it  might 
be  made  a  question  whether  it  were  such  an  office,  or  one  dur- 
ing pleasure  or  otherwise. 

The  law  haying  in  one  section,  and  upon  one  occasion,  au- 
thorized an  appointment  to  be  made  by  certificate;  see  acts  of 
1788,  c.  67,  sees.  19,  20,  in  which  this  distinction  is  most  obvi- 
ous and  incontestable,  and  in  the  very  next  section  having  di- 
rected that  the  appointment,  in  all  other  cases,  and  on  ail  future 
occasions,  shall  be  made  by  commission,  we  must  believe  the 
legislature  both  understood  and  intended  a  difference  between 
them;  and  so  the  judges  understood  it  upon  some  other  occasions. 

I  think  it  highly  probable  that  the  appellant's  ardor  and  haste 
in  pursuit  of  his  appointment  induced  him  to  prepare  this  in- 
strument for  the  signature  of  the  judges  before  he  applied  to 
them  respectively  for  an  appointment,  and  that,  without  exam- 
ining the  law,  as  they  would  otherwise  undoubtedly  have  done, 
they  subscribed  their  names  to  the  instrument  so  presented. 
The  very  high  respect  and  esteem  I  entertain  for  the  whole  of 
that  most  worthy  and  respectable  bench,  induce  me  to  make 
this  conjecture  as  to  the  error  into  which,  I  apprehend,  they 
hate  inadvertently  fallen. 

Conceiving,  therefore,  that  the  paper  which  is  spread  upon 
the  record,  as  the  commission  which  the  appellant  presented  to 
the  district  court,  is  not  a  commission,  as  the  law  requires,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  general  court,  refusing 
the  writ  of  mandamus,  ought  to  be  affirmed;  the  appellant  not 
having  shown  any  legal  right  to  the  office  he  claims. 

Boahe,  J.  I  will  first  inquire  whether  a  mandamus  is  a 
proper  remedy  in  this  case;  and  second,  whether,  on  the  merits, 
the  appellant  is  entitled  to  success  in  his  application. 

It  is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  this  writ  (which,  in  England, 
is  considered  as  a  prerogative  writ),  lies  to  admit  or  restore  to 
an  office  which  concerns  the  administration  of  justice;  and  that 
in  various  other  cases,  it  ought  to  go  on  reasons  of  public  policy 
and  convenience.  In  no  case  can  those  reasons  apply  with 
more  force  than  in  the  present,  where  it  is  not  only  important 
that  the  rightful  officer  should  enjoy  his  franchise,  but  also  (in 
a  public  point  of  view)  have  possession  of  the  records  and 
administer  the  duties  of  his  office.  It  is  important,  too,  that 
the  most  speedy  decision  should  be  given  on  the  subject,  as  is 
manifest  from  the  course  adopted  by  tbis  court  in  taking  up  the 
cause  out  of  turn;  and,  as  conducive  to  that  end,  the  most 
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direct  remedy  should  be  pursued,  which  is  consistent  with 
justice  and  the  policy  of  the  laws.  It  is  agreed  that  a  mandamus 
will  lie  where  a  parly  has  a  legal  right,  and  no  other  specifio 
remedy,  or  a  specific  remedy  (as  an  assise)  which  has  become 
obsolete.  This  remedy  by  assise  is  considered  in  5  Bacon,  197, 
as  perhaps  the  only  specific  remedy  in  this  case;  and  it  will  not 
lie  unless  the  party  has  had  a  seisin  of  his  office:  Id.  It  was 
always,  therefore,  an  incompetent  remedy  in  cases  where  a 
party  requires  to  be  admitted  to  an  office  to  which  his  title  has 
not  been  perfected  by  a  seisin.  An  information  in  the  nature 
of  a  quo  warranto,  whether  considered  as  under  the  statute  of 
Anne,  in  England,  or  as  at  the  common  law,  is  not  in  itself  a 
specific  remedy;  it  only  paves  the  way  for  the  introduction  of  a 
specific  remedy,  by  producing  a  judgment  of  ouster  against  the 
person  actually  in  possession  of  the  office.  And  the  principal 
difference  between  these  two  modes  of  proceeding  are,  that  the 
common  law  information  does  not  go  without  the  intervention 
of  the  prerogative  (in  England),  whereas,  under  the  statute  of 
Anne,  an  information  may  be  brought  in  relation  to  corporation 
disputes,  without  the  leave  of  the  court,  at  the  instance  of  any 
relator:  3  BL  Com.  262.  And  also  that  the  statute  of  Anne 
has  provided  for  a  speedy  hearing:  Id.  On  general  principles, 
therefore,  it  would  seem  to  be  more  proper  (or,  rather,  less 
objectionable)  to  turn  over  the  party  to  his  private  and  more 
speedy  remedy  under  the  statute,  than  to  the  common  law  in- 
formation, which  he  cannot  use  without  the  intervention  of  the 
prerogative,  or  the  permission  of  the  attorney-general,  and  the 
proceedings  on  which  are,  perhaps,  more  dilatory  than  in  the 
other  case. 

It  seems  admitted  by  the  course  of  the  argument  in  this  case, 
or  if  not,  it  is  extremely  clear,  that  a  mandamus  will  lie  to 
restore,  as  well  as  to  admit  to  an  office,  like  the  present;  but  it  is 
contended  that,  where  the  office  is  full,  the  mandamus  ought  to 
be  preceded  by  an  information  to  try  the  right,  and  produce  a 
judgment  of  ouster.  Let  us  examine  this  position.  It  'seems 
at  least  questionable  whether  all  the  English  cases,  in  which 
this  position  has  been  taken,  have  not  been  bottomed  upon  the 
statute  of  Anne,  and,  therefore,  not  only  had  relation  to  corpo- 
ration disputes,  which  alone  are  embraced  by  that  statute,  but 
would  not  apply  in  this  country,  where  we  have  no  similar 
statute.  If  the  course  adopted  by  those  decisions  be  reasonable, 
considered  in  that  relation,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  is  equally 
so  in  relation  to  the  common  law  informations,  and  to  offices  in 
general. 
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But  even  in  England,  under  the  statute,  and  in  relation  to 
corporation  disputes,  it  is  not  a  universal  proposition  that  the 
mandamus  must  be  preceded  by  an  information,  where  a  per- 
son, as  officer,  is  in  actual  possession;  it  is  said  that  in  cases 
where  his  right  is  doubtful,  and  "  fit  to  be  tried  on  an  informa- 
tion in  nature  of  quo  warranto"  the  mandamus  ought  not  to  go 
in  the  first  instance;  but  otherwise  where  the  election  is  merely 
colorable,  and  the  office  is  clearly  void.  The  cases  of  The  King 
v.  Bankes,  The  King  v.  Barker ,  etc.,  are  cases  in  which  the 
mandamus  went  in  the  first  instance,  although  the  office  was 
full.  But  it  is  said  that  the  authority  of  these  cases  is  done 
away  by  the  decision  in  The  King  v.  The  Mayor  of  Colchester,  2 
T.  B.  260,  in  which  it  was  said  to  be  a  decisive  answer  to  an 
application  for  a  mandamus  that  there  was  another  remedy  by 
information  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto,  by  which  the  title  of 
the  persons  in  possession  of  the  office  could  be  tried  as  well  as 
on  a  mandamus,  and  that  the  consequenof  of  the  rule  contended 
for  in  that  case  would  be  that  a  second  person  would  be  ad- 
mitted to  an  office  already  filled  by  another.  The  decision  in 
that  case  does  not  overrule  those  just  mentioned  when  we  have 
reference  to  the  correct  rule  of  construction,  the  general  ex- 
pressions in  a  decision  shall  be  expounded  by  relation  to  the 
actual  circumstances  which  exist  in  the  cause.  In  the  case  of 
The  King  v.  Colchester,  as  the  legality  of  the  votes  given  at  the 
election  was  disputed,  it  was  a  case  of  doubt,  and  "fit  to  be 
tried  on  an  information/'  and  therefore,  expressly  comes  within 
the  distinction  taken  in  The  King  v.  Bankes,  etc.  Wherefore, 
then,  shall  we  overrule  that  whole  series  of  cases  without  ne- 
cessity, and  by  a  side  wind?  Wherefore  shall  we  say  that  in  all 
cases,  in  cases  in  which  there  is  no  doubt,  an  information  is  an 
indispensable  prerequisite?  As  to  the  consequences  just  spoken 
of  in  The  King  v.  Colchester,  the  existing  officer  must  always  be 
a  party  to  the  rule:  Bex  v.  Bankes,  and  Bex  v.  Barker,  supra; 
his  claim  would,  therefore,  be  tried,  and  consequently  complete 
justice  be  done;  and  the  peremptory  mandamus  would,  in  effect, 
operate  as  a  judgment  of  ouster.  I  take  it,  therefore,  that  even 
in  England,  and  in  relation  to  cases  within  the  statute  of  Anne, 
the  possession  of  the  office  by  another  is  no  impediment  to  a 
mandamus,  where  the  title  of  the  applicant  is  clear;  where  the 
title  of  the  incumbent  is  clearly  void;  and  where  no  utility  can 
result  from  a  trial  on  a  quo  warranto  information;  and  a  fortiori, 
in  this  country,  where  the  proceeding  by  information  is  not 
guaranteed  to  every  citizen,  but  must  be  pursued,  if  at  all,  by 
permission  of  the  attorney-general,  under  the  common  law. 


* 


Oct.  1808.]  Dew  v.  Judges  of  Sweet  Spbings.  663 

In  ibis  case,  as  I  shall  presently  attempt  to  show,  the  title  of 
Dew  to  his  office  was  complete,  and  the  election  of  Stribling 
was  clearly  Toid  under  the  law,  and  the  case  involves  no  facts 
which  were  necessary  to  be  tried  on  an  information;  besides, 
the  right  of  Stribling,  as  he  must  be  a  party  to  the  mandamus^ 
could  be  as  well  tried  on  a  mandamus  as  on  an  information, 
especially  under  our  act  of  1799  (Bey.  Code,  vol.  1,  p.  392), 
regulating  the  proceedings  in  cases  of  mandamus.  The 
effect  of  a  peremptory  mandamus  to  restore  will  be  equivalent 
to  that  of  an  actual  and  previous  judgment  of  ouster;  and  if 
there  be  any  irregularity  in  this  mode  of  proceeding,  it  is  abun- 
dantly overpaid  by  the  consideration  that  the  end  is  muoh  more 
speedily  attained  by  this  remedy  than  by  the  intervention,  in 
the  first  instance,  of  an  information  in  the  nature  of  quo  war- 
ranto. As  to  the  objection  to  the  form  of  the  rule  in  this  case, 
it  being  to  admit,  whereas  I  am  of  opinion  it  ought  to  have  been 
to  restore,  there  is  nothing  in  it.  Many  cases  were  cited  to 
show,  and  if  there  were  none,  I  should  readily  sanction  the 
power  in  the  court,  considered  as  res  nova,  that  rules  may  be 
changed  and  modified  so  as  to  square  with  the  rights  of  parties, 
and  to  attain  the  real  justice  of  the  case.  As  to  the  proceed- 
ing being  ex  parte  in  relation  to  Stribling,  it  appears  on  the  re- 
cord that  he  is  in  reality  a  party  to  the  rule,  has  examined  wit- 
nesses, and,  I  suppose,  employed  counsel;  but,  if  this  were  not 
the  case,  he  must  be  made  a  party  to  the  mandamus,  when  it 
issues,  or  rather  he  must,  by  its  service  on  him,  be  apprised  of 
it,  and  thus  enabled  to  defend  his  rights;  which  rights  would 
otherwise  perhaps  not  be  barred.  It  is  as  desirable  to  a  court 
of  law  as  to  a  court  of  equity,  to  avoid  circuity,  and  to  come  to 
the  substantial  justice  of  the  case  as  soon  as  may  be;  and  to 
that  end,  the  courts  of  law  will  modify  and  adapt  the  course  of 
their  proceedings  so  as  to  attain  the  desired  purpose.  On  the 
merits  of  this  case,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  whether  considered 
only  on  the  returns  to  the  rule,  or  on  the  whole  evidence,  that 
Dew  was  a  complete  clerk,  admitting  the  authenticity  of  his 
commission  and  certificate  of  qualification;  that  Stribling  was 
appointed  wholly  without  authority;  and  that  all  this  appear- 
ing by  a  mere  reference  to  a  general  law  on  this  subject,  and 
the  controversy  in  this  case  involving  no  other  facts  than  the 
existence  of  the  commission  and  the  qualification  by  taking  the 
oath,  the  general  court  was  entirely  competent  to  decide  on  the 
motion  for  a  mandamus,  in  the  first  instance,  and  need  not,  as 
a  preliminary,  have  referred  the  case-  to  any  other  court  or 
tribunal. 
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Dew  was  a  complete  clerk.  He  was  appointed  by  a  majority 
of  the  judges  of  the  general  court,  in  Tacation,  and  had  taken 
the  oaths  of  office  as  required  by  law;  and  thenceforth  he  was 
"  enabled  to  execute  the  duties/'  t.  e.,  all  the  duties,  of  "  his 
office:"  Bev.  Code,  toI.  1,  p.  75.  The  criticisms  of  the  appel- 
lant's counsel  on  this  point  are  entirely  satisfactory;  and  I 
adopt  their  construction  of  the  act  without  repeating  the 
grounds  of  it.  As  to  inconvenience,  there  is  no  great  injury 
or  inconvenience  resulting  to  the  public  or  to  individual  citi- 
zens, from  indulging  the  clerk  yet  a  few  days  longer,  to  give 
security,  and  the  words  of  the  act  are  fully  competent  to  give 
him  the  whole  term  after  his  appointment,  for  that  purpose. 
The  latitude  of  the  expressions  of  the  act,  especially  as  there 
may  be  also  inconveniences  and  hardships  under  a  contrary 
construction,  must  preponderate  in  the  case. 

As  to  the  objections  to  the  commission  in  the  present  case, 
taken  for  the  first  time  from  the  bench,  I  think  there  is  nothing 
in  them.  It  is  said  that  the  commission  is  void,  as  not  being 
pursuant  to  the  constitution;  and  that  it  is  also  a  fatal  objec- 
tion that  the  commission  itself  does  not  specify  the  character  of 
the  grantors,  and  state  in  precise  terms  the  tenor  and  extent  of 
the  authority  granted.  As  to  the  first  ground  of  objection, 
which  is  more  particularly  that  the  commission  does  not  run  in 
the  name  of  the  commonwealth,  the  answer  is,  that  this  is  only 
requisite  in  commissions  emanating  from  the  executive  author- 
ity, and  which  are  to  be  tested  by  the  governor  under  the  seal 
of  the  commonwealth.  This  provision  in  the  constitution  does 
not  necessarily  extend  to  particular  trusts  or  authorities,  which, 
it  may  be  provided  by  law,  shall  flow  from  other  sources.  In 
fact,  I  now  have  in  my  hand  two  commissions  of  different 
clerks  of  district  courts,  in  which  this  is  omitted,  though  the 
commissions  seem  to  be,  in  other  respects,  full  and  perfect; 
and  it  is  presumed  that  no  commission  now  existing  under  the 
district  court  law  would  stand  the  test  of  this  objection.  As 
to  the  other  objection,  it  is  said  that  the  commission  in  ques- 
tion does  not  state  the  grantors  were  judges  of  the  general 
court.  The  answer  is,  that  this  is  not  particularly  required  by 
the  act;  that  it  is  a  notorious  fact,  apparent  on  almost  every 
page  of  the  district  court  records,  who  are  the  judges  of  the 
general  court,  as  the  allotments  of  judges  to  the  several  dis- 
trict courts,  as  made  by  the  judges  of  the  general  court  are,  I 
believe,  recorded  in  the  former;  and  that  this  court  does  take 
cognizance  of  and  admit  that  fact  in  a  variety  of  instances. 
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We  know  as  well,  in  this  case,  that  the  grantors  are  judges 
of  the  general  court,  as,  for  example,  in  the  ordinary  case  of 
grants  of  supersedeas  by  those  judges,  the  award  of  which 
never  states  their  quality  or  character  of  judges  of  the  general 
court;  and  yet,  notwithstanding  the  power  of  granting  writs  of 
supersedeas  to  the  judgments  of  the  county  courts  is  given  to 
the  judges  of  the  general  court  only;  and  objection  on  account 
of  this  omission  has  never  been  taken,  or,  if  taken,  would  be 
indubitably  scouted  by  this  court.  It  is  also  objected  that  this 
commission  should  appear  to  have  been  granted  by  a  majority 
of  the  judges  of  the  general  court.  The  answer  is,  that  it  is 
granted  by  six  judges;  and  we  know,  by  the  general  law  of  the 
land,  that  there  are  only  ten  judges  in  that  court.  Again,  it  is  . 
said  that  this  commission  is  insufficient,  as  it  only  uses  the 
words,  "  is  appointed,"  and  omits  the  usual  technical  words, 
"  do  hereby  constitute  and  appoint/'  etc.  The  answer  is,  that 
this  is  essentially  equivalent;  and  in  3  Bac.  Abb.  387,  Gwil. 
edit.,  the  words  dedi  et  concessi  are  said  to  amount  to  a  grant. 
Again,  it  is  objected  that  the  commission  does  not  guarantee 
the  office  during  good  behavior;  the  answer  is,  that  the  clerk, 
when  appointed,  has  this  tenure  by  paramount  authority;  by  the 
terms  of  the  act  itself,  which  have  expressly  sanctioned  this 
tenure.  But  what  has  considerable  weight  with  me,  in  relation 
to  the  sufficiency  of  this  commission,  arises  out  of  the  original 
act  of  1788,  on  this  subject.  By  that  act,  a  certificate  of  ap- 
pointment by  the  majority  of  the  judges,  accompanied  by  a 
qualification  by  taking  the  oath  of  office,  completely  consti- 
tuted the  original  clerks;  and  the  act  further  providing  for  the 
case  of  a  non-attendance  by  the  judges  on  the  day  appointed 
for  this  purpose,  or  for  vacancies  thereafter  happening,  directs 
that  in  those  cases  a  majority  of  the  judges  shall  appoint  by 
commission  under  their  hands  and  seals.  Now,  it  would  seem 
reasonable,  as  there  is  no  good  reason  why  there  should  be 
more  particularity  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other,  that  the 
"  commission  "  here  intended  should  receive  its  character,  ex- 
cept in  relation  to  the  seal,  which  is  expressly  required  by  the 
act,  from  the  "  certificate"  prescribed  in  relation  to  the  original 
clerks,  and  that  as  much  generality  should  be  tolerated  in  the 
one  case  as  in  the  other.  But  I  go  upon  this  still  broader 
ground,  that  I  am  unwilling  to  defeat  or  overthrow  the  rights 
of  our  citizens,  when  substantially  conferred  and  granted,  upon 
mere  technical  objections;  upon  objections  so  extremely  nice 
and  subtle,  that  they  have  never  occurred  to,  or  been  taken  by, 
any  of  the  opposing  counsel,  in  either  of  the  courts  in  which 
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this  case  has  been  bo  copiously  and  ably  discussed.  In  ibis 
case,  the  office  of  clerk  is  granted  by  those  who  are  known  to 
us  ex  officio,  to  have  competent  authority;  and  the  general  law 
upon  the  subject  comes  in  aid  of  any  expressions,  otherwise  too 
general,  and  defines  the  tenure  and  extent  of  the  authority  in 
question. 

From  the  foregoing  considerations,  it  appears  that  no  vacancy 
of  Mr.  Dew's  office  had  happened  at  all,  and  consequently  none 
occurred  during  the  session  of  the  district  court,  without  which 
ihe  judges  of  the  district  court  had  no  power  to  appoint  another. 
Mr.  Stribling,  therefore,  clearly  appears  to  us,  admitting  the 
existence  and  legality  of  the  commission  and  certificate  before 
mentioned,  to  have  no  manner  of  title  to  ihe  office. 

With  respect  to  the  merits  of  this  case,  as  disclosed  by  the 
testimony,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  district  court  erred  in 
their  construction  of  the  law  on  £he  day  in  which  Stribling  was 
appointed.  The  court  would  neither  suffer  Dew  to  act  as  clerk 
without  giving  security;  allow  him  a  reasonable  time  to  obtain 
personal  security  to  the  amount  required;  and  any  man  might 
be  placed  in  his  situation  by  the  failure  of  his  friends  to  attend 
on  the  first  day  of  the  court;  nor  admit  sureties  whose  landed 
estate  was  amply  sufficient.  I  am  of  opinion  that  landed  prop- 
erty ought  to  have  been  taken  into  the  account.  I  ground  this 
opinion  on  the  established  doctrine  as  to  justifying  bail.  In 
3  Bl.  Com.  291,  it  is  held,  that  those  justifying  as  bail  must 
swear,  that  they  "are  worth"  the  full  sum,  after  their  debts 
are  paid.  By  analogy  to  this  case,  and  seeing  no  ground  for 
excluding  the  real  estate,  I  think  the  district  court  erred  in  con- 
fining their  inquiries  to  the  personal  estate  only.  I  am  also  of 
opinion,  that  Dew  ought  to  have  been  permitted  to  act  as  clerk 
without  giving  security,  his  failing  to  do  which,  however,  dur- 
ing the  whole  of  the  term,  would  probably  have  subjected  him 
to  the  loss  of  his  office. 

In  every  view,  therefore,  which  I  have  been  able  to  take  of  this 
case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  general  court  is 
erroneous;  and  that  a  mandamus  ought  to  go  to  restore  Dew  to 
his  office,  of  which  he  was  completely  invested  by  the  commis- 
sion and  certificate  of  qualification;  to  be  served  also  on  Strib- 
ling, who  will  thereby  have  an  opportunity  to  defend  his  pos- 
session and  his  title,  and  possibly  to  vary  the  case  as  it  now  ap- 
pears to  us.  It  is  only  upon  the  present  aspect  of  the  case,  as 
disclosed  by  the  testimony,  that  the  opinion  now  pronounced 
has  been  founded. 

Fleming,  J.,  delivered  a  concurring  opinion. 
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Taken  in  connection  with  the  case  of  RunkU  v.  WtnemiUer  (1  Am.  Deo. 
411),  this  case  will  be  instructive.  It  is  very  clearly  stated  there  what  the 
nature  of  a  prerogative  writ  is,  which  the  writ  of  mandamus  is  styled.  In 
Booker  v.  Young,  12  Gratt.  306,  Daniel,  J.,  thus  refers  to  the  principal  case: 
"  The  proceeding  by  way  of  mandamus  seems  to  me  to  be  a  fair,  convenient 
and  ready  mode  of  litigating  and  deciding  upon  questions  such  as  those 
presented  by  the  record  of  this  case.  The  propriety  of  resorting  to  it  in 
cases  of  the  like  kind,  is,  I  think,  f  ally  sanctioned  in  Smith  v.  Dyer,  1  Call, 
562,  and  in  Dew  v.  The  fudges  of  the  Sweet  Spring*.  1  am  not  aware  tbat 
the  authority  of  these  precedents  has  been  questioned  in  any  subsequent  de- 
cision of  this  court;  and  they  furnish,  in  my  opinion,  a  satisfactory  answer 
to  the  objections  made  here  to  the  remedy  selected  by  the  petitioner." 


Tabb  v.  Archer. 

[3  Hjomia  &  MumroBD,  896.] 

Nature  of  Marriage  Articles. — Marriage  articles  are  to  be  taken  only 
as  the  heads  or  minutes  of  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the 
parties,  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  and  being  in  their  nature  exec- 
utory, ought  to  be  construed  and  moulded,  in  equity,  according  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties, 

Interest  of  Issue  in  such  Articles. — Children  of  the  marriage  are 
considered  as  purchasers  by  virtue  of  marriage  articles;  and  after  mar- 
riage, their  rights  cannot  be  affected  by  either  of  the  parties  to  the 
articles;  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  in  the  behalf  of  those  for  whose 
benefit  the  articles  were  made. 

Construction  of  Marriage  Articles.— The  intention  of  the  parties 
in  marriage  articles  should  be  collected  from  the  nature  of  the  agree- 
ment, the  language  and  context,  the  usage  in  such  cases,  and  the  legal 
rights  of  the  parties,  as  they  existed  before,  and  would  have  existed 
after  the  marriage  if  no  agreement  had  been  made;  parol  evidence 
cannot  be  resorted  to,  unless  there  be  some  latent  ambiguity,  or  unless 
there  is  some  omission  through  fraud  or  accident 

Rights  under  Marriage  Articles.— The  husband  should  not  be  de- 
prived of  any  of  his  legal  rights,  except  such  as  he  must  be  understood 
and  intended  to  have  given  up;  and  the  same  construction  ought  to  be 
made  in  relation  to  the  wife's  legal  rights,  either  accruing  on  the  mar- 
riage, or  existing  antecedent  thereto,  and  independent  of  it. 

Construction  of  Particular  Agreement.— It  having  been  agreed  by 
marriage  articles  that  all  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  the  wife  should 
remain  in  her  right  and  possession  during  the  marriage,  and  the  profits 
only  to  go  to  the  support  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  issue,  if  any;  and 
further,  that  the  husband  would  never  sell  or  dispose  of  any  partfof  the 
estate,  but  that  it  should  always  be  held  as  an  inviolable  fund,  for 
their  support  and  that  of  their  issue,  the  first  clause  was  construed  as 
containing  a  declaration  of  the  uses  of  the  estate  during  the  coverture 
only  and  the  second  as  declaring  the  uses  afterwards.  The  husband, 
therefore,  as  well  as  the  wife,  was  held  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  these 
i  for  life. 
Am.  Deo.  Vol.  in— 43 
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Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor  dismissing  com* 
plainants'  bill.    The  facts  appear  from  the  opinion. 

Call,  for  the  appellants. 

Hay,  Wickham,  and  Randolph,  for  the  respondents. 

Tuckeb,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Richmond 
chancery  court,  dismissing  the  bill  of  the  appellants,  who  are, 
first,  the  issue  of  the  marriage  between  the  defendants,  Archer 
and  wife,  formerly  Miss  Tabb;  the  mother  of  that  lady,  and 
her  brothers  and  sisters,  or  a  part  of  them,  praying  that  the  es- 
tate of  the  defendant,  Mrs.  Archer,  may  be  settled  pursuant 
to  certain  marriage  articles  entered  into  between  herself  and 
husband  previous  to  their  marriage,  under  which  the  appellants 
claim  an  interest  as  purchasers,  and  for  general  relief. 

The  articles  executed  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  parties, 
both  of  full  age  at  the  time,  in  contemplation  of  their  intended 
marriage,  having  been  proved  by  three  witnesses,  and  admitted 
to  record  in  the  county  court  of  Amelia,  where  the  parties,  or 
one  of  them,  resided,  no  question  can  be  made  as  to  that  fact. 
But  as  a  great  deal  was  said  in  the  argument  as  to  an  undue 
influence  exercised  by  Mrs.  Tabb  over  her  daughter,  to  prevail 
on  her  not  to  marry  Dr.  Archer,  unless  he  consented  to  execute 
such  articles,  I  shall  only  observe  that  Mrs.  Tabb's  conduct, 
from  the  evidence,  not  only  seems  to  me  to  stand  above  every 
possible  imputation  of  impropriety,  but  to  have  been  highly 
laudable  and  proper,  and  such  as  every  prudent  and  affection- 
ate parent,  whether  father  or  mother,  would  have  done  well  to 
have  pursued  in  such  a  case.  Mrs.  Tabb  was  guardian  of  her 
daughter  by  nature,  and  as  such,  the  marriage  of  her  daughter 
belonged  to  her,  unless  a  testamentary  guardian  had  been  ap- 
pointed by  the  father,  or  the  guardianship  of  the  daughter  had 
been  duly  committed  to  some  other  guardian:  Eyre  v.  .Countess 
of  Scarborough,  2  P.  Wms.  117.  But  it  appears  from  the  record 
that  she  was  actually  her  daughter's  guardian,  whether  by  ap- 
pointment by  the  father  or  the  court,  does  not  appear,  and  is  per- 
fectly immaterial.  She  was,  therefore,  in  the  strict  line  of  her 
duty  when  she  was  endeavoring  to  secure  to  her  daughter  and  her 
children  the  fortune  committed  to  her  care.  That  she  refused 
her  consent  to  the  marriage  after  her  daughter  came  of  age, 
is  perfectly  immaterial;  it  could  not  impede  or  prevent  the  mar- 
riage, and  the  only  penalty  which  it  is  alleged  she  proposed 
for  disobedience  (though  that  is  not  proved,  or  rather  is  dis- 
proved), was  that  her  daughter  should  not  be  married  at  her 
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house,  or  that  she  would  not  speak  to  her  again.  Even  if  these 
things  were  proved,  I  hold  them  of  no  consequence.  A  mother 
has  a  right  to  withhold  her  consent  to  any  connection  with  her 
daughter  which  she  does  not  approve  of;  and,  whatever  rea- 
sons or  arguments  she  might  use,  if  there  were  no  improper  mo* 
tives  or  inducements  held  out  on  her  part,  they  are  not  im- 
peachable here.  With  respect  to  Dr.  Archer,  whatever  were 
his  motives  for  first  objecting  to,  and  then  consenting  to  and 
executing  the  articles,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  his  free  agency, 
unless  this  court  should  agree  to  set  a  precedent,  for  which  I 
can  find  none,  in  any  other  place.  The  validity  of  the  articles, 
therefore,  I  conceive,  cannot  be  impeached;  the  indorsement 
by  Dr.  Archer  puts  this  matter  out  of  all  doubt  as  to  him,  be- 
ing made  after  the  marriage.  That  indorsement  could  not, 
however,  operate  anything  as  to  Mrs.  Archer,  who  was  no 
longer  sui  juris. 

Articles  made  in  consideration  of,  and  previous  to,  marriage, 
are  considered  as  heads  of  agreement  entered  into  between  the 
parties  for  a  valuable  consideration;  a  provision  for  the  issue  of 
the  marriage  is  one  of  the  great  and  immediate  objects  of  this 
agreement;  and  consequently  a  principal  intention  of  such  agree- 
ment must  be  to  secure  such  a  settlement  as  shall  contain  an 
effectual  provision  for  that  issue;  which  end  it  is  clear  cannot 
be  answered  by  a  settlement  so  framed  as  to  leave  it  in  the 
power  of  the  parents  to  bar  their  issue  by  fine  and  recovery,  or 
any  other  conveyance  whatsoever.  And  the  reason  is,  that  the 
children  of  the  marriage  are  considered  as  purchasers:  Trevor 
v.  Trevor,  1  Eq.  Cases,  890;  1  P.  Wms.  688,  8.  C;  1  Pearne, 
78,  79;  1  Fonb.  202,  208,  n.  (p.);  2  Powell  on  Contracts,  27; 
Harvey  v.  Ashley,  8  Atk.  610,  611.  And  therefore  in  articles  on 
a  marriage,  to  settle  lands  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  by  his  wife,  the  articles  being  executory, 
and  but  as  minutes,  it  has  been  decreed  that  the  settlement 
should  be  made  according  to  the  intention,  and  consequently 
to  the  first  son,  etc.  And  the  reason  given,  is,  that  if  this  con- 
struction upon  marriage  articles  were  not  made,  it  would  give 
way  to  fraud,  and  overreaching,  and  to  the  defeating  of  the 
manifest  intention  of  the  parties  in  settlements  in  which  the 
issue  of  the  marriage  are  considered  as  purchasers:  1  P.  Wms. 
638,  684;  8  Atk.  611.  And  marriage  agreements  are  said  to 
differ  from  all  others  in  this,  that  the  principal  consideration  is 
the  marriage.  Settlements  are  prudential  acts  done  chiefly  for 
this  consideration;  and  the  estate  settled  may  be  greater  or  less, 
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according  to  the  discretion  of  the  parties;  as  soon  as  the  mar- 
riage is  had,  the  principal  contract  is  executed,  and  cannot  be 
set  aside  or  rescinded;  the  estate  and  capacities  of  the  parties 
are  altered;  the  children  born  of  the  marriage  are  equally  pur- 
chasers, under  both  father  and  mother,  and  therefore  it  has 
been  truly  said  that  marriage  contracts  ought  not  to  be  re- 
scinded, because  it  would  affect  the  interest  of  third  persons, 
the  issue. 

It  seems  also  agreed,  that  there  is  this  further  difference  be- 
tween agreements  on  marriage  being  carried  into  execution, 
and  other  agreements,  that  all  agreements  besides  are  con- 
sidered as  entire,  and  if  either  of  the  parties  fail  in  performance 
of  the  agreement  in  part,  it  cannot  be  decreed  against  the 
other  in  specie,  but  must  be  left  to  an  action  at  law;  but  in 
marriage  agreements,  it  is  otherwise;  for  though  either  the 
relations  of  the  husband  or  wife,  should  fail  in  performance  of 
their  part,  yet  the  children  may  compel  a  performance,  they 
being  considered  as  purchasers  and  entitled  to  all  benefit  of  the 
uses  under  the  settlement,  notwithstanding  there  has  been  a 
failure  on  one  side:  3  Atk.  187,  610,  611.  And,  although  the 
rights  of  an  infant,  party  to  such  an  agreement,  to  real  estate, 
may  not,  perhaps,  be  bound  by  any  agreement  in  relation  to  it, 
unless  there  be  issue  of  the  marriage  (as  there  has  been  in  this 
case),  yet,  as  to  personals,  her  interest  may  be  found  by  agree- 
ment on  the  marriage;  and  if  the  parent  or  guardian  cannot 
contract  for  the  infant,  so  as  to  bind  that  property,  the  husband 
as  to  the  personal  estate,  would  be  entitled  to  the  absolute 
property  in  it,  immediately  on  the  marriage:  3  Atk.  613.  And 
Lord  Ch.  Hardwicke  said,  he  knew  of  no  precedent  where  a 
marriage  agreement  had  been  called  in  question,  where  it  had 
been  made  (as  in  that  case)  with  consent  of  parents  and  guard- 
ians; an  observation  which  I  make  to  save  a  repetition  of  what 
I  have  here  said,  in  the  cause  which  was  heard  at  the  same  time 
with  this.  The  force,  obligation,  and  effect  of  marriage  articles 
is  thus  described  by  the  lord  chancellor  in  the  case  of  Banded  v. 
WUlis,  6  Ves.  Jr.  273:  "The  marriage  taking  place  upon 
these  articles,  and  no  other  written  document  of  the  agreement 
l>etween  them,  and  the  articles  formally  executed  under  seal, 
whatever  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  by  the  articles,  it  is  totally 
impossible  that  any  parties  thereto  could  be  discharged  from 
any  one  obligation  imposed  by  the  articles."  Settlements 
varying  from  the  articles  have  therefore  been  reformed  or  set 
aside:  Legg  v.  Golwine,  Cas.  Temp.  Talbot,  20;  West  v.  Erissey, 
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2  P.  Wms.  349;  Banded  v.  Willis,  6  Ves.  Jr.  278-76.  And 
articles  being  in  their  nature  executory,  ought  to  be  construed 
and  moulded  in  equity,  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties:  Trevor  v.  Trevor,  1  P.  Wms.  631;  Kentish  v.  Newman, 

1  P.  Wms.  234;  Osgood  v.  Strode,  2  Id.  257;  Griffith  v.  Buckle, 

2  Vernon,  13;  Shelburne  v.  Inchiquin,  1  Bro.  Ch.  338.  And  in 
the  case  of  agreements  in  consideration  of  marriage,  a  court  of 
equity  will  totally  disregard  the  form  if  the  substance  of  the 
agreement  and  intention  of  the  parties  in  making  it  can  be  got 
at;  as  in  Cannel  v.  Buckle,  2  P.  Wms.  244;  Id,  41;  Trevor  v. 
Trevor,  1  P.  Wms,  622;  1  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  387,  S.  C;  Bale  v. 
Coleman,  1  P.  Wms.  142;  Seal  v.  Seal,  Id.  290;  Griffiih  v. 
Buckley,  2  Vern.  13;  Osgood  v.  Strode,  2  P.  Wms.  257;  Jones  v 
Laughton,  1  Eq.  Cas.  392;  Burton  v.  Eastings,  Id.  393,  where  a 
woman  gave  a  bond  in  two  hundred  pounds  penalty  to  her  in* 
tended  husband,  in  which  the  intended  marriage  was  recited, 
and  the  condition  was,  that  if  it  took  effect,  she  would  convey 
all  her  lands  to  her  husband  and  his  heirs;  and  though  it  was 
objected  that  this  bond  became  void  on  the  intermarriage,  the 
lord  chancellor  said  it  is  sufficient  that  the  bond  is  a  written 
evidence  of  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  and  being  upon  a 
valuable  consideration  (the  marriage),  it  shall  be  executed  in 
equity;  and  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  that  the  inter- 
marriage upon  which  alone  the  bond  was  to  take  effect,  should 
itself  be  a  destruction  of  the  bond.  And  the  same  point  was 
before  decided,  in  the  case  of  Acton  v.  Acton,  Prec.  in  Chancery, 
237;  2  Vern.  480,  8.  0.;  1  Eq.  Ca.  63. 

The  intent  of  the  parties  to  an  agreement  may  be  evinced, 
either  from  the  nature  of  the  covenant  compared  with  the  sub- 
stance of  the  agreement,  or  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  on 
which  the  covenant  or  agreement  arises,  considering  who  are  the 
parties  to  it,  and  the  object  of  their  stipulating:  Powell  on 
Cont.  40.  "  The  most  apt  instances  of  this  sort  that  occur,  are 
in  the  cases  of  marriage  articles,  wherein,  although  lands  are 
expressly  covenanted  to  be  conveyed  to  one  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  heirs  male  of  his  body,  which,  on  a  contract 
executed,  would  give  to  the  party  an  estate  tail;  yet,  on  a  bill 
brought  for  the  execution  of  articles,  the  lands  will  be  directed 
to  be  settled  upon  it  for  life,  with  remainder  in  strict  settlement 
upon  his  first,  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  etc. ,  because,  from 
the  nature  of  the  contract,  it  is  clear  that  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage are  principally  in  the  consideration  of  the  parties,  and 
that  the  contract  is  made  with  a  view  to  secure  to  them  the 
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estates  stipulated  about,  aud  of  which  they  are  purchasers  in 
consideration  of  the  marriage.  It  is  considered,  therefore,  that 
it  would  be  a  strange  and  Tain  construction  of  such  contracts, 
if  the  principal  contracting,  and  who  is  evidently  the  person 
meant  to  be  restrained  thereby,  should  be  intended  to  have 
such  an  estate  by  them  as  would  enable  him,  the  very  next  day 
after  their  execution,  to  defeat,  by  a  fine,  the  limitations  to  his 
issue,  with  a  view  to  secure  which  limitations  the  contract  was 
entered  into,  and  a  valuable  consideration  paid  for  it." 

Nor  are  the  issue  of  the  intended  marriage  the  only  persons 
to  whom  the  consideration  of  the  marriage  extends.  In  the 
case  of  Jenkins  v.  Eemys,  1  Lev.  150;  Id.  237,  it  was  held  that 
the  marriage  and  marriage  portion  of  the  first  wife,  for  whose 
issue  by  the  intended  marriage  a  provision  was  expressly  made 
by  a  settlement,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the 
husband,  did  extend  to  the  issue  of  the  husband  by  a  second 
wife.  So  in  the  case  of  Newetead  and  others  v.  Searles  and  others, 
1  Atk.  265,  a  widow  on  her  marriage,  with  the  participation  and 
consent  of  her  intended  husband,  made  a  settlement  of  her  own 
estate,  in  favor  of  the  issue  of  her  former  marriage,  in  fee,  with 
a  proviso  that,  if  there  should  be  any  issue  of  her  intended 
marriage,  they  should  have  an  equal  share  of  her  estate.  There 
was  no  issue  of  the  second  marriage;  and  Lord  Hardwicke 
declares  that  the  issue  of  the  first  marriage  stood  in  the  very 
same  plight  and  condition  as  against  a  mortgagee  having  notice 
of  this  settlement,  as  the  issue  of  the  second  marriage,  if  there 
had  been  any,  would  have  done.  So,  in  Ooring  v.  Nash  and 
others,  3  Atk.  186,  marriage  articles  were  entered  into  between 
a  father  and  his  son,  on  the  son's  marriage,  wherein,  after 
several  limitations,  there  was  a  limitation  in  favor  of  one  of  the 
daughters  of  the  father  (not  the  eldest),  whereupon  it  was  ob- 
jected that  she  was  a  mere  volunteer,  as  not  being  the  issue  of 
the  intended  marriage,  but  only  a  daughter  of  the  father.  Lord 
Hardwicke  said,  all  the  decrees  for  the  specific  performance  of 
marriage  articles,  on  limitations  to  younger  children,  were  au- 
thorities in  favor  of  the  daughter  of  the  father;  and  where  such 
articles  have  been  decreed  at  all,  they  have  been  carried  into 
execution  even  as  to  collaterals,  and  not  carried  into  execution 
in  part  only.  "  Suppose/'  said  he,  "  in  the  present  case  a  bill 
had  been  brought  by  R.  F.  Jr.  (the  son),  or  the  widow,  must 
not  this  particular  limitation  have  been  decreed  to  the  plaintiff 
(the  daughter  of  the  father),  at  the  same  time  ?"  And  he  said 
nearly  the  same  thing  in  the  case  of  Newstead  v.  Searles,  1  Atk. 
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268.  In  the  case  of  Vernon  v.  Vernon,  which  was  a  bill  for  the 
specific  performance  of  marriage  articles,  whereby  lands  of  a 
certain  value  were  agreed  to  be  settled  on  the  husband  and 
wife,  and  the  issue  male  of  the  marriage;  remainder  to  the 
brothers  of  the  husband,  who  were  the  plaintiffs,  in  which  it 
was  objected  that  the  articles  as  to  them  were  merely  voluntary, 
and  not  within  any  of  the  considerations  therein  expressed,  yet 
the  lord  chancellor  decreed  in  their  favor,  and  upon  an  appeal 
to  the  house  of  lords,  that  decree  was  affirmed:  2  P.  Wms.  594. 
The  case  of  Lechmere  v.  Carlisle,  8  P.  Wms.  211,  was,  where  a 
bill  was  brought  by  the  nephew  and  heir  of  Lord  Lechmere, 
deceased,  to  compel  a  specific  performance  of  marriage  articles, 
whereby  a  certain  sum  of  money  was  agreed  to  be  laid  out  in 
lands,  to  be  settled  to  the  use  of  Lord  Lechmere  for  life,  with- 
out waste,  with  divers  limitations  over,  remainder  to  Lord 
Lechmere  in  fee. 

The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  insisted  that  Lord  Lech- 
mere intended  only  a  provision  for  the  lady  and  the  issue 
of  the  marriage;  and  that  the  limitation  of  the  remainder 
in  fee  to  the  right  heirs  of  Lord  Lechmere  ought  not  to  be 
carried  into  execution  in  his  nephew's  favor,  the  articles  as  to  him 
being  merely  voluntary.  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  master  of  the  rolls, 
after  taking  a  full  view  of  all  the  various  cases  upon  the  subject, 
decreed  in  favor  of  the  nephew;  and  his  decree  was,  upon  that 
point,  affirmed  by  Lord  Ch.  Talbot:  3  P.  Wms.  228;  Cas.  Temp. 
Talbot,  80.  And  the  lord  chancellor,  in  delivering  his  opinion 
in  that  case,  observed,  that  "it  was  then  a  settled  point,  that 
where  the  securities  are  appropriated,  money  agreed  to  be  laid 
out  as  land  shall  go  as  land,  not  only  to  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage, but  likewise  to  a  collateral  heir,  or  general  remainder- 
man, unless  there  appears  some  variation  in  the  parties'  intent." 
A  fortiori  the  land  itself.  For,  as  was  said  by  Lord  Ch.  Mac- 
clesfield, in  Edwards  v.  The  Countess  of  Waruricke,  2  P.  Wms.  175, 
the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  voluntary  limi- 
tation, did  not  hold,  inasmuch  as  it  had  been  held,  that  the 
consideration  for  the  precedent  limitations  in  a  marriage  settle- 
ment had  been  applied  even  to  the  subsequent  ones;  as  where, 
In  consideration  of  a  marriage  and  portion,  land  had  been  set- 
tled on  the  husband  for  life,  and  then  to  the  wife  for  life, 
remainder  to  the  children,  with  remainder  to  a  brother;  these 
considerations  have  extended  to  the  brother,  as  was  in  fact  af- 
terwards done  in  the  case  of  Vernon  v.  Vernon  9  before  men- 
tioned; so  that  if  that  case  required  the  support  of  a  precedent, 
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one  might  probably  have  been  found.  And  this  is  agreeable  to 
what  Lord  Hale  is  reported  to  have  said  in  the  ease  of  Jenkins 
v.  Keamish,  Hardres,  395,  that  the  consideration  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  the  marriage  portion,  will  ran  through  all  the  estates 
raised  by  the  settlement,  though  the  marriage  be  not  concerned 
in  them,  so  as  to  make  them  good  against  purchasers,  and  to 
avoid  a  voluntary  conveyance,  cited  2  P.  Wms.  252;  and  though 
Lord  Macclesfield,  in  the  case  of  Osgood  v.  Strode,  2  P.  Wms. 
255,  said,  "the  marriage  and  marriage  portion  supported  only 
the  limitation  to  the  husband  and  wife,  and  their  issue,  which 
was  all  that  could  be  presumed  to  have  been  stipulated  for 
by  the  wife  or  her  friends;"  yet,  it  must  be  observed,  that  in 
that  case,  neither  the  wife,  nor  her  issue,  nor  any  of  her  friends 
were  parties;  but  the  contest  was  between  a  nephew,  in  whose 
favor  there  was  a  limitation  in  the  articles,  and  the  heirs  at  law 
of  the  father  and  son,  by  whom  these  articles  were  entered  into 
on  the  son's  marriage;  and  there  was  a  decree  in  favor  of  the 
nephew,  against  the  heirs  at  law.  And  the  settlement  was  di- 
rected to  be  moulded  in  such  manner  as  provide  for  all  the 
branches  of  the  father's  family  (from  whom  the  estate  settled 
moved),  according  to  the  apparent  intention  of  the  father:  2 
P.  Wms.  257,  258. 

In  the  case  of  Le  Neve  v.  Le  Neve,  as  taken  from  Mr.  Forres- 
ter's M.  S.,  3  Crui.  Digest,  363;  3  Atk.  646,  S.  0.,  where,  by 
marriage  articles,  the  issue  of  that  marriage  were  to  have  the 
estate  in  such  manner  as  Edward  Le  Neve,  the  father,  should 
by  deed  or  will  appoint;  and  no  direction  how  the  estate  should 
go  for  want  of  appointment;  but  only,  in  default  of  issue,  to 
Edward  and  his  heirs;  so  that,  if  the  plaintiff  should  die  with- 
out issue  in  their  father's  life,  their  representatives  would  be 
entitled  to  nothing.  Lord  Hale  said,  notwithstanding  this,  he 
thought  the  plaintiffs  entitled  to  some  relief,  as  the  other  part 
of  that  contingency  might  happen,  and  decreed  a  conveyance 
accordingly.  This  has  satisfied  the  doubt  in  my  mind,  whether 
the  collateral  relations  and  mother  of  Mrs.  Archer  were  entitled 
to  ask  for  a  settlement  pursuant  to  the  articles. 

And  where  it  appears  by  the  marriage  articles,  that  in  the  set- 
tlement proposed  to  be  made,  the  parties  to  the  marriage  are  to 
take  an  estate  for  life,  instead  of  an  estate  tail,  a  fine  levied  by 
the  husband  (who  was  absolute  owner  of  the  premises  in  fee- 
simple,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  and  entering  into  the  arti- 
cles, but  was  to  have  been  tenant  for  life  only,  with  remainder 
to  the  issue  male  of  the  marriage,  and  the  heirs  male  of  such 
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issue  male,  lawfully  begotten,  with  remainder  to  his  own  right 
heirs)  was  considered  as  no  bar  to  the  eldest  son  of  the  mar- 
riage, although  the  uses  of  the  fine  were  declared  to  be  for  the 
second  and  other  sons  of  that  marriage,  and  although  the  eldest 
son,  as  heir  to  his  father,  inherited  other  very  large  estates: 
Trevor  v.  Trevor 1 1  P.  Wms.  622. 

Length  of  time  also  appears  to  be  no  bar.  In  the  last  men- 
tioned case,  near  fifty  years  had  elapsed  from  the  date  of  the 
articles,  and  upwards  of  twenty-five  years  from  the  date  of  the 
fine.  It  appeared  that  the  articles  had  been  thrown  by  for  sev- 
eral years  as  useless,  being  found  in  the  bottom  of  an  old  trunk 
after  Sir  John  Trevor's  death.  But  Lord  Chancellor  Parker 
disregarded  these  circumstances,  saying  that  if,  within  two 
years  (the  time  mentioned  in  the  articles  within  which  Sir  John 
Trevor  agreed  to  make  the  proposed  settlement)  the  wife's 
trustees  had  called  for  the  settlement,  or  had  brought  a  bill  to 
compel  the  performance  of  the  marriage  articles,  there  would 
be  no  question  that  the  court  would  have  decided  the  settle- 
ment upon  Sir  John  Trevor  for  life,  etc.,  according  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties:  1  P.  Wms.  622;  1  Eq.  Cas.  887.  The  same 
doctrine  as  that  last  mentioned  was  held  by  the  master  of  the 
rolls, in  Lechmere  v.  Lord  Carlisle,  &  P.  Wms.  213,  214,  viz.: 
that  Lord  Lechmere  was  compelled  in  equity  to  fulfill  the  arti- 
cles, and  having  lived  after  the  year  within  which  time  the  lands 
were  to  have  been  purchased  and  settled,  without  doing  it,  he 
had  broken  his  covenant;  and  th*  trustees  might  thereupon 
have  brought  their  bill  immediately  to  compel  him  to  make 
such  purchase  and  settlement.  And  although  in  common  cases 
of  a  breach  of  covenant,  the  parties  may  be  left  to  their  action 
at  law  for  damages,  yet  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  carry 
marriage  articles  into  execution,  notwithstanding  a  breach  on 
either  side,  seems  not  to  be  doubted,  for  the  specific  execution 
of  articles,  being  the  most  adequate  justice  in  general,  shall 
not  be  left  to  an  action  at  law:  Per  Lord  Ch.  Hardwicke,  Qoring 
v.  Nash,  3  Atk.  187;  Harvey  v.  Ashley,  Id.  611,  same  doctrine. 

Marriage  articles  being  in  their  nature  executory  only,  it  has 
been  determined  that  a  covenant  therein  contained  to  stand  and 
be  seised  of  the  premises  until  such  time  as  a  further  assurance 
should  be  thereof  made  to  the  uses  of  the  said  articles,  could 
not  be  taken  as  a  final  settlement:  1  P.  Wms.  632. 

This  view  of  the  principles  by  which  courts  of  equity  are  gov- 
erned, in  respect  to  marriage  articles,  may  furnish  us  with  a 
guide  to  the  decision  of  the  case  before  us. 
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The  marriage  articles  to  which  Dr.  Archer  and  his  present 
wife  are  the  only  parties,  recite  "that,  whereas  a  marriage  is 
intended  to  be  shortly  had  and  solemnized  between  the  parties 
thereto,  and  they  have  mutually  agreed  that  all  the  estate,  both 
real  and  personal,  to  which  the  said  Frances  is  entitled,  shall 
be  secured  to  and  settled  upon  her  and  her  heirs,  except  as 
thereinafter  excepted.  Now,  in  consideration  of  the  said  in- 
tended marriage,  and  for  the  intent  and  purpose  aforesaid,  the 
said  J.  doth  thereby  covenant  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said 
Frances,  that  all  the  aforesaid  estate,  both  real  and  personal, 
consisting  of  sundry  plantations,  slaves,  stocks  of  horses,  cat- 
tle, etc.,  except  as  therein  excepted,  shall  remain  in  the  right 
and  possession  of  the  said  Frances,  during  the  continuance  of 
the  said  intended  marriage;  and  the  annual  proceeds  thereof, 
only,  shall  be  applied  to  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the 
said  J.  and  F.  and  their  issue,  if  any  there  should  be.  Sec- 
ondly: The  said  John  doth  thereby  further  covenant  and  agree 
to  and  with  the  said  Frances,  that  he  never  will  sell  or  dispose 
of  any  part  of  the  said  real  or  personal  estate  (except  as  before 
excepted),  in  any  manner  whatsoever.  But  the  same  shall  al- 
ways be  held  as  an  inviolable  fund  for  the  support  and  main- 
tenance of  the  said  John  and  Frances  and  their  issue,  if  any 
there  should  be  of  the  said  intended  marriage,  applying  only 
proceeds  or  profits,  without  renting  or  applying  any  of  the 
original  stock  for  that  purpose.  But  the  whole  of  the  said 
original  stock,  except  as  therein  excepted,  shall  be  inviolably 
held,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  Frances  and  her  heirs, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  said  intended  marriage  should  never 
take  effect.  By  which  expression  it  is  meant  and  understood 
between  the  parties,  that  if  the  said  John  should  depart  this 
life,  leaving  issue  of  the  said  marriage,  and  the  said  Frances 
should  again  intermarry  and  leave  issue,  such  issue  shall  be 
equally  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  settlement  as  the  issue  of 
the  said  intended  marriage  would  be;  and  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  the  said  Frances  without  issue,  then  the  whole  of  the 
aforesaid  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  except  as  before  ex- 
cepted, shall  go  to  her  next  legal  representatives."  On  the 
back  there  is  an  indorsement,  of  which  I  shall  take  notice  pres- 
ently. 

It  was  objected  to  this  instrument,  that,  if  it  were  anything, 
it  was  a  marriage  settlement,  and  not  merely  articles;  that  it 
was  therefore  an  agreement  already  executed  between  the  parties, 
and  not  merely  executory,  as  articles  are;  that  being  alroady 
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executed,  it  must  be  left  to  its  legal  operation  and  construction; 
that  the  court  could  not  interfere  to  direct  any  other  settlement, 
since  that  would,  in  effect,  be  to  change  the  agreement  between 
the  parties.  To  these  objections,  an  answer  perfectly  satisfac- 
tory was  given  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants;  that  there  is 
no  covenant  or  grant,  or  any  words  capable  of  passing  an  in- 
terest, or  of  declaring  that  she  will  stand  seised  to  the  uses 
in  the  instrument  mentioned,  or  of  creating  a  use  or  trust  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Archer.  The  covenants  are  entirely  on  the  part 
of  the  husband;  and  whether  the  object  of  these  covenants  be 
executory  or  not,  yet,  as  it  appears  that  the  husband  has  ac- 
tually broken  his  covenant  by  executing  a  voluntary  convey- 
ance for  the  land,  and  taking  a  conveyance  to  himself,  in  ex- 
clusion of  the  wife  and  her  issue,  to  provide  for  whom,  whether 
of  that  or  any  future  marriage,  was  manifestly  the  object  and 
intention  of  the  articles,  that  objection  ought  not  to  prevail. 
And  the  case  of  Lechmere  v.  Carlisle,  3  P.  Wms.  211,  is  a  strong 
authority  to  show  that,  whenever  there  is  a  breach  of  any  cov- 
enant contained  in  marriage  articles,  a  court  of  equity  will  in- 
terpose its  aid  to  enforce  a  settlement  to  be  made  pursuant  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties  as  it  may  appear  from  the  articles; 
provided  the  application  for  the  aid  of  the  oourt  be  made  in  be- 
half of  such  persons  whose  interest,  whether  immediate  or  re- 
mote, was  within  the  consideration  of  the  marriage,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  issue  of  Doctor  Archer  and  his  wife,  now  before  us, 
who,  in  my  opinion,  are  well  entitled  to  have  such  a  settlement 
made  as  was  manifestly  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  parties, 
as  expressed  in,  or  as  may  be  collected  from,  the  articles  them- 
selves. 

The  counsel  for  both  parties  have  contended,  on  their  re- 
spective parts,  for  an  exposition  and  interpretation  of  the 
articles,  by  evidence  dehors  the  articles  themselves.  The  counsel 
for  the  appellants  rely  on  Mr.  Giles's  deposition,  and  some  other 
evidence,  altogether  parol;  their  adversaries  claim  the  benefit 
of  the  indorsement  made  by  Dr.  Archer  and  his  lady,  upon  the 
articles,  sometime  after  the  marriage.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
both  ought  to  be  rejected  in  the  present  case.  The  only  effect 
of  that  indorsement,  I  conceive,  is  to  prove,  if  such  proof  were 
wanting,  that  there  was  no  fraud  or  surprise  upon  Dr.  Archer, 
in  the  original  execution  of  these  articles.  With  respect  to 
Mrs.  Archer,  they  could  have  no  effect;  she  was  no  longer  sui 
juris;  no  longer  capable  of  contracting  with,  or  of  explaining, 
a  contract  made  with,  her  husband;  being  equally  incapable  of 
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being  a  witness  for  or  against  her  husband,  as  of  contracting 
-with  him.  The  indorsement,  to  have  any  operation  with  regard 
to  her,  most  operate  in  one  or  other  of  these  modes.  With 
respect  to  parol  testimony,  I  can  discover  no  such  ambiguity  in 
these  articles  as  to  require  or  permit  a  resort  to  it.  I  have,  on 
a  former  occasion,  expressed  my  reasons  pretty  much  at  large 
for  rejecting  parol  testimony  to  explain  the  meaning  and  inten- 
tion of  parties  in  a  solemn  covenant,  or  even  in  written  agree- 
ments: Long  v.  Colston,  1  Hen.  &  Munf.  121.  I  will  not  repeat 
them,  though  I  still  feel  their  full  force,  and  conceiving  that  the 
articles  themselves  are  sufficiently  intelligible,  as  containing 
words  which  have,  in  themselves,  a  positive,  precise  sense,  I 
have  no  idea  of  its  being  possible  to  change  them;  and  shall 
add,  upon  the  authority  of  Lord  Thurlow,  that  I  take  it  to  be 
an  established  rule,  that  words  cannot  be  changed  in  that 
manner:  1  Bio.  Ch.  R.  850,  351;  4  Id.  244,  245. 

But  the  various  cases  upon  the  subject  of  marriage  articles,  1 
think  one  general  rule  may  be  collected,  which  I  do  not  recollect 
to  have  found  precisely  laid  down  in  any  one.  It  is  this:  That 
whenever,  in  marriage  articles,  a  settlement  is  proposed  to  be 
made,  if  there  be  any  casus  omissus,  or  chasm,  in  the  uses  or 
estate  intended  to  be  settled,  such  casus  omissus,  or  chasm,  shall 
be  supplied  by  the  court  according  to  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties, if  possible  to  be  collected  from  the  instrument;  if  not, 
then  from  the  rules  of  law,  or  the  usages  customary  in  such 
settlements.  Thus,  where  the  uses  expressed  in  the  articles 
have  gone  no  further  than  to  limit  an  estate  tail  to  the  issue  of 
the  owner  of  the  estate,  it  was  held  that  the  equitable  reversion 
in  fee  descended  upon  the  heirs  general  of  the  grantor;  and  it 
would  seem  that  a  settlement  was  directed  accordingly:  Goring 
v.  Nash,  8  Atk.  186.  So  where  money,  part  of  which  was  the 
husband*s  and  part  the  wife's,  was  on  the  marriage  agreed  to  be 
laid  out  in  land  and  settled  on  the  husband  for  life,  remainder 
to  the  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  and 
the  uses  went  no  further,  it  was  decreed  that  the  heir  of  the 
husband  should  have  the  whole,  notwithstanding  the  wife  sur- 
vived him,  after  the  wife's  death,  upon  the  presumption  that  it 
was  so  intended:  Knight  v.  Atkins,  2  Vera.  20,  21.  And  this 
decree  was  cited  and  approved  by  the  master  of  the  rolls, 
in  Lechmere  v.  Carlisle,  8  P.  Wins.  217,  218.  So,  where 
articles  on  a  marriage  were  to  settle  lands  to  A.  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  by  his  wife,  the  articles 
being  executory,  and  but  as  minutes,  the  settlement  should  be 
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according  to  the  intention  and  usual  course  in  such  cases,  and, 
consequently,  to  the  first  son,  etc.,  in  strict  settlement:  Trevor 
v.  Trevor,  1  P.  Wms.  633. 

Now,  the  husband,  upon  the  marriage,  is  a  purchaser  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  and  shall  not  be  deprived  of  any  of  his 
legal  rights  accruing  upon  the  marriage,  except  such  as  he  shall 
have  expressly  covenanted  or  consented  to  give  up  by  the 
articles  concluded  between  him  and  his  intended  wife.  In 
decreeing  a  settlement,  therefore,  to  be  made  pursuant  to  these 
articles,  the  court  ought  to  inquire  how  far  he  has  given  his 
consent  to  this  deprivation;  beyond  which  this  court  cannot  go. 
Therefore,  if  there  be  in  the  articles  any  contingency  unpro- 
vided for,  in  the  happening  of  which  his  legal  rights,  jure 
mariii,  may  take  place  without  prejudice  to  the  general  scope 
and  intention  of  the  articles,  and  to  the  interests  of  those  who 
are  within  the  consideration  of  them,  the  settlement  to  be  made, 
in  case  of  such  contingency  happening,  ought,  I  conceive,  to 
pursue  the  rules  of  law,  so  as  to  let  him  into  the  perception 
and  enjoyment  of  those  legal  rights.  And  the  same  construction 
ought  to  be  made  in  favor  of  the  wife's  rights  accruing  on  the 
marriage;  each  party  retaining  in  their  fullest  extent  their  re- 
spective rights  accruing  upon  the  marriage,  which  they  have 
not,  on  a  fair  and  liberal  interpretation  of  the  articles,  accord- 
ing to  the  established  rules  of  construing  them  in  courts  of 
equity,  surrendered  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  themselves,  and 
their  issue,  or  of  such  other  persons  as  are  evidently  within  the 
consideration  of  the  agreement.  I  wish  to  be  understood  as 
confirming  my  observations  to  the  construction  of  marriage 
articles,  not  as  meaning  to  extend  them  to  settlements,  or  any 
other  agreements  executed. 

The  articles  contain  two  distinct  covenants.  The  first  re- 
lates exclusively  to  the  continuance  of  the  marriage,  during 
which  period  the  rents  and  profits  only  are  to  be  applied  to  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  their 
issue,  if  any.  By  the  second,  Dr.  Archer  covenants  that  he 
never  will  sell  any  part  of  the  estate,  except  as  in  the  articles 
mentioned,  thereby  divesting  himself  completely  of  all  power 
of  disposing  of  the  same,  as  in  violation  of  the  covenant  he  has 
done;  but  that  the  same  shall  always  be  held  as  an  inviolable 
fund  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  said  John  and 
Frances,  and  their  issue,  if  any;  only  applying  the  proceeds  or 
profits  thereof,  without  resorting  to  or  applying  the  original 
stock,  etc.     Now.  the  first  covenant  applying  to  the  continu- 
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ance  of  the  marriage;  this  part  of  the  articles  may  fairly  be  in- 
terpreted to  relate  to  some  future  period,  so  far  as  relates  to  the 
application  of  the  proceeds  or  profits  of  the  estate;  the  support 
and  maintenance  of  the  husband  is  evidently  contemplated 
therein,  as  well  as  that  of  the  wife  and  their  issue;  and  the 
original  fund  is  to  be  held  inviolably  for  all  those  purposes. 
The  provision  for  the  husband  is  not  limited  to  the  continuance 
of  the  marriage,  any  more  than  the  provision  for  the  wife  or 
the  children;  it  must,  therefore,  be  for  life  at  least;  subject, 
however,  to  the  claims  of  the  issue  for  a  proper  support  and 
maintenance,  if  it  should  be  withheld.  The  meaning,  then,  is 
that  Dr.  Archer,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage,  and  of  the 
property  left  at  his  disposal  by  the  articles,  renounces  his  matri- 
monial rights  to  the  rest  of  the  estate  of  his  intended  wife;  and 
in  lieu  thereof  covenants  and  agrees  to  accept  of  the  proceeds 
and  profits  thereof,  only  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
himself  and  family  during  the  continuance  of  the  marriage,  and 
for  the  like  support  and  maintenance  of  himself  and  the  issue 
of  that  marriage,  in  the  event  of  his  surviving  his  wife. 

But  if  I  am  mistaken  in  the  construction  of  the  second  cove- 
nant, and  it  should  be  that  it  relates  only  to  a  support  and 
maintenance  for  Dr.  Archer,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
marriage,  then,  I  must  observe,  that  there  is  no  provision  made 
for  the  event  of  Dr.  Archer's  surviving  his  wife,  and,  therefore, 
as  there  is  issue  of  the  marriage,  Dr.  Archer  will  at  all  events 
be  entitled  to  the  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  the  lands,  there  be- 
ing no  covenant  or  agreement  to  surrender  that  legal  right.  But, 
under  the  fairest  construction  of  the  articles,  I  think  he  has 
agreed  to  accept  the  profits  for  life,  of  the  whole  estate,  in  lieu 
of  the  chance,  only,  of  being  a  tenant  by  curtesy  in  the  real 
estate. 

The  latter  part  of  the  second  covenant,  "  that  the  original 
stock  shall  be  inviolably  held  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said 
Frances  and  her  heirs,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  said  in- 
tended marriage  should  never  take  effect,"  may  seem  to  give 
room  for  a  different  interpretation  of  the  preceding  member  of 
the  covenant,  were  it  not  that  the  meaning  of  that  expression  is 
immediately  explained  so  as  to  leave  ample  room  for  the  con- 
struction I  conceive  it  ought  to  have;  or  if  not,  to  leave  room 
for  the  interpretation  of  the  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  in  the  lands, 
which  is  nowhere  covenated  to  be  surrendered,  or  given  up, 
although  it  may  be  merged  in  the  life-estate,  which,  according 
to  my  interpretation  of  the  articles.  Dr.  Archer  is  entitled  to. 
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My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  the  chancellor's  decree  dis- 
missing the  bill  of  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  be  reversed;  that  the 
defendants,  Dr.  Archer  and  his  lady,  ought  to  be  decreed  to 
execute  a  settlement  of  her  estate,  except  as  excepted  in  the 
articles,  to  trustees  to  be  named  by  the  court,  in  fee-simple,  in 
trust  to  permit  Dr.  Archer,  during  the  continuance  of  the  mar- 
iiage,  to  take  and  receive  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  himself,  his  wife  and  their  issue, 
if  any,  and  from  and  after  the  determination  of  the  marriage 
union,  to  permit  the  survivor  of  the  said  John  and  Frances  to 
take  and  receive  the  rents  and  profits,  in  like  manner,  during  his 
or  her  life,  for  the  like  purposes;  and  from  and  after  the  death 
of  the  survivor,  to  hold  the  same  to  the  use  of  the  issue  of  the 
said  Frances,  and  the  descendants  of  such  issue,  if  any  there 
be,  in  equal  portions,  per  stirpes,  and  not  per  capita;  and  in 
case  of  the  death  of  the  said  Frances,  without  issue  of  her 
body,  and  without  any  descendants,  then,  and  in  that  case,  to 
the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  said  Frances,  who  shall  be  then  living, 
generally,  in  such  portions  as  the  law  directs;  subject,  never- 
theless, to  the  right  of  Dr.  Archer  to  take  and  secure  the  rents, 
issues  and  profits  thereof,  in  case  he  shall  survive  his  wife;  that 
the  several  deeds  and  conveyances  executed  by  Dr.  Archer  and 
wife,  for  the  lands  and  slaves,  etc.,  and  the  several  deeds  and 
conveyances  executed  by  the  persons  to  whom  those  deeds  and 
conveyances  first  mentioned  were  made,  be  brought  into  the 
court  of  chancery  and  there  canceled;  and  that  the  court  of 
chancery  take  said  further  order,  as  to  the  records  made  of  the 
proof  of  the  said  deeds  and  the  recording  thereof  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Petersburg  and  in  the  county  court  of  — -,  as  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court  will  best  answer  the  purposes  of  pre- 
venting fraud  and  imposition  in  consequence  of  the  proving 
and  recording  those  deeds. 

Roane,  J.,  delivered  a  concurring  opinion. 

Flbmino,  J.,  concurred. 

The  authority  of  this  case  was  recognised  in  Heatq/  v.  Rowan,  6  Graft. 
421-6;  Edit**.  Foniame,  9  Id.  293;  Fmdlcyv.  FMley,  11  Id.  438. 
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GASES 

IN  THE 

CONFERENCE  AND  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

OF 

NOBTH   CAROLINA.* 


Trustees  op  the  University  v.  Foy. 

fl  M TJBFBSY,   68.1 

Statute  divesting  Property  from  Corporation  Unconstitutional. 
By  the  constitution  it  was  provided  that  the  legislature  should  estab- 
lish schools,  and  "  all  useful  learning  shall  be  duly  encouraged  in  one 
or  more  universities."  Accordingly,  the  legislature  established  a  uni- 
versity granting  to  it  certain  property  escheated  to  the  state;  but  an 
act  was  afterwards  passed  divesting  such  property.  It  was  held  such 
act  was  unconstitutional 

Ejectment  to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  escheated 
lands.  The  defendants  pleaded  in  bar  an  act  entitled  "An  act 
to  repeal  so  much  of  the  several  laws  now  in  force  in  this  state 
as  grants  power  to  the  trustees  of  the  university  of  North  Caro- 
lina to  seize  and  possess  for  the  use  of  the  said  university  any 
escheated  or  confiscated  propery."  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff 
demurred,  and  the  defendants  having  joined  in  demurrer,  the 
case  was  presented  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges  of  this  court. 
In  1789,  the  legislature  granted  to  the  trustees  "  all  the  prop- 
erty that  has  heretofore,  or  shall  hereafter,  escheat  to  the  state." 
By  an  act  of  1794  it  granted  to  the  trustees  the  confiscated 
property  then  unsold;  and  subsequently  the  act  was  passed 
which  the  defendants  set  forth  in  their  plea.  The  principal 
question  presented  was  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  this  last 
act. 

Haywood,  for  plaintiff. 

Duffey  and  Jocelyn,  for  defendants. 

•For  the  institution  of  the  court  or  conference  and  supreme  court,  soe  note,  9  am.  Dec 
627.    After  1805,  the  court  of  conference  vu  styled  the  supreme  court. 
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By  Court.*  Locke,  J.,  after  stating  the  various  acts,  and  ex- 
amining the  title  thereby  conferred  on  the  trustees,  proceeded: 
The  operation  of  this  act  is  next  to  be  considered,  and  it  may 
be  necessary  to  premise  that  the  people  of  North  Carolina, 
when  assembled  in  convention,  were  desirous  of  having  some 
rights  secured  to  them  beyond  the  control  of  the  legislature, 
and  these  they  have  expressed  in  the  bill  of  rights  and  the  con- 
stitution. The  preamble  to  the  constitution  states,  among 
other  things,  that  "  we,  the  representatives  of  the  freemen  of 
North  Carolina,  chosen  and  assembled  in  Congress  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  framing  a  constitution  under  the  authority  of 
the  people  most  conducive  to  their  happiness  and  welfare,  do 
declare,"  etc.  Section  13  directs  the  general  assembly  to  elect 
several  officers  of  state.  Section  15  directs  the  election  of  a 
governor.  Section  38  directs  that  there  shall  be  a  sheriff,  cor- 
oner or  coroners,  and  constables  in  each  county.  It  became 
necessary  for  the  legislature  to  appoint  these  officers,  or  to  pass 
such  laws  as  would  secure  to  the  people  such  officers  as 
would  cany  this  form  of  government  into  effect.  The  framers 
of  this  instrument  appear  to  have  been  well  acquainted  with 
the  importance  and  necessity  of  education,  and  lest  this 
object  might  escape  the  attention  of  the  legislature,  or 
be  by  them  neglected,  section  41  declares:  "  That  a  school  or 
schools  shall  be  established  by  the  legislature,  for  the  conven- 
ient instruction  of  youth,  with  such  salaries  to  the  masters  paid 
by  the  public  as  may  enable  them  to  instruct  at  low  prices;  and 
all  useful  learning  shall  be  encouraged  and  promoted  in  one  or 
more  universities."  By  this  section  as  strong  an  injunction  was 
imposed  on  the  legislature  to  establish  a  university  as  by  the 
preceding  clauses  to  appoint  the  several  officers  of  government. 
These  objects  seem  to  be  regarded  by  the  framers  of  the  con- 
stitution with  equal  solicitude;  they  have,  therefore,  in  the  same 
imperative  style,  declared  that  there  shall  be  a  university;  and 
that  there  shall  be  a  governor,  leaving  to  the  legislature  to 
make  such  appropriations  and  create  such  funds  for  the  endow- 
ment of  the  institution  as  would  be  sufficient  to  effect  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  should  be  established.  In  the  year  1789,  the 
legislature  obeyed  this  constitutional  injunction,  and  made  an 
appropriation  of  escheated  lands,  and  appointed  trustees  for 
the  management  of  the  concerns  of  the  institution.  By  the  act 
of  1800,  the  legistature  declared  that  this  property  should  be 
taken  from  the  trustees  and  revert  to  the  state.    Is,  then,  this 

•The  court  was  composed  st  the  present  time  of  Maoay,  Taylob,  Hall  sad  Loon,  JJ. 
am.  Dso.  Vol.  in— 48 
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last  act  authorized  by  the  constitution,  or  does  it  destroy  a 
right  which  that  instrument  gave  to  the  people,  a  right  highly 
esteemed  in  all  civilized  nations,  that  of  educating  their  youth 
at  a  moderate  expense?  a  right  of  acquiring  knowledge  and 
good  morals,  which  have  always  been  deemed  most  conducive 
to  the  happiness  and  prosperity  of  a  people  ? 

Some  light  will  be  thrown  upon  this  subject,  by  examining 
the  nature  of  corporations,  how  property  can  be  taken  from 
them,  and  how  they  can  be  dissolved.  Corporations  are  formed 
for  the  advancement  of  religion,  learning,  commerce,  or  other 
beneficial  purposes.  They  are  either  aggregate  or  sole,  and 
created  by  grant  or  by  law.  When  they  are  once  created,  they 
acquire  many  rights,  powers,  capacities,  and  some  incapacities! 
1  Bl.  Com.  495;  as,  1.  To  have  perpetual  succession;  and 
therefore,  all  aggregate  corporations  have  necessarily  the  power 
of  electing  members  in  the  room  of  those  who  die,  to  sue  and 
be  sued,  and  to  do  all  other  acts  as  natural  persons;  2.  To  pur- 
chase lands,  and  to  hold  them  for  the  benefit  of  themselves  and 
successors;  31  To  have  a  common  seal;  4.  To  make  by-laws  for 
the  better  government  of  their  corporation.  These  corpora- 
tions cannot  commit  crimes,  although  their  members  may,  in 
their  individual  capacity.  The  duties  of  those  bodies  consist 
n  acting  up  to  the  design  for  which  they  were  instituted. 

Let  us  next  inquire,  how  their  corporate  property  can  be  taken 
from  them,  and  how  they  may  be  dissolved.  A  member  maybe 
disfranchised  or  lose  his  place,  by  his  own  improper  conduct, 
or  he  may  resign.  A  corporation  may  be  dissolved  by  act  of 
parliament,  which  is  boundless  in  its  operation;  by  the  natural 
death  of  all  its  members,  in  case  of  an  aggregate  corporation; 
by  surrender  of  its  franchises  into  the  hand  of  the  king,  which 
is  a  kind  of  suicide;  by  forfeiture  of  its  charter  through  negli- 
gence or  abuse  of  its  franchises,  in  which  case  the  law  judges  the 
body  politic  to  have  broken  the  condition  on  which  it  was  in- 
corporated, and  therefore  the  incorporation  to  be  void;  and  the 
regular  course  is  to  bring  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a 
quo  warranto,  to  inquire  by  what  authority  the  members  now 
exercise  their  corporate  power,  having  forfeited  it  by  such  and 
such  proceedings:  1  Bl.  Com.  485;  3  Id.  263.  None  of  these 
pre-requisites  have  been  done  in  the  present  case.  We  are 
then  led  to  inquire  into  the  soundness  of  an  argument  greatly 
relied  on  by  defendant's  counsel,  that  those  who  create  can 
destroy.  The  legislature  have  not  pretended  to  dissolve  the 
corporation,  but  to  deprive  them  of  part  of  the  funds  that  were 
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deemed  to  be  Tested  in  them,  and  to  transfer  those  funds  to 
the  state.  In  England,  the  king'e  consent  to  the  creation  of 
any  corporation,  is  absolutely  necessary,  either  given  expressly 
by  charter,  or  by  act  of  parliament,  where  his  assent  is  a  neces- 
sary ingredient  or  implied  by  prescription:  1  Bl.  Oom.  472, 
473.  The  king  may  grant  to  a  subject,  the  power  of  creating 
a  corporation,  and  yet  it  is  the  king  that  creates,  the  subject  is 
but  the  instrument:  Id.  474.  Where  there  is  an  endowment  of 
lands,  the  law  distinguishes,  and  makes  two  species  of  founda- 
tion: The  first,  fundatio  incipiens,  or  the  corporation;  in  which 
sense  the  king  is  founder  of  all  colleges  and  hospitals;  the 
other,  fundatio  prqficiens,  or  the  dotation  of  it,  in  which  sense 
the  first  gift  of  the  revenues  is  the  foundation,  and  he  who 
gives,  is  the  founder:  1  Bl.  Oom.  431. 

The  constitution  directed  the  general  assembly  to  establish 
this  institution  and  endow  it;  then  it  would  seem,  from  the 
principle  upon  which  all  this  doctrine  is  predicated,  that  the 
constitution  and  not  the  legislature,  had  created  this  corpora- 
tion; the  legislature  being  only  the  agent  or  instrument,  whose 
acts  are  valid  and  binding,  when  they  do  not  contravene  any  of 
the  provisions  of  the  constitution.  We  view  this  corporation  as 
standing  on  higher  grounds  than  any  other  aggregate  corpora- 
tion; it  is  not  only  protected  by  the  common  law,  but  sanc- 
tioned by  the  constitution.  It  cannot  be  considered  that  the 
legislature  would  have  complied  with  the  constitutional  requisi- 
tion, by  establishing  a  school  for  a  month,  or  any  determinate 
number  of  years,  and  then  abolishing  the  institution;  because 
the  people  evidently  intended  this  university  to  be  as  per- 
manent as  the  government  itself.  It  would  not  be  competent 
for  the  legislature  to  declare  that  there  should  be  no  public 
school  in  the  state,  because  such  an  act  would  directly  oppose 
that  important  clause  in  the  constitution  before  mentioned. 
But  if  the  legislature  can  deprive  the  university  of  the  appro- 
priated and  vested  funds,  they  can  do  that  which  will  produce 
the  same  consequences;  for  deprive  the  institution  of  funds  al- 
ready vested,  and  refuse  to  make  any  additional  appropriations, 
there  never  can  exist  in  the  state  a  public  school  or  schools; 
and  thus  the  legislature  may  indirectly  effect  that  purpose, 
which,  if  expressed  in  the  words  before  mentioned,  they  could 
not  do.  Besides,  when  the  legislature  have  established  a  uni- 
versity, appointed  trustees,  and  vested  them  with  property 
which  they  were  to  hold  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  institu- 
tion, have  they  not  discharged  their  duty  as  the  agents  of  the 
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people,  and  transferred  property  which  is  afterwards  beyond 
their  control?  From  that  moment  the  trustees  became,  in 
some  measure,  the  agents  of  the  people,  clothed  with  the  power 
of  disposing  of,  and  applying  the  properly  thus  Tested  to  the 
uses  intended  by  the  people,  but  over  which  the  power  of  the 
legislature  ceased  with  the  discharge  of  the  constitutional  in- 
junction; unless  it  might  be  necessary  in  the  course  of  time,  to 
make  other  or  further  appropriations  to  continue  and  support 
the  institution;  and  this  we  consider  to  be  their  duly  at  all 
times,  when  such  necessity  shall  exist,  that  the  expectation  of 
the  people,  as  expressed  in  the  constitution,  may  not  be 
disappointed. 

But  one  great  and  important  reason  which  influences  us  in 
deciding  this  question  is  the  tenth  section  of  the  bill  of  rights, 
which  declares  "  that  no  freeman  ought  to  be  taken,  impris- 
oned or  disseised  of  his  freehold,  liberties  or  privileges,  or  out- 
lawed or  exiled,  or  in  any  manner  destroyed  or  deprived  of  his 
life,  liberty,  or  property,  but  by  the  law  of  the  land."  It  has 
been  yielded  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  if  the  legislature 
had  vested  an  individual  with  the  property  in  question,  this  sec- 
tion of  the  bill  of  rights  would  restrain  them  from  depriving 
him  of  such  right;  but  it  is  denied  that  this  section  has  any 
operation  on  corporations  whose  members  are  mere  naked 
trustees,  and  have  no  interest  in  the  donation,  and  especially 
on  a  corporation  erected  for  a  public  purpose.  It  is  also  in- 
sisted that  the  term  "law  of  the  land"  does  not  impose  any 
restrictions  on  the  legislature,  who  are  capable  of  making  the 
law  of  the  land,  and  was  only  intended  to  prevent  abuses  in 
the  other  branches  of  the  government.  That  this  clause  was 
intended  to  secure  to  corporations  as  well  as  to  individuals  the 
rights  therein  enumerated  seems  clear  from  the  use  of  the 
word  "  liberties,"  which  peculiarly  signifies  those  privileges 
and  rights  which  corporations  have  by  virtue  of  the  instruments 
which  incorporate  them,  and  is  certainly  used  in  this  clause  in 
contradistinction  to  the  word  "  liberty,"  which  refers  to  the  per- 
sonal liberty  of  the  citizen.  We,  therefore,  infer  that  by  this 
clause  the  legislature  are  as  much  restrained  from  affecting  the 
property  of  corporations,  as  they  are  that  of  a  private  individual, 
unless  the  expression  "law  of  the  land "  should  receive  the  con- 
struction contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  It  is 
evident  the  f  ramers  of  the  constitution  intended  the  provision 
as  a  restraint  upon  some  branch  of  the  government,  either  the 
executive,  legislative  or  judicial.  To  suppose  it  applicable 
to  the  executive  would  be  absurd,  on  account  of  the  limited 
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powers  conferred  on  that  officer;  and  from  the  subjects  enumer- 
ated in  that  clause,  no  danger  could  be  apprehended  from  the 
executive  department,  that  being  intrusted  with  the  exercise  of 
no  powers  by  which  the  principles  thereby  intended  to  be 
secured  could  be  affected.  To  apply  it  to  the  judiciary  would, 
if  possible,  be  still  more  idle  if  the  legislature  can  make  the 
"law  of  the  land;"  for  the  judiciary  are  only  to  expound  and 
enforce  the  law,  and  have  no  discretionary  powers  enabling 
them  to  judge  of  the  propriety  or  impropriety  of  laws.  They 
are  bound,  whether  agreeable  to  their  ideas  of  justice  or  not, 
to  cany  into  effect  the  acts  of  the  legislature  as  far  as  they  are 
binding,  or  do  not  contravene  the  constitution. 

If,  then,  this  clause  is  applicable  to  the  legislature  alone, 
and  was  intended  as  a  restraint  on  their  acts  (and  to  presume 
otherwise  is  to  render  the  article  a  dead  letter),  let  us  next  in* 
quire  what  will  be  the  operation  which  this  clause  will  or  ought 
to  have  on  the  present  question.  It  seems  to  us  to  warrant  a 
belief  that  members  of  a  corporation  as  well  as  individuals  shall 
not  be  so  deprived  of  their  liberties  or  property,  unless  by  a 
trial  by  jury  in  a-court  of  justice,  according  to  the  known  and 
established  rules  of  decision  derived  from  the  common  law,  and 
such  acts  of  the  legislature  as  are  consistent  with  the  constitu- 
tion; and  although  the  trustees  are  a  corporation  established 
for  public  purposes,  yet  their  property  is  as  completely  beyond 
the  control  of  the  legislature  as  the  property  of  individuals,  or 
that  of  any  other  corporation  established  for  merely  private 
purposes.  In  every  institution  of  that  kind,  the  ground  of 
establishment  is  some  public  good  or  purpose  intended  to  be 
promoted;  but  in  many,  the  members  thereof  have  a  private 
interest  coupled  with  the  public  object.  In  this  case,  the 
trustees  have  no  private  interest  beyond  the  general  good;  yet 
we  conceive  that  circumstance  will  not  make  the  property  of 
the  trustees  subject  to  the  arbitrary  will  of  the  legislature. 
The  property  vested  in  the  trustees  must  remain  for  the  uses  in- 
tended for  the  university,  until  the  judiciary  of  the  country,  in 
the  usual  and  common  form,  pronounce  them  guilty  of  such 
acts  as  will,  in  law,  amount  to  a  forfeiture  of  their  rights  or  a 
dissolution  of  their  body.  The  demurrer  must,  therefore,  be 
allowed,  and  the  plea  in  bar  overruled. 

Hall,  J.,  dissented. 

This  case  is  instructive  when  taken  in  connection  with  Wale*  r.  &cton, 
attie,  39. 
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Thompson  v.  Tate. 

[1  Mukpbxt,  07.] 

Wasraxty  on  Sale.— A  vendor  who  affirms  his  goods  to  have  a  certain 
quality  which*  they  do  not  possess,  and  when  such  quality  would  in- 
crease their  value,  is  liable  to  an  action,  although  he  did  not  know  the 
affirmation  to  be  false. 

Bulb  for  a  new  trial  because  of  misdirection  by  the  presiding 
judge.  The  question  of  law  arising  on  the  trial  was  whether 
the  vendor  of  personal  property,  who  affirmed  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  that  the  property  sold  had  a  particular  quality,  which,  if  it 
possessed,  would  increase  its  value,  is  liable  in  an  action  on  an 
express  or  implied  warranty,  although  he  did  not  know  such 
affirmation  to  be  false.  Upon  the  trial,  the  jury  were  instructed 
that  the  vendor  was  liable. 

By  Court.  Upon  this  question  there  can  be  no  doubt;  the 
vendor  is  clearly  liable,  and  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  be 
discharged. 

For  cases  on  waranty,  see  Butter  v.  Blakty  ante,  560;  Sdxa*  v.  Woods, 
and  note  (2  Am.  Dec  215);  and  Bailey  v.  NickoU,  1  Id.  83. 


Wilcox  v.  Morris. 

[1  MuaPBR,  116.1 

Redemption,  Right  of.— A  creditor  agreed  with  the  debtor  to  levy  an 
execution  on  the  whole  of  the  debtor's  property,  and  to  purchase  it  in 
at  the  sale,  and  hold  it  as  a  security  for  the  debt;  it  was  held  equity 
would  give  a  right  to  redeem  as  against  the  creditor,  hut  not  as  against 
purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice  of  this  trust. 

What  Considered  a  Mortgage. — No  particular  words  or  form  of  con- 
veyance are  necessary  to  give  the  contract  the  qualities  of  a  mortgage. 
It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  subject  to  few  exceptions,  that 
wherever  a  conveyance  or  assignment  of  an  estate  is  originally  in- 
tended as  a  security  for  money,  whether  this  intention  appear  from  the 
deed  itself,  or  any  other  instrument,  it  is  always  considered,  in  equity, 
as  a  mortgage. 

Bill  for  redemption.  Wilcox,  deceased,  being  indebted  to 
Morris,  confessed  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  debt,  upon 
Morris  agreeing  that  he  would  levy  execution  on  all  his  prop- 
erty, purchase  it  in  at  the  sale,  and  hold  it  as  a  security  for  the 
payment  of  the  debt;  and  that  Morris  should  reconvey  the 
property  when  the  debt  was  paid.     Morris,  through  an  agent, 
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purchased  the  property,  and  sold  a  great  part  to  purchasers  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  -without  notice  of  this  trust.  Wilcox 
filed  his  bill  against  Morris,  his  agent  and  the  purchasers,  to 
redeem;  also,  to  have  an  account  of  the  profits  and  the  amount 
of  sales,  charging  that  the  whole  debt  had  been  paid.  On  hear- 
ing of  the  cause,  three  questions  were  reserved  and  sent  to  this 
court:  1.  Whether  the  contract  between  Wilcox  and  Morris  was 
in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage,  and  the  property  sold  under  the 
execution  redeemable;  2.  Whether  an  account  stated  and  liqui- 
dated between  Wilcox  and  Morris  ought  not  to  be  set  aside  on 
account  of  an  imposition  alleged  to  have  been  practiced  on  the 
latter  in  said  settlement,  owing  to  his  old  age  and  imbecility  of 
mind;  3.  Whether  the  bill  ought  not  to  be  dismissed  as  to  the 
agent  and  the  other  purchasers,  because  the  first  was  a  new 
agent,  and  received  money  and  conducted  business  for  Morris, 
and  because  the  latter  were  purchasers  without  notice,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  the  trust. 

Locke,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  contract 
between  Wilcox  and  Morris  was  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage, 
and  the  property  sold  under  the  execution  is  redeemable.  No 
particular  words  or  form  of  conveyance  are  necessary  to  give  to 
the  contract  the  qualities  of  a  mortgage.  It  may  be  laid  down 
as  a  general  rule,  subject  to  few  exceptions,  that  wherever  a 
conveyance  or  an  assignment  of  an  estate  is  originally  intended 
as  a  security  for  money,  whether  this  intention  appear  from  the 
deed  itself  or  any  other  instrument,  it  is  always  considered  in 
equity  as  a  mortgage  and  the  estate  redeemable,  even  though 
there  be  an  express  agreement  of  the  parties  that  it  shall 
not  be  redeemable,  or  that  the  right  of  redemption  shall 
be  confined  to  a  particular  time,  or  to  a  particular  descrip- 
tion of  persons.  A  court  of  equity,  in  applying  this  rule 
to  particular  cases,  will  often  ascertain  the  fact  whether 
the  conveyance  was  intended  as  a  security  for  money,  how- 
ever absolute  it  may  appear;  and  will  lay  hold  of  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  transaction  to  ascertain  this  fact;  such  as 
the  value  of  the  estate  conveyed  and  the  sum  given  therefor, 
the  bargainee  not  being  let  into  the  immediate  possession  of 
the  estate,  his  accounting  for  the  rents  and  profits  to  the  bar- 
gainor, etc.  In  the  present  case,  there  was  a  special  agreement 
in  writing  that  the  complainant  should  be  at  liberty  to  redeem 
the  property  when  the  debt  was  paid.  We  are  also  of  opinion 
that  the  account  referred  to  ought  not  to  be  set  aside,  there 
being  no  evidence  of  any  fraud  or  imposition  practiced  on 
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Morris.  The  suggestion  of  his  old  age  and  imbecility  of  mind 
is  not  sufficient  to  set  the  account  aside;  but  leave  is  given  to 
surcharge  and  falsify  the  same. 

As  to  the  third  point,  we  think  the  hill  ought  to  be  dismissed 
as  to  the  sub-purchasers  without  notice  of  the  trust;  but  as  to 
the  representatives  of  McClain,  the  agent,  the  bill  ought  to  be 
retained,  that  an  account  may  be  taken  out  of  the  money  which 
he  received,  great  part  of  which,  complainant  alleges,  was  never 
by  him  accounted  for  to  his  principal.  Let  this  account  be 
taken,  and  the  bill  as  to  sub-purchasers,  without  notice  of  the 
trust,  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

See  Bttam  v.  Avtry  (1  Am.  Dec.  70);  Wambum  v.  Merrills,  2  Id.  59. 


Lanier  v.  Auld. 

[1  MCBPHBT.  188.] 

Warranty  Implied  on  Sale. — An  express  warranty  excludes  an  im- 
plied one.  In  the  contract  of  sale  the  law  implies  no  warranty  as  to 
the  quality  of  the  goods  sold,  although  it  may  imply  a  warranty  of 
title  where  the  vendor  has  possession  at  the  time  of  sale. 

Assumpsit.  Auld  sold  a  negro  to  Lanier  for  one  hundred 
and  sixty  pounds,  and  at  the  time  executed  the  following: 
"  This  is  to  certify  that  I  have  sold  a  negro  man  by  the  name 
of  Jim  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  pounds,  in  hand 
paid  by  Isaac  Lanier;  and  I  doth  warrant  the  aforesaid  slave 
Jim  to  be  sound  and  healthy,  not  over  twenty-five  years  of  age. 
Given  under  my  hand,  July  12, 1796.    John  Auld." 

The  negro  was  delivered  to  Lanier,  and  Auld  shortly  after 
dying  intestate,  letters  of  administration  were  issued.  The  ne- 
gro at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  long  before,  was  free.  Lanier 
brought  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  the  administrator, 
and  declared  upon  a  warranty  that  the  said  negro  Jim  was  a 
slave;  and  the  question  arose,  now  referred  to  this  court, 
whether  the  foregoing  writing  contained  a  warranty  that  the 
negro  was  a  slave,  and,  if  not,  whether  the  law  implied  such 
warranty  in  the  case  ? 

By  Coubt.  The  plaintiff  has  declared  first  upon  an  express 
warranty,  and  secondly  upon  an  implied  warranty.  The  writing 
signed  by  Auld  contains  no  warranty  that  the  negro  Jim  is  a 
slave;  it  contains  a  warranty  that  he  is  sound,  and  also  that  he  is 
not  over  twenty-five  years  of  age,  but  is  silent  as  to  other  quali- 
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ties.  It  is  true  that  the  word  slave  is  used,  but  it  is  evident 
that  this  word  is  merely  descriptive  of  the  person  to  whom  the 
warranty  of  soundness,  etc.,  was  to  be  applied. 

As  to  the  second  question,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  law  will 
not  imply  what  is  not  expressed  where  there  is  a  formal  con* 
tract:  Evans'sEssays,  32;  1  Fonbl.  364;  Doug.  654;  6  T.  B.  606.. 
The  express  warranty  as  to  soundness  and  age,  excludes  any 
implied  warranty  as  to  other  qualities.  The  contract  of  sale  im- 
plies no  warranty  as  to  the  quality  of  the  goods  sold,  although 
it  may  imply  a  warranty  of  title  when  the  vendor  is  in  posses- 
sion at  the  time  of  the  sale.  The  plaintiff,  however,  is  not  with- 
out remedy,  and  he  having  applied  to  the  court  for  leave  to 
amend  his  declaration  by  adding  a  count  for  money  had  and 
received,  we  are  of  opinion  that  such  leave  should  be  granted 
to  him  upon  such  terms  as  the  court  below  shall  direct. 

See  a  similar  case  in  New  York,  Defreeze  v.  Trmmper,  ante,  829. 


Gat  v.  Hunt. 

[HfUBraR,Ul.] 


Pabol  Evidence  Showing  Tbust  in  Deed.— A  person  being  subject 
to  intoxication,  and  therefore  fearing  imposition,  conveyed  his  prop-  « 
erty  by  an  absolute  deed  to  another,  for  the  benefit  of  his  child,  a  minor; 
but  no  declaration  to  this  effect  appeared  in  the  deed.    Parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  prove  the  trust. 

Bnx  in  equity  for  reconveyance  and  injunction  was  filed  by 
Sherwood  Gay,  an  infant,  by  his  next  friend,  against  Charity 
Hunt,  which  charged  that  his  father,  Elias  Gay,  being  seised 
in  fee  of  a  tract  of  land,  and  being  a  man  much  addicted  to 
intoxication,  and  on  that  account  often  liable  to  imposition, 
and  fearing  that  in  some  unguarded  moment  some  person 
might  obtain  from  him  a  conveyance  of  his  land,  and  desirous 
to  secure  the  same  so  that  complainant  might  have  the  benefit 
thereof,  agreed  with  one  Brinkley  to  convey  the  same  to  him 
in  fee,  the  latter  agreeing  to  hold  the  land  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  complainant,  and  to  reconvey  the  same  when  re- 
quested. In  pursuance  of*  this  agreement,  the  land  was  con- 
veyed to  Brinkley,  who  gave  no  valuable  consideration  therefor. 
Brinkley  has  since  died,  having  made  his  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, and  therein  devised  the  said  land  to  complainant  and  the 
defendant,  Charity  Hunt,  as  tenants  in  common.    Notwith- 
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standing  the  conveyance  to  Brinkley,  complainant's  friends  and 
agents  had  continually  kept  possession  of  the  land,  and  de- 
fendant well  knew  that  Brinkley  held  the  land  as  a  trustee,  but 
had  lately  filed  a  bill  for  partition.  An  injunction  and  a  recon- 
veyance were  prayed  for. 

.  The  defendant  answered  denying  knowledge  of  the  facts 
charged;  that  she  had  been  informed  and  believed  that  Brink- 
ley  purchased  the  land  from  Gay  for  a  full  consideration,  and 
that  the  said  purchase  was  made,  and  the  deed  executed 
without  any  trust,  and  subject  to  no  condition  whatever.  The 
answer  admitted  that  the  mother  of  complainant  and  also  of  de- 
fendant had  kept  possession  of  the  land,  but  alleged  that  this 
possession  had  been  permitted  from  motives  of  affection  for  a 
parent. 

Various  depositions  were  taken,  which  proved  the  agreement 
and  trust  stated. in  the  bill;  and  the  cause  coming  on  to  be 
heard,  the  question  was  made  and  sent  to  this  court  whether,  as 
the  deed  to  Brinkley  purported  to  be  absolute  and  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration,  and  the  agreement  and  trust  charged  in  the 
bill  were  expressly  denied  by  the  answer,  parol  evidence  could 
be  admitted  to  prove  the  agreement  and  trust? 

By  Court.  The  conveyance  to  Brinkley  was  not  made  with 
any  fraudulent  intent,  or  from  any  motive  of  moral  turpitude. 
This  case  is  therefore  free  from  the  common  objections  to  relief 
in  cases  of  secret  trusts.  Whether  parol  evidence  will  be  ad- 
mitted to  set  up  a  trust,  where  a  deed  is  absolute,  depends 
much  upon  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case  in  which 
it  is  attempted.  In  the  present  case,  the  court  are  of  opinion 
that  the  parol  evidence  should  be  admitted,  as  Brinkley  did  not 
take  possession  of  the  premises  conveyed  to  him,  nor  call  upon 
those  in  possession  for  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits;  and 
this  "  being  contrary  to  the  ordinary  effect  of  a  sale,  gives  an 
impression  of  a  trust  of  some  kind  between  the  parties,  and 
admits  the  introduction  of  evidence  to  explain  that  trust:"  1 
Wash.  14  (Boas  v.  Norvell,  1  Am.  Dec.  422). 


State  v.  Street. 

[1  MUBPHKT,  166.] 

Style  or  Court  in  Case  of  Perjury.— In  an  indictment  for  perjury, 
the  style  of  the  court  before  which  the  perjury  is  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  must  be  correctly  set  out. 
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Indictment  for  perjury,  which  charged  "  that  at  a  certain  su- 
perior court  begun  and  holden,"  etc.,  "before  the  Honorable 
Francis  Locke,  Esq.,  judge  of  the  said  court,"  etc.,  the  defend- 
ant, being  a  witness  for  the  state,  "  did  take  his  corporal  oath 
upon  the  holy  gospel  of  God,  before  the  said  Francis  Locke, 
Esq.,  judge  as  aforesaid,  to  speak  the  truth,  the  whole  truth, 
and  nothing  but  the  truth,  touching  and  concerning  the  matter 
in  question  in  the  said  prosecution  and  issue  aforesaid  (the  said 
Francis  Locke,  Esq.,  then  and  there  having  sufficient  and  com- 
plete power  and  authority  to  administer  an  oath  to  the  said 
Joseph  Street  in  that  behalf)/'  The  defendant  was  convicted, 
and  Duffey,  his  counsel,  filed  the  following  reason  in  arrest  of 
judgment:  "  That  the  style  of  the  court,  or  of  the  judge  pre- 
siding therein,  when  the  perjury  was  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted, is  not  duly  or  legally  set  forth;  nor  any  jurisdiction 
shown  to  administer  such  oath  as  is  alleged  to  have  been  taken 
falsely  and  corruptly."  The  case  was  then  submitted  to  this 
court  for  the  opinion  x>i  the  judges. 

By  Cotjet.  The  indictment  should  set  forth  the  legal  style  of 
the  court  before  which  the  perjury  is  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted. The  judiciary  act  of  1777,  establishing  the  county  and 
superior  courts,  gives  the  style  of  each:  "  courts  of  pleas  and 
quarter  sessions,"  and  "  superior  courts  of  law."  The  indict- 
ment in  the  present  case  charges  the  perjury  to  have  been  com- 
mitted before  "  a  certain  superior  court  begun  and  holden  for 
the  district  of  Hillsborough."  As  the  style  of  the  court  is  not 
legally  set  forth,  the  indictment  is  defective,  and  the  judgment 
must  be  arrested. 


Strother  v.  Cathet. 

'  [1  MUBFHET,  162.] 

Impeachment  of  Gbant  from  State.— At  law,  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible showing  that  the  officers  of  the  state  have  issued  a  grant  for 
lands  forbidden  by  law  to  be  entered  and  granted,  and  that  such  grant 
is  therefore  void.  But  where  a  grant  has  irregularly  issued,  the  party 
wishing  to  avoid  it  must  have  recourse  to  a  court  of  equity. 

Indian  Title,  Nature  of.— The  title  of  the  Indians  to  lands  is  regarded 
by  the  European  and  American  governments  as  a  mere  possessory 
right. 

Ejectment  for  certain  land  lying  within  the  bounds  of  lands 
allotted  to  the  Cherokee  Indians.  Strother  claimed  under  a 
grant  from  the  state  in  1803,  upon  entry  made  in  1791;  the  de- 
fendant under  a  grant  from  the  state  in  1787. 
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The  first  question  was,  whether  evidence  was  admissible  to 
show  that  the  grant  under  which  defendant  claimed  was  void; 
and  next  as  to  the  nature  of  the  title  of  the  Cherokee  Indians. 

The  opinion  more  fully  states  the  facts  in  the  case. 

Locks,  J.  To  determine  the  questions  arising  in  this  case,  it 
is  necessary  to  consider  the  titles  under  which  each  party 
claims  the  land  in  dispute.  The  legislature  of  the  state,  in  the 
year  1783,  passed  an  act  declaring  "  that  all  the  lands  compre- 
hended within  a  line  described  in  the  fifth  section  of  said  act, 
shall  be,  and  are  hereby  reserved  unto  the  Cherokee  Indians 
and  their  nation  forever;"  and  in  the  sixth  section  of  said  act, 
further  declaring  "  that  no  person  shall  enter  and  survey  any 
lands  within  the  bounds  set  apart  for  the  Cherokee  Indians, 
under  the  penalty  of  fifty  pounds;  and  all  such  entries  and 
grants  thereupon  (if  any  such  should  be  made)  shall  be 
utterly  void/'  The  defendant  claims  title  to  the  land  under  a 
grant  issued  by  the  state  of  North  Carolina,  to  John  Carson, 
bearing  date  on  the  eighth  day  of  December,  1787,  whilst  the 
above  recited  act  was  in  full  force,  and  before  any  treaty  was 
made  with  the  Cherokee  Indians,  by  which  they  surrendered  or 
relinquished  any  of  the  rights  reserved  to  them  by  the  act  of 
1788.  It  has  been  determined  by  this  court,  in  the  case  of 
Slroiher  v.  Avery \  that  a  grant  obtained  under  circumstances 
like  the  present  is  utterly  void,  and  can  convey  no  title  to  the 
grantee  upon  the  grounds:  First,  because  the  words  of  the  act 
are  imperative,  and  declare  the  grant  to  be  utterly  void;  and, 
secondly,  because  the  officers  of  state  were  not  authorized  to 
issue  grants  for  lands  of  this  description;  the  state  having,  by 
the  act  of  1783,  divested  itself  of  all  title  to  the  same.  But  it 
is  contended  that,  although  the  grant  be  void,  yet  a  court  of 
law  will  not  receive  parol  evidence  on  a  trial  in  ejectment  to 
show  the  grant  void,  but  recourse  must  be  had  to  a  court  of 
equity,  or  to  the  mode  of  proceeding  prescribed  by  the  act  of 
1798,  ch.  7,  establishing  the  court  of  patents.  This  court  en* 
tertaios  the  opinion  that  it  has  always  been  competent  for  a 
court  of  law  to  receive  parol  evidence  of  the  location  of  each 
tract  of  land  described  in  a  grant,  and  that,  in  many  cases,  it  is 
only  by  such  kind  of  testimony  a  grantee  can  show  the  situation 
of  the  land  mentioned  in  the  plaintiffs  declaration,  or  in  the 
defendant's  grant;  and  whenever  it  is  shown  that  the  land 
claimed  by  the  defendant  is  situate  within  the  bounds  allotted 
to  the  Indian  nation,  then  the  grant  becomes  ipso  facto  void;  it 
requires  no  act  to  be  done,  no  ceremony  to  be  performed,  to 
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avoid  it;  bat  it  is,  of  itself,  a  mere  nullity.  Besides,  it  is  com- 
petent for  a  court  of  law  at  all  times  to  receive  parol  evidence 
to  show  that  the  officers  of  state,  who  have  signed  and  attested 
the  grant,  were  not  authorized  or  empowered  to  issue  a  grant 
for  lands  of  a  particular  description;  for  if  they  exceed  the 
authority  delegated  to  them  by  law,  their  acts  have  no  force  or 
validity;  and  would  it  not  be  absurd  to  say,  that  a  grant  issued 
by  an  individual  not  known  as  an  officer  of  the  government, 
and  clothed  with  no  authority,  could  not  be  declared  void  in  a 
court  of  law,  but  that  recourse  must  be  had  to  a  court  of  equity? 
Grants  of  this  description  differ  essentially  from  those  where 
the  officers  had  the  power  and  authority  by  law  to  issue  the 
grant,  but  which  grant  may  have  been  obtained  irregularly  and 
without  conforming  to  the  requisites  prescribed  by  the  act  of 
1777,  which  irregularity  and  want  of  conformity  might  render 
the  grant  voidable  by  the  person  injured  thereby.  Upon  this 
difference  the  courts  of  law  have,  heretofore,  founded  their  de- 
cisions. In  the  first  class  of  cases,  they  have  received  parol 
evidence,  and  declared  the  grants  void:  The  Trustees  of  the 
University  v.  Johnson,  1  Haywood,  376.  But  in  the  second  class 
of  cases,  where  the  grant  has  been  irregularly  issued,  they  have 
said  that  the  party  wishing  to  avoid  it  must  apply  to  a  court  of 
equity;  that  it  would  be  productive  of  the  most  dangerous  con- 
sequences to  avoid  it  by  parol  testimony:  Reynolds  v.  Flinn, 
1  Haywood,  107.  The  present  case  falls  within  the  description 
of  the  first  class  of  cases,  and  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that,  in  this 
case,  and  between  these  parties,  and  on  a  title  like  the  defend- 
ant's, a  court  of  law  will  receive  parol  evidence,  and  declare 
such  a  grant  void,  without  deciding  the  general  question,  or 
any  other  than  the  one  submitted. 

Having  declared  the  power  of  the  court,  upon  a  trial  at  law, 
to  receive  evidence  to  show  the  defendant's  grant  to  be  void, 
we  are  next  to  determine  how  far  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  will  enable  him  to  recover.  He  claims  title  under  a 
grant  from  the  state  of  North  Carolina,  having  date  the  nine- 
teenth day  of  May,  1803,  and  founded  on  an  entry  made  in  the 
year  1791.  To  ascertain  the  validity  of  this  grant,  it  may  be' 
necessary  to  take  into  view  some  proceedings  of  the  general 
government  as  well  as  of  the  legislature  of  this  state  relative  to 
the  lands  allotted  to  the  Cherokee  Indians  by  the  act  of  1783. 
The  first  and  most  important  is  the  treaty  made  by  William 
Blount  with  the  Cherokee  Indians,  on  the  second  day  of  July, 
1791,  William  Blount  then  being  governor  of  the  territory  of 
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the  United  States  south  of  the  river  Ohio,  and  superintendent 
of  Indian  affairs  for  the  southern  district.  By  the  fourth  article 
of  this  treaty,  it  is  declared  "  that  the  chiefs  and  warriors  of  the 
Cherokee  nation,  for  themselves  and  the  whole  Cherokee  na- 
tion, their  heirs  and  descendants,  for  a  consideration  therein 
expressed,  release,  quitclaim,  relinquish  and  cede  all  the  land 
to -the  right  of  the  line  therein  described.0  And  within  the 
bounds  thus  ceded  is  the  tract  of  land  in  question.  In  the  year 
1791,  the  legislature  of  North  Carolina  passed  an  act  declaring 
"  that  a  part  of  Rutherford  and  Burke  counties  should  form  a 
separate  and  distinct  county  by  the  name  of  Buncombe/'  and 
particularly  describes  the  boundary  lines  of  said  county,  which 
lines  include  the  land  covered  by  the  plaintiff's  grant.  It  is 
further  declared  by  the  said  act "  that  the  justices  of  Buncombe 
shall  have  the  same  powers  and  jurisdiction  as  the  justices  of 
the  peace  have  in  any  other  county  in  this  state."  By  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  1777,  Iredell,  292,  it  is  made  "  the  duty  of 
the  justices  of  the  peace  of  each  county  to  elect  an  entry-taker, 
who  shall  receive  entries  for  any  lands  lying  in  such  county, 
which  have  not  been  granted  by  the  crown  of  Great  Britain  or 
the  lords  proprietors  of  Carolina  or  any  of  them,  in  fee,  before 
the  fourth  day  of  July,  1776,  or  which  accrued  or  shall  accrue 
to  the  state  by  treaty  or  conquest."  Under  these  provisions 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  after  the  county  of  Buncombe  was 
formed,  and  the  Indian  claim  extinguished  by  Blount's  treaty, 
entered  with  the  entry-taker  of  Buncombe  county  the  land  in 
question,  and  on  the  nineteenth  of  May,  1803,  obtained  a  grant 
for  the  same.  The  validity  of  this  grant  is  now  to  be  decided, 
for  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  must  recover  by  the  strength  of 
his  own  title,  and  not  through  the  weakness  of  his  adversary's. 
To  the  title  thus  adduced,  two  objections  are  made  by  the  de- 
fendant's counsel :  1.  That  the  act  of  1783  remains  unrepealed, 
and  in  full  force,  and  that  the  sixth  section  of  that  act  attaches 
to  this  grant  with  the  same  force  as  to  the  grant  set  up  by  de- 
fendant; and,  2.  That  by  the  treaty  these  lands  were  ceded  to 
the  general  government,  and  not  to  the  state  of  North  Carolina. 
As  to  the  first  objection,  the  answer  is  that  although  the  act  of 
1783  has  not  been  expressly  repealed  by  the  legislature,  yet  it 
is  effectually  and  substantially  repealed  by  the  treaty.  The  act 
of  1783  was  evidently  made  to  preserve  peace  with  that  tribe 
of  Indians,  who,  by  the  extension  of  frontier  settlements,  had 
become  near  neighbors  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  western  part  of 
Burke  county,  which  peace  would  probably  be  broken,  and  the 
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advantages  contemplated  by  the  legislature  in  this  donation 
entirely  frustrated,  if  any  individual  was  suffered  to  interfere 
with  the  rights  secured  to  the  tribe  by  the  act  of  1783.  But 
when  that  tribe  of  Indians  voluntarily,  and  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration surrendered  up  their  claim,  no  injury  could  ensue  to 
the  Indians  by  entering  those  lands;  for  whether  they  were  oc- 
cupied or  remained  vacant,  was  to  the  Indians  a  matter  of  in- 
difference, from  the  moment  of  the  ratification  of  the  treaty. 
The  reason  and  policy  of  the  prohibition  contained  in  the  act 
of  1783  ceased,  and  with  it  the  prohibition  itself. 

The  second  objection  seems  to  me  to  be  equally  unfounded. 
These  lands  having  once  belonged  to  the  state  of  North  Caro- 
lina, and  having  been  granted  by  that  state  to  the  use  of  the 
Indian  Nation,  revested  in  the  state  when  that  use  expired,  and 
the  Indians  release  all  claim  to  the  same.  No  expression  is 
used  in  the  treaty  to  convey  these  lands  to  the  general  govern- 
ment; and  although  the  Indian  title  was  extinguished  by  the 
general  government,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  title  rests  in 
them,  for  since  the  adoption  of  the  federal  constitution,  the 
power  of  making  treaties  is  surrendered  by  each  state  to  the 
general  government,  and  through  them  alone  Indian  claims 
are  to  be  extinguished;  and  these  lands  lying  within  the  bound- 
ary of  this  state,  acknowledged  by  the  federal  government  when 
received  into  the  Union,  must  remain  the  lands  of  this  state, 
until  she  cedes  them  away;  judgment  must,  therefore,  be  en- 
tered for  the  plaintiff. 

Stone,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

See  White  v.  Jones  (2  Am.  Dec.  564),  and  note  thereto,  where  this  subject 
is  discussed;  and  see  Lattimer  v.  Poteett  14  Peters,  14,  where  the  principal 
case  is  cited  as  to  Indian  titles.    See  Witherington  v.  McDonald,  ante,  603. 


Maples  v.  Medlin. 

[1  Mummer,  219.] 

Notice  of  Trust  to  Purchaser. —To  make  the  purchaser  of  a  legal 
title  a  trustee,  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  have  notice  as  to  the 
particular  cestui  que  trust;  it  is  sufficient  if  he  has  notice  that  the  per- 
son from  whom  he  buys,  is  but  a  naked  trustee;  he  is  then  bound  to 
inquire  and  lind  out  the  cestui  que  trust. 

Bill  for  conveyance  of  certain  land  for  which  Marmaduke 
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Maples  obtained  a  grant  in  17929  and  in  November  of  that  year 
conveyed  to  Thomas  Maples,  the  complainant.  On  the  third  of 
March,  1793,  the  defendant  and  one  Bay  and  McNeil  obtained 
judgments  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  against  Marmaduke 
Maples,  but  no  execution  was  levied  until  1795.  In  1794, 
Joel  Medlin,  one  of  the  defendants,  purchased  the  land  for 
seventeen  pounds,  and  sold  it  to  another  of  the  defendants, 
Gurry;  who,  on  the  tenth  August,  1794,  obtained  a  deed  from 
Marmaduke  and  Thomas  Maples  jointly.  In  1795,  executions 
under  the  above  judgments  were  levied  on  the  land,  as  belong- 
ing to  Marmaduke  Maples,  whereupon  Curry  resold  to  Medlin 
for  the  consideration  of  forty  pounds.  The  executions  were 
returned,  and  thereunder  the  land  was  sold  in  August,  1795, 
when  Bay  became  the  purchaser  for  thirty  shillings.  In  the 
fall  of  1795,  Medlin  sold  the  land  to  Thomas  Maples  for  about 
thirty-five  pouncjs,  when  Maples  rented  to  Medlin  for  a  year; 
and  in  the  fall  of  1796,  the  latter  paid  Maples  the  rent  for  one 
year.  In  the  fall  of  1797,  Medlin  continuing  in  possession, 
refused  to  pay  the  rent  to  complainant,  who  ordered  him  to 
quit.  On  the  thirteenth  February,  1797,  Curry,  to  whom,  as 
before  stated,  the  Maples  had  conveyed,  made  a  conveyance  of 
the  land  to  the  defendant  Bay,  for  the  consideration  of  fifty 
shillings,  informing  Bay,  previous  to  the  conveyance,  that  he 
had  resold  to  Medlin;  whereupon  this  bill  was  filed  by  Thomas 
Maples,  to  have  Bay  convey  to  him;  and  the  case  came  before 
this  court  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges.  Other  facts  are  stated 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

By  Court,  Locke,  J.  From  the  statement  of  facts  made  to 
this  court,  it  is  evident  the  legal  estate  in  the  lands  in  dispute, 
passed  from  Marmaduke  Maples  to  one  of  the  defendants,  John 
Curry,  and  that  the  equitable  title  afterwards  vested  in  the  com- 
plainant, Thomas  Maples,  under  Medlin's  purchase  from  Curry, 
and  complainant's  purchase  from  Medlin;  unless  it  should  ap- 
pear that  the  first  conveyance  from  Marmaduke  to  Thomas 
Maples  was  made  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  and  there- 
fore, as  to  them,  be  entirely  void.  It  is  true  that  at  the  time 
this  deed  was  executed,  Marmaduke  was  indebted  to  Bay,  one 
of  the  defendants,  and  also  to  one  McNeil,  for  their  attend- 
ance as  witnesses;  and  it  is  equally  true,  that  he  was  also  in- 
debted to  his  brother  Thomas,  seven  pounds,  which  the  latter 
paid  for  him  as  prison  fees;  and  it  is  proved  by  witnesses  pres- 
ent at  the  time,  that  they  understood  this  conveyance  rather  in 
the  light  of  a  mortgage,  than  as  a  conveyance  of  the  absolute 
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estate,  in  which  light  we  are  rather  inclined  to  view  this  deed; 
for  it  is  ascertained  that  Curry  paid  ten  pounds,  part  of  the 
purchase-money,  to  Marmaduke,  and  the  other  seven  pounds  to 
Thomas,  when  the  latter  assured  Curry  he  had  then  no  claims 
on  the  land.  Curry,  however,  to  be  sure  of  his  title,  took  a 
conveyance  from  Marmaduke  and  Thomas  both.  Hence  it 
plainly  appears,  that  this  deed  was  made  upon  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  nothing  appears  to  show  that  it  was  made  mala 
fide.  For,  Thomas  having  paid  this  money  in  order  to  release 
Marmaduke  from  jail,  had  a  good  right  to  secure  his  debt  by 
this  mortgage;  and  although  the  instrument  appears,  on  the 
face  of  it,  to  convey  the  absolute  estate,  yet  Thomas  seems  to 
have  released  all  further  claim  to  the  lands,  the  moment  his 
debt  was  paid;  and  however  absolute  it  may  appear,  yet  if  in- 
tended as  a  mortgage,  it  will  be  so  considered  in  equity.  We 
are  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  conveyance  was  not  fraudu- 
lent; and  the  defendant,  Bay,  seems  to  have  viewed  it  in  the 
same  light.  For  if  fraudulent,  he  would  have  had  a  good  title 
under  his  purchase  at  the  sheriff's  sale;  yet  he  preferred  the 
title  which  Curry  had  obtained  from  Marmaduke  and  Thomas 
Maples,  to  a  deed  from  the  sheriff.  Indeed,  he  seemed  to  relin- 
quish all  idea  of  a  title  under  the  sheriff's  sale,  when,  instead 
of  getting  a  deed  from  the  sheriff  without  paying  one  cent  for 
it,  he  chose  to  give  five  dollars  for  Curry's  title,  although  he 
is  expressly  told  by  Curry  that  he  had  sold  the  land  to  Medlin, 
and  that  he  was  no  more  than  a  trustee  for  said  Medlin. 

We  are  not  to  consider  whether  Bay,  having  notice  at  the  tim* . 
of  his  purchase  from  Curry,  makes  him  a  trustee  for  complain- 
ant, and,  in  equity,  bound  to  convey.  As  to  this  point,  it  may 
be  necessary  to  advert  to  some  of  the  facts  proved  in  the  case. 
It  is  admitted  by  Bay,  in  his  answer,  that  Curry  told  him  he 
had  sold  to  Medlin,  and  had  only  the  naked  title  at  law;  but  he 
says  that  he  applied  to  Medlin,  and  he  consented  that  Curry 
should  convey;  and  it  is  also  denied,  in  the  answer,  that  he  had 
any  knowledge  that  complainant  had  ever  purchased  of  Medlin, 
or  had  any  claim  to  the  land.  It  is  denied,  in  the  answer  of 
Medlin,  that  he  ever  resold  the  lands  to  complainant,  and  ad- 
mitted that  he  consented  Curry  should  convey  to  Bay.  On  the 
part  of  the  complainant,  the  repurchase  of  this  land  from  Med- 
lin is  satisfactorily  proven.  But  it  is  contended  that,  although 
the  land  was  resold  by  Medlin  to  the  complainant,  yet  Bay, 
having  no  notice  of  this  contract;  and  having  obtained  the  con- 
sent of  the  only  cestui  que  trust  within  his  knowledge,  cannot  be 
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affected  by  complainant's  equitable  title,  and  therefore  not 
bound  to  convey.  To  this,  we  answer,  that  this  argument  is 
not  founded  on  the  proofs  in  the  cause;  because  these  facts  are 
only  stated  in  the  answers  of  Bay  and  Medlin,  to  which  there  is 
a  replication  on  the  part  of  the  complainant,  and  consequently 
the  defendant,  Bay,  is  bound  to  prove  them.  But  in  this  proof 
he  has  failed.  If,  however,  Bay  was  not  held  to  this  proof, 
what  credit  does  the  answer  of  Medlin  seem  entitled  to,  when 
he  states  that  he  was  to  give  Curry  forty  pounds  for  the  land, 
and  which  he  must  have  paid;  yet  he  is  willing  to  let  Bay  Jiave 
it  without  having  anything  repaid  to  him?  His  answer  is  ex- 
pressly contradicted  by  several  witnesses,  as  to  the  resale  to 
complainant.  This  part  of  the  case,  then,  being  stripped  of 
the  evidence  arising  from  the  answers  of  Bay  and  Medlin,  stands 
thus:  Bay,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase  from  Curry,  was  ex- 
pressly told  by  the  latter  that  he  had  sold  the  lands,  and  was  a 
mere  naked  trustee;  in  truth,  that  he  had  nothing  to  sell  or 
transfer  but  the  mere  legal  title,  which  Bay,  under  this  notice, 
obtained  from  him.  Upon  this  statement,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
out  that  Bay  became  a  trustee  for  the  complainant,  and  bound  to 
convey  to  the  cestui  que  trust  in  the  same  manner  Cuny  would 
have  been  bound.  But  it  is  said  that  Bay  had  no  notice  of  the 
particular  cestui  que  trust,  and  that  general  notice  is  not  suf- 
ficient. We  think  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  have  no- 
tice of  the  particular  cestui  que  trust;  it  is  sufficient  if  he  have 
notice  that  the  person  from  whom  he  buys  is  but  a  mere  trustee. 
For  he  is  then  informed  that  he  can  buy  nothing;  that  the  seller 
has  nothing  to  part  with,  and  that  the  moment  he  obtains  the 
legal  estate,  he  becomes  a  trustee  for  the  cestui  que  trust,  be  he 
who  he  may.  It  is  his  business  to  inquire  and  search  him  out. 
As  between  the  complainant  and  one  of  the  defendants,  this  is 
then  only  the  common  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract, upon  a  consideration  actually  paid.  It  is  one  of  the  most 
ordinary  subjects  of  relief;  and  the  defendant,  Bay,  being  a 
purchaser  with  notice,  he  is  liable  to  the  same  equity,  stands  in 
his  place,  and  is  bound  to  do  that  which  the  person  whom  he 
represents  would  have  been  bound  to  do  by  the  decree:  5  Bac. 
393;  2  Ves.  Jr.  440.  Let  a  decree  be  entered  for  the  com- 
plainant, compelling  the  defendant,  Bay,  to  convey  the  lands, 
and  to  pay  costs.  

The  principle  determined  here  is  supported  by  Shaw  v.  Spencer,  100  Mass. 
882,  and  by  Duncan  v.  Jaudon,  15  Wall.  165.  But  in  California,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  sale  of  stock  by  naked  trustees,  it  is  held  otherwise:  Brewete* 
v.  Shne,  42  CaL  139.    The  former  is,  however,  the  correct  general  principle. 
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Warden  v.  Nielson. 

[1  Mvvhst,  875.] 

Penalty,  Limit  op  Recovery. — In  an  action  upon  a  penal  bond,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  damages  beyond  the  penalty. 

Debt  upon  a  penal  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of 
eeven  hundred  and  eighty-two  dollars  and  twenty-one  cents, 
and  interest. 

Pursuant  to  the  instructions  of  the  court,  the  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  one  thousand  five  hundred  and 
sixty-four  dollars  and  forty-two  cents,  the  penalty  of  the  bond, 
and  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  and  ninety-five  cents  in- 
terest, by  way  of  damages;  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court 
whether  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  beyond  the  penalty  of 
the  bond. 

Plaintiffs  relied  upon  Bunbury,  23;  2  T.  R.  388;  Buller'a 
N.  P.  178;  1  Tidd's  Practice,  483;  Peril  v.  Wallia,  2  Dallas, 
252. 

Defendant  cited  1  East,  436;  2  Atk.  75:  6  T.  B.  303;  Doug. 
49;  Eq.  Ab.  92;  3  Yes.  Jr.  557. 

By  Court,  Wright,  J.  Whether  in  an  action  of  debt  on  a 
penal  bond,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  a  greater  sum  than  the 
penalty,  seems  to  have  been  a  question  for  a  long  time  unset- 
tled in  the  English  courts;  but,  from  an  examination  of  the 
cases  cited  upon  the  argument  of  this  case,  it  will  appear  always 
to  have  been  the  better  opinion  that  no  such  recovery  could  be 
had,  at  least  in  a  court  of  law,  until  the  decision  reported  in 
2  T.  B.  888,  made  by  Justice  Buller,  in  conformity  with  the 
opinion  expressed  in  his  law  of  Nisi  Prius,  178.  This  decision, 
however,  was  afterwards  overruled  by  Lord  Kenyon,  6  T.  B. 
803.  And  in  the  case  of  McClure  v.  Knight,  1  East,  Bep.  426, 
the  law  seems  to  have  been  considered  by  the  counsel  and 
the  court  as  settled;  for  the  only  question  made  in  the  argu- 
ment was,  whether  on  a  judgment  rendered  in  Ireland  on  a 
penal  bond,  the  plaintiff  in  a  suit  brought  in  England  on  such 
judgment,  was  entitled  to  recover  beyond  the  penalty,  which 
was  properly  decided  in  the  affirmative,  on  the  ground  that  the 
nature  of  the  demand  was  altered  by  the  judgment,  and  that  it 
was  competent  for  the  jury  to  allow  interest  on  what  was  there 
ascertained  to  be  due.  The  other  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff 
are  Bunbury,  23,  and  2  Dallas,  252. 

The  first  is  a  chancery  decision,  and  is  reported  by  the  re- 
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ported  in  a  line  and  a  half,  in  which  he  states  "  that  interest 
was  decreed  to  be  paid  on  a  bond,  although  it  exceeded  the 
penalty."  But  none  of  the  cases  to  which  he  refers  support 
the  principle  of  the  decree,  and  some  of  them  are  entirely  op- 
posed to  it.  The  first  from  Hardres,  136,  was  a  bill  to  be  re- 
lieved against  an  extent  on  a  judgment  in  debt  for  a  penalty  of 
one  thousand  five  hundred  pounds,  after  satisfaction  of  the  pen- 
alty by  perception  of  the  profits  according  to  actual  receipts, 
but  not  according  to  the  extended  value.  The  court  would 
not  give  the  complainant  relief  without  paying  costs  and 
damages;  for  it  appeared  there  had  been  a  default  in  him  in 
not  permitting  the  defendant  quietly  to  receive  the  profits  upon 
a  former  extent,  whereby  he  was  put  to  great  charges,  and 
the  court  declared  the  plaintiff  should  either  have  all  law  or 
all  equity.  1  Ch.  Ca.  271,  was  the  case  of  a  jointress  who  had 
paid  a  mortgage,  and  she  was  permitted  to  hold  over  until 
repaid  with  interest.  The  other  cases:  2  Ch.  Ga.  226,  and 
2Ver.  509,  are  in  direct  opposition  to  the  principle  which 
they  were  cited  by  Bunbury  to  support.  To  which  may  be 
added  the  cases  reported  in  1  Atk.  75;  3  Bro.  489,  496;  1  Yer. 
349,  referred  to  by  defendant's  counsel.  The  other  case  cited 
by  the  plaintiffs  counsel  from  2  Dallas,  252  (1  Am.  Dec.  839), 
would  at  first  view  seem  to  conflict  with  the  English  decisions; 
but  it  is  believed  a  distinction  may  be  drawn  between  that  case 
and  those  decisions.  That  was  a  suit  on  a  penal  bond  condi- 
tioned for  the  performance  of  a  collateral  act,  on  a  stated  day, 
to  wit,  the  procuring  of  a  patent  within  six  months  for  a  tract 
of  land  which  the  defendant  had  sold  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
judges,  in  delivering  their  opinion,  considered  the  penalty  as  a 
debt  due  to  the  plaintiff,  on  the  day  when  the  collateral  act  was  to 
have  been  performed,  and  that  upon  that  ground  he  was  entitled 
to  retain  a  verdict  for  interest  beyond  the  penalty  which  the  jury 
gave  for  the  detention  of  the  debt.  From  a  review,  therefore, 
of  the  cases  on  the  subject,  it  may  be  considered  as  a  settled  point, 
that  except  in  some  particular  cases  where  a  collateral  act  is  to 
discharge  a  penalty  which  is  inserted  in  a  bond  as  a  debt  which 
is  to  become  due  on  the  failure  of  performing  that  act  on  the 
day  stipulated;  or  in  cases  in  equity  framed  upon  some  specific 
ground  or  relief,  the  penalty  of  the  bond  is  all  that  can  be  re- 
covered, either  at  law  or  in  equity.  As  to  the  question  made 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  whether  there  is  any  difference  be* 
tween  common  conditions  to  penal  bonds  and.the  one  sued  on, 
which  binds  the  obligor  to  the  amount  of  the  condition  with 
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interest  till  paid;  this  is  nothing  more  than  a  condition  in  law, 
which  would  arise  without  its  being  stated  in  the  bond,  and  was 
inserted  either  from  an  ignorance  of  the  law,  or  from  an  excess 
of  caution.  But  it  cannot  be  considered  as  intended  to  in* 
crease  the  obligation  of  the  defendant.  It  is,  therefore,  the 
opinion  of  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  should  enter  a  remittitur 
for  the  amount  assessed  for  interest  by  way  of  damages. 

See  Graham  v.  Bickham  (1  Am.  Deo.  828),  and  note,  where  this  subject 
is  discussed. 


Howe  v.  O'Mally. 

[1  Humor,  387.] 

Consideration  of  Contract. — A  tract  of  land  was  conveyed,  as  con- 
taining a  certain  number  of  acres,  more  or  less.  Some  years  after- 
wards it  was  mutually  agreed  between  the  parties,  that  the  land 
should  be  surveyed,  and  if  found  to  contain  more  than  the  quantity 
specified  in  the  deed,  the  vendee  should  pay  ten  dollars  per  acre  for 
the  excess,  but  if  it  •  fell  short,  the  vendor  was  to  refund  at  the  same 
late.  It  was  held  that  these  were  mutual  promises,  and  one  was  a 
good  consideration  to  support  an  action  on  the  other. 

Assumpsit.  Plaintiff,  by  deed,  conveyed  to  defendant,  in 
1790,  one  hundred  and  forty  acres  of  land,  part  of  a  certain 
tract;  two  yeafrs  later,  by  another  deed,  plaintiff  conveyed  to 
defendant  the  remainder,  purporting  to  contain  two  hun- 
dred and  twenty- one  acres,  "be  the  same  more  or  less." 
These  parcels  were  each  described  by  metes  and  bounds.  In 
1806,  the  parties  mutually  agreed  to  have  the  tract  of  two  hun- 
dred and  twenty-one  acres  surveyed,  and  if  it  should  be  found 
to  contain  more  than  that  number  of  acres,  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  plaintiff  ten  dollars  an  acre  for  the  excess,  and  if  less, 
plaintiff  agreed  to  pay  defendant  ten  dollars  per  acre  for  the 
deficiency.  Upon  the  resurvey,  the  tract  was  found  to  contain 
eighty-seven  acres  more  than  the  deed  called  for;  and  to  recover 
the  sum  of  eight  hundred  and  seventy  dollars,  with  interest, 
this  action  was  brought. 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  contended  that  there  was  no  con- 
sideration to  support  the  promise;  the  evidence  of  the  parol 
agreement  ought  not  to  have  been  received,  as  it  was  in  direct 
contradiction  of  the  solemn  deed  of  the  parties. 

For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended,  that  the  promises  were 
mutual,  and  each  a  consideration  for  the  other.  The  agree- 
ment was  not  in  contradiction  of  the  deed,  but  perfectly  con- 
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sistent  with  it;  it  was  quite  a  distinct  transaction,  and  was  not 
intended  to  control,  explain  or  vary  the  deed  in  any  respect, 
but  stood  entirely  on  its  own  ground. 

By  the  Coubt.  Here  are  mutual  promises;  one  is  made  the 
consideration  of  the  other,  and  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the 
plaintiff's  promise  to  refund  in  the  eyent  of  a  deficiency  in  the 
number  of  acres,  is  a  good  consideration  to  support  the  defend- 
ant's promise  to  pay,  should  there  be  more  acres  than  called 
for  by  his  deed. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

8*e  Bradley  y.  Blodget,  1  Am.  Dec  11,  mod  note. 


Sears  v.  West. 

[1  MUWHET,  991.] 

Btlliaed  Table  Liable  to  Tax.— A  billiard  table  erected  and  used 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  amusement,  is  liable  to  the  tax  on  "billiaid 
tables,"  in  the  same  way  as  if  used  for  the  purpose  of  gaming. 

Tbb8Pas8  for  having  taken  a  billiard  table  from  plaintiffs'  pos- 
session. It  appeared  that  plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  the 
table,  which  they  had  caused  to  be  erected  for  their  own  pri- 
vate and  individual  amusement,  and  not  for  purposes  of  emolu- 
ment, or  to  be  used  as  a  gaming  table.  The  defendant  had 
levied  on  the  table  for  the  tax  he  conceived  to  be  due  therefor  * 
to  the  state. 

Oasion,  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended  that  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature applied  to  such  tables  only  as  were  used  for  purposes  of 
gaming,  and  that  the  levy  was  illegal. 

By  the  Coubt.  The  object  of  the  act  of  1798,  ch.  19,  was  to 
suppress  excessive  gaming,  and  also  to  remove  the  temptations 
to  "  idleness  and  dissipation,"  as  these  contributed  to  the  main 
vice.  The  act  therefore  forbids  the  use  of  "gaining  tables," 
generally,  with  a  proviso,  that  it  should  not  extend  to  billiard 
tables  until  the  first  day  of  April,  then  ensuing.  The  act  of 
1804,  ch.  81,  tolerates  the  use  of  billiard  tables,  but  imposes  a 
tax  upon  that  use.  By  that  act,  every  man  who  "  erects  and 
keeps"  a  billiard  table  is  made  liable  to  the  tax.  The  legisla- 
ture seems  to  have  considered  the  use  of  the  billiard  table  as 
conducive  to  idleness  and  dissipation,  as  well  as  a  means  by 
which  excessive  gaming  was  promoted.  We  are  therefore  of 
opinion  that  judgment  should  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 
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This  is  an  interesting  decision  taken  in  connection  with  a  late  case  in 
Iowa,  State  v.  Book,  41  Iowa,  550;  it  being  held  there,  that  where  parties 
engaged  in  playing  billiards  with  the  understanding  that  the  loser  should 
j*y  for  the  use  of  the  billiard  table,  the  owner  of  the  table  is  guilty,  under 
the  statute  of  that  state,  of  the  offense  of  keeping  a  house  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  gambling. 


Jackson  v.  Marshall. 

[1  MtBFHXY,  828.] 

Belief  Refused  to  Party  to  Fraud.— A  debtor,  while  a  suit  was 
pending  against  him,  in  order  to  defeat  a  recovery  that  might  be  had 
against  him  in  that  suit,  conveyed  his  property,  by  an  absolute  deed, 
purporting  to  be  for  a  valuable  consideration.  An  agreement  was 
made  at  the  same  time  that  the  party  should  reconvey  the  property 
whenever  requested.  A  recovery  against  the  debtor  not  being  had,  he 
then  filed  a  bill  to  compel  the  party  to  whom  he  conveyed,  to  reconvey 
according  to  his  agreement.  It  was  held  that  equity  would  not  enforce 
this  agreement  on  account  of  its  moral  turpitude. 

Bill  in  equity  against  Marshall's  administrator  and  devisee 
to  compel  the  reconveyance  of  certain  property.  The  bill 
charged  that  for  the  better  protection  of  complainant's  family, 
complainant  applied  to  Marshall,  and  pursuant  to  an  agree- 
ment with  him,  conveyed  to  him  certain  real  and  personal 
property,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  complainant;  that  after  the 
conveyances,  Marshall  had  declared  that  he  held  only  as  trustee; 
that  it  was  expressly  agreed  that  the  property  should  be  at  the 
lisposal  of  complainant,  who  was  to  take  the  profits  and  pro* 
ceeds  thereof;  and  that  Marshall  was  to  reconvey  the  same 
when  requested  to  do  so  by  complainant;  that  although  a  con- 
sideration was  expressed,  none  was  ever  paid  by  Marshall;  that 
he  had  since  died,  having  executed  a  will  whereby  he  devised 
the  real  property  to  his  son,  and  directed  the  personal  property 
to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  divided  amongst  other  children. 

Defendants  answered  that  the  conveyance  was  an  absolute 
one;  that  a  considerable  part  of  the  purchase-money  had  been 
paid  by  Marshall  to  complainant,  who  held  his  bond  for  the 
residue. 

The  jury  found  that  the  conveyances  were  in  trust;  that  they 
were  made  to  defeat  any  recovery  that  might  be  had  in  an  ac- 
tion then  pending  against  complainant  as  surety;  that  no  re- 
covery was  had  in  said  action  by  reason  of  the  payment  of  the 
debt  by  the  principal;  that  at  the  time  of  the  conveyances  to 
Marshall,  complainant  was  indebted  to  various  creditors  in 
small  amounts;  but  that  the  conveyances  were  not  executed 
with  intent  to  defraud,  hinder  or  delay  the  same. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Jackson  v.  Marshall.         [N.  Carolina, 

The  bill,  answer  and  findings  were  presented  to  this  court 
for  their  opinion. 

Cameron  and  Williams,  for  the  complainant,  urged  that  parol 
evidence  is  to  be  received  in  proof  of  a  trust,  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  case:  Boss  v.  NorveU,  1  Wash.  14  (1  Am. 
Dec.  422);  that  although  the  conveyance  was  executed  to  defeat 
a  certain  recovery,  yet,  as  that  recovery  was  never  obtained,  the 
plaintiff  in  that  action  cannot  be  considered  a  creditor  whose 
claim  was  to  be  hindered  or  delayed;  and  that  equity  will  en- 
force the  trust. 

Browne  and  Norwood,  contra.  Where  a  deed  expresses  a 
valuable  consideration,  parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  to 
show  any  other  consideration:  1  Yes.  128;  3  Wils.  275;  1  Bro. 
Ch.  92.  If  parol  evidence  is  admitted,  it  proves  that  the  con- 
veyance was  for  an  illegal  consideration,  and  equity  will  not 
enforce  such  a  contract:  3  T.  R.  454;  4  Id.  466.  It  is  the 
policy  of  the  law  to  put  an  end  to  all  trust  and  confidence  be- 
tween parties  disposed  to  commit  a  fraud:  2  Atk.  481;  8  Yes. 
Jr.  461;  2B1.  Com.  436;  Prec.  Ch.  103;  1  Eq.  Ab.  149;  Cowp. 
434;  Telv.  196;  1  Yer.  100. 

By  Court,  Weight,  J.  It  is  rather  a  singular  circumstance  that 
claims,  such  as  the  present  bill  sets  up,  are  made  at  this  day, 
and  attempted  to  be  enforced  without  the  authority  of  a  single 
adjudged  case  to  support  them.  That  conveyances  like  those 
set  forth,  made  under  similar  agreements,  have  before  occurred, 
there  can  be  little  doubt;  and  it  is  equally  certain,  that  if  these 
agreements  had  ever  been  considered  as  entitled  to  the  assist- 
ance of  a  court  of  equity,  the  diligence  and  industry  of  the  com- 
plainants' counsel  would  have  discovered  the  cases  in  which 
application  to  enforce  them  had  been  sustained,  and  relief 
granted.  The  silence  of  the  books  on  the  subject  would  seem 
of  itself  to  afford  strong  presumptive  evidence  that  the  com- 
plainants are  not  entitled  to  the  relief  which  they  seek.  But 
although  such  presumption  exists,  yet  if  they  could  have  shown 
that  under  the  influence  of  any  of  those  principles  which  direct 
the  decisions  of  our  courts  of  equity,  they  were  entitled  to 
relief,  the  court  would  feel  bound  to  grant  it,  notwithstanding 
it  might  seem  to  militate  against  the  policy  of  the  statutes 
which  have  been,  from  time  to  time,  made  for  the  protection 
and  security  of  creditors.  It  is  believed,  that  so  far  from 
granting  relief  to  the  complainants,  not  only  the  statute  against 
fraudulent  conveyances,  but  every  principle  and  rule  which  has 
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been  adopted  and  matured  in  courts  of  equity,  for  the  purpose 
of  suppressing  fraud  and  of  inculcating  a  course  of  fair  and 
honest  dealing  among  men,  directly  forbid  it.  The  complain- 
ants' counsel  rested  their  arguments  much  on  the  nature  of 
trusts  in  the  civil  law,  from  which  they  have  been  taken  and 
adopted  into  our  jurisprudence  by  the  courts  of  equity;  and 
cases  were  cited  to  show  that  by  that  law  they  were  enforced, 
although  they  had  originated  in  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  cestui 
que  trust.  To  this  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  say,  that  although 
the  courts  of  equity  may  have  derived  their  idea  of  a  trust  from 
the  civil  law,  yet  that  law  has  no  binding  force  or  authori- 
tative influence  on  these  courts,  which  are  guided  altogether  by 
a  set  of  rules  and  principles,  peculiarly  their  own,  that  have 
grown  out  of  the  condition  and  positive  institutions  of  the  coun- 
try where  they  have  been  established.  The  complainants'  claim 
will  derive  very  little  weight  from  the  consideration  that  it 
would  have  been  enforced  by  a  Roman  pr&tor,  if  it  be  opposed 
by  any  of  these  rules  or  principles.  Some  reading  is  also  cited 
from  Saunders  on  Uses,  and  Reeves's  History  of  the  English 
Law,  to  show  that  trusts  originated  in  covin,  and  that  on 
their  first  introduction  they  were  applied  to  what  might  be 
deemed  fraudulent  purposes;  that  is,  to  avoid  the  statutes  of 
mortmain.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  clerical  chancellors 
who  presided  in  the  courts  of  equity  at  that  time,  did  not  consider 
these  conveyances  as  dishonest  or  against  conscience,  and  rather 
leaned  in  favor  of  them,  and  enforced  the  secret  trusts  which  arose 
out  of  them,  and  which  produced  a  variety  of  acts  of  parliament 
that  were  deemed  necessary  to  prevent  the  fraudulent  purposes 
to  which  they  were  applied;  among  others,  the  thirteenth  and 
twenty-seventh  of  Elizabeth;  of  the  former,  our  act  of  1715  is 
nearly  a  copy.  The  complainants'  counsel,  however,  contend 
that,  although  the  statute  makes  the  conveyances  to  which  it 
alludes  void,  yet  it  does  not  give  validity  to  anything,  and 
hence  an  inference  is  drawn  that  when  a  debt  is  discharged,  to 
delay  the  payment  of  which  a  conveyance  or  secret  trust  is  made, 
the  conveyance  ceases  to  be  binding,  and  the  debtor  becomes 
entitled  to  a  reconveyance.  But  this  argument  is  certainly  un- 
sound; for  although  the  statute  does  not  validate  anything  in 
express  terms,  it  does  by  a  very  strong  implication.  It  declares 
• c  that  all  and  every  feoffment,  gift,  grant,  alienation,  bargain 
and  conveyance  of  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  goods  and 
chattels/'  etc.,  made  for  the  purposes  or  with  the  intent  stated 
in  the  preamble,  shall  henceforward  be  deemed  and  taken  "only 
as  against  that  person  or  persons,  his  or  their  heirs,  executors, 
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administrators  and  assigns,  and  every  of  them,  whose  actions, 
suits,  debts,  accounts,  damages,  penalties  and  forfeitures,  shall 
release  by  such  covinous  or  fraudulent  devices  and  practices,  as 
is  aforesaid,  or  shall  or  might  be  in  any  wise  disturbed,  hin- 
dered, delayed  or  defrauded,  to  be  clearly  and  utterly  void, 
frustrate  and  of  no  effect;  any  pretense,  oolor,  feigned  consid- 
eration, expressing  of  use,  or  any  matter  or  thing  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding.'9  As  to  the  parties  themselves,  there- 
fore, it  must  mean  that  it  shall  be  taken  to  be  good;  for  that 
which  would  otherwise  be  good,  and  is  declared  void  only  as  to 
a  certain  intent,  remains  good  to  all  other  intents;  and  that 
such  has  been  the  construction  which  the  statute  has  heretofore 
received,  may  be  gathered  not  only  from  the  opinion  of  ele- 
mentary writers  on  the  subject,  but  from  adjudged  cases  in  the 
English  courts,  and  in  our  own:  2  Bac.  Abr.  605;  Fonb.  onEq. 
139;  Roberts  on  Fraud,  643;  Cro.  Jac.  270;  1  Ch.  Ca.  59;  2 
Hayw.  348.  In  the  case  cited  from  Cro.  Jac.  the  alienee  was 
permitted  to  recover  at  law  from  the  executors  of  the  debtor, 
the  property  conveyed,  on  the  ground  that,  although  the  con- 
veyance was  void  as  to  creditors  (it  being  made  to  defraud  them 
of  their  debts),  yet  that  it  was  good  as  against  the  person  mak- 
ing it  and  his  representatives.  But  supposing  no  adjudged 
case  or  elementary  opinion  could  be  found  in  support  of  such 
a  construction,  yet  the  object  and  spirit  of  the  law  would  seem 
evidently  to  require  it.  The  design  and  intention  of  the  act 
was  the  protection  and  security  of  creditors;  this  can  only  be 
effected  by  destroying  all  confidence  between  the  parties  to 
secret  agreements;  by  multiplying  the  difficulties  which  fraudu- 
lent debtors  would  have  to  encounter  in  attempting  to  defeat 
their  claims;  and  denouncing  every  species  of  forfeiture  and 
risk  against  such  attempts,  which  can  be  raised  up  against  them 
in  a  court  of  equity.  The  act  of  assembly,  therefore,  would 
seem  a  complete  answer  to  the  claims  of  the  complainant.  But 
independent  of  the  act,  the  claims  are  in  direct  opposition  to  some 
of  the  most  fundamental  maxims  which  direct  and  influence  the 
conscience  of  a  chancellor.  He  who  hath  done  iniquity,  shall 
not  have  equity;  he  who  requires  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity, 
must  disclose  a  fair  and  honest  transaction;  are  maxims  which 
have  never  been  departed  from,  and  are  in  direct  hostility  to 
the  claims  of  the  complainants.  It  is  true,  that  Francis,  in  his 
exposition  of  the  first  maxim,  says  that  the  iniquity  must  be 
done  to  the  defendant  himself,  and  this  exposition  was  much 
relied  on  by  the  complainants'  counsel.  But  this  exposition  is 
certainly  incorrect;  nor  does  the  case  cited  by  Francis  for  the 
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purpose,  prove  it.  He  cites  a  ease  where  a  person,  during  the 
great  rebellion,  who,  in  order  to  avoid  a  sequestration  by  the 
usurper,  had  sworn,  in  an  answer  in  chancery,  that  he  had  been 
satisfied  for  a  debt,  was  permitted  to  recover  by  a  chancellor 
sitting  after  the  restoration;  and  who,  no  doubt,  held  that  the 
opposition  to  the  claim  was  more  unconscientious  than  the 
moans  taken  to  avoid  the  sequestration.  The  true  exposition  of 
the  maxim  is  to  be  found  in  1  Fonbl.  ch.  4,  sec.  13,  where, 
after  stating  it,  he  says:  "  but  this  must  be  understood  where 
such  person  is  plaintiff,"  etc.  And  the  following  adjudged 
cases  illustrate  it:  2  Vera.  602;  1  Ch.  Oa.  202;  1  Vera.  475;  2 
Ves.  156.  The  case  of  Gale  v.  Lendo,  1  Vera.  475,  was  a  case 
where  the  party  against  whom  relief  was  sought,  was  in  nowise 
to  be  injuriously  affected  by  the  transaction,  inasmuch  as  she 
had  received  the  money  for  the  bond  which  she  had  given  to 
her  brother  on  her  marriage.  The  obligor,  however,  was  not 
permitted  to  recover,  because  he  had  taken  it  with  a  fraudulent 
intention  to  operate  against  her  husband,  who  had  died;  and 
although  he  was  not  affected  by  it,  nor  could  his  estate  be  made 
liable  for  it,  yet  as  it  was  given  originally  for  a  fraudulent  pur- 
pose, it  was  void  as  against  all  persons.  This  case  is  also  an 
answer  to  the  argument  of  the  counsel,  which  went  to  show 
that  although  a  fraud  was  contemplated,  yet  none  was  effected, 
and  that  therefore  no  forfeiture  should  attach  against  com- 
plainants. The  fraud  consists,  not  in  the  actual  injury  sus- 
tained by  the  person  intended  to  be  injured,  but  in  the  act 
itself,  and  the  turpitude  of  the  motive  which  influenced  the 
party  to  its  commission;  and  that  which  was  once  a  fraud, 
always  remains  a  fraud:  1  Vern.  475. 

It  would  therefore  seem,  from  this  view  of  the  cases,  that  so 
far  from  complainants  being  entitled  to  relief  upon  any  ground 
of  equity,  they  are  opposed  not  only  by  the  statute  against 
fraudulent  conveyances,  but  also  by  the  maxim,  tbat  he  who 
hath  done  iniquity  shall  not  have  equity;  and  by  the  principle 
that  no  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  en- 
force a  contract  entered  into  with  a  fraudulent  intention,  and 
for  a  fraudulent  purpose.  This  renders  it  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider the  other  part  of  the  cases,  that  is,  whether  parol  proof 
should  be  admitted  to  prove  the  private  agreement;  for  if  this 
agreement  had  been  reduced  to  writing  with  all  possible  so- 
lemnity, it  would  not  have  received  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity 
for  a  specific  performance.  The  bills  must,  therefore,  be  dis- 
missed.   

See<4iMtfov.  Winston,  ante,  583. 
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Basterwood  V.  QtTIN. 

(3  Bbstabd,  64.] 

Btidbnob  m  Mitigation  of  Slander.— Where  the  defendant  pleads 
not  guilty  in  slander,  he  may  give  evidence  showing  that  he  only  re- 
peated the  words  uttered  by  another,  in  mitigation  of  damages;  all  the 
circumstances  of  hearing  the  slander  first  published,  and  the  manner 
of  repeating  it,  ought  to  be  considered  by  .the  jury,  in  mitigation  or 
aggravation  of  the  damages. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  in  an  action  of  slander.  It  was  proved 
that  the  defendant  had  said  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  believed  the 
plaintiff  had  stolen  his  corn,  because  one  Dees  had  told  him  so, 
and  he  intended  to  prosecute  plaintiff  for  the  theft.  It  was 
also  proved,  that  defendant  had  prosecuted  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  grand  jury  had  not  found  a  bill.  Defendant,  in  cross- 
examining  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  wished  to  prove  by  them, 
that  Dees  had  told  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  had  stolen 
his  corn;  but  the  evidence  was  rejected,  the  matter  not  having 
been  specially  pleaded.  Upon  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  this 
motion  was  made,  on  the  ground  of  the  rejection  of  the  evidence. 

Noll,  in  support  of  the  motion,  urged  that  the  evidence  was 
admissible  to  remove  the  imputation  of  malice:  1  T.  B.  110; 
7  Id.  17;  Peake's  cases,  4;  Esp.  Dig.  517;  and  in  extenuation  of 
damages. 

Gist,  contray  urged  that  to  repeat  a  slander,  was  as  unjustifi- 
able as  to  originate  it:  Sayer,  265;  and  that  the  truth  could 
not  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue:  Bull.  N.  P.  9. 

By  Court,  composed  of  Grimke,  Waties,  Bat,  Tbbzkvant, 
Bbevabd,  and  Wilds,  JJ.    The  testimony  which  was  offered  and 
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refused  in  this  case  was  not  intended  in  justification,  and  it 
could  not  prove  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  which  goes  to  the  speak- 
ing and  not  merely  to  the  cause  or  occasion  of  speaking.  If  the 
evidence  could  properly  justify  the  parties  in  speaking  the 
words,  yet  he  could  not  have  the  benefit  of  such  evidence  in 
justification,  on  the  general  issue;  but  he  was  clearly  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  it  in  mitigation  of  damages.  A  man  who  wan- 
tonly or  inconsiderately  repeats  a  defamatory  tale  fabricated  by 
another,  is  certainly  liable  to  answer  in  damages  for  assisting  in 
the  propagation  of  the  slander;  but  he  is  not  answerable  in  the 
same  degree  as  the  author  of  the  slander,  unless  it  should  ap- 
pear he  was  actuated  by  malice,  and  an  intention  to  defame. 
The  cause  and  manner  of  speaking  are,  in  all  cases,  proper  to 
be  given  in  evidence,  in  order  to  guide  the  jury  in  the  assess- 
ment of  damages.  So,  if  a  man  hears  defamatory  words  spoken 
of  another,  and  repeats  them,  it  is  proper  to  ascertain  whether 
he  has  merely  repeated  them  from  hearing  another  person 
speak  them,  or  whether  he  has  only  feigned  to  have  heard  the 
slander,  when  in  truth  he  never  did  hear  it.  It  shall  be 
presumed,  that  he  did  not  hear  the  slander  from  another,  and 
the  propagator  of  the  slander  is  bound  to  show,  in  mitigation 
of  his  wrongful  conduct,  that  he  did  hear  it  from  another,  and 
is  not  the  author  of  it  himself.  As  the  jury  would  be  other- 
wise authorized  to  regard  him  as  the  author  of  the  slander, 
therefore  he  ought  to  be  allowed  to  show  that  he  is  not  so,  and 
to  show  that  he  only  repeated  what  he  heard.  And  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  hearing  the  slander  first  published,  and  the  man- 
ner of  repeating  it,  ought  to  be  duly  considered  by  the  jury,  in 
mitigation  or  in  aggravation  of  the  damages. 
Motion  granted. 

See  a  similar  case,  Cooker.  Barhley,  2  Am.  Dec  348. 


Shirtliff  v.  Whitfield. 

[2  Bbetabd,  71.] 

Duty  of  Agent  to  Insure. — An  agent  is  bound  to  insure  the  goods  of 
his  principal,  if  so  directed,  after  entering  upon  the  agency.  Bnt  if 
he  is  a  special  agent,  and  has  no  particular  instructions,  he  is  not 
bound  or  authorised  to  insure,  unless  there  is  a  usage  otherwise. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial.    The  principal  question  on  the  trial 
of  this  cause  was,  whether  an  agent  employed  by  a  merchant 
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to  ship  goods  for  him  is  bound  to  have  the  goods  insured  with- 
out particular  instructions  to  do  so.  Evidence  was  offered  of 
the  existence  of  a  custom  among  merchants,  imposing  such  an 
obligation  upon  the  agent;  and  the  jury  found  in  favor  of  such 
usage. 

Pringle,  in  support  of  the  motion,  cited  Marsh.  206,  218. 

De  Saussure  and  Cheves,  contra. 

By  Court,  Wahes,  J.  In  all  mercantile  transactions,  where 
an  agent  has  received  orders  to  insure  goods  directed  to  be 
shipped  by  him,  he  is  bound  to  do  it;  or,  if  he  be  a  general 
agent,  and  has  no  particular  instructions  to  insure,  and  ships 
goods  as  such,  he  is  bound  to  insure,  if  in  the  course  of  such 
transactions  it  is  usual  to  insure.  But  this  rule  does  not  hold 
in  regard  to  a  special  agent.  He  is  bound  by  his  special  in- 
structions, and  no  further,  unless  the  mercantile  law  or  cus- 
tom has  established  additional  duties.  The  defendants,  in  the 
•  present  case,  were  special  agents,  and  had  no  orders  to  effect 
an  insurance.  They  were  not  bound  to  do  so,  unless  under  an 
implied  obligation  resulting  from  the  usage  of  trade.  With 
respect  to  the  usage,  it  appears  there  was  evidence  on  both 
aides;  and  the  case  being  incumbered  with  other  points,  which 
may  have  distracted  the  jury,  there  is  room  to  believe  that  the 
determination  upon  this  point  was  not  so  clearly  and  judici- 
ously made  as  upon  another  trial  it  may  be;  and  moreover, 
upon  a  second  trial,  better  evidence  may  be  adduced  with  re- 
spect to  the  custom;  and  it  is  important  to  the  commercial  part 
of  society  to  know  certainly  whether  such  a  custom  is  to  be  re- 
lied on  or  not. 
New  trial  granted. 

Faibchild  v.  Bell. 

Implied  Contract  fbom  a  Moral  Obligation.— Where  the  owner  of 
a  slave  had  cruelly  beaten  her,  and  had  driven  her  away  from  his  house 
and  plantation,  exposing  her  to  perish  for  want  of  food  and  from  the 
effects  of  his  cruelties,  and  a  neighboring  physician  from  motives 
of  humanity  had  taken  the  slave  under  his  protection,  giving  her  med- 
ical and  other  relief,  it  was  held  that  an  action  might  be  maintained 
against  the  owner  for  such  medicine  and  attendance,  and  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  slave  during  her  illness,  even  though  the  defendant  had 
forbidden  the  plaintiff  to  receive  the  slave  or  give  her  any  assistance. 

Mono*  for  a  new  trial  in  an  action  of  assumpsit.    The  plainv- 
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iff  was  a  physician,  -who,  seeing  cot  far  from  his  residence  a 
female  negro  slave  belonging  to  the  defendant  in  the  road  in  a 
miserable  condition,  almost  naked,  shockingly  beaten,  and 
haying  an  iron  on  her  leg  of  fifteen  pounds  weight,  was  induced, 
from  motives  of  humanity,  to  take  her  to  his  house,  where  she 
was  carefully  attended,  clothed,  nourished,  and  cured.  The 
action  was  to  recover  the  amount  of  his  account  for  medicine 
and  attendance  expended  on  that  occasion.  The  defendant 
avowed  the  beating  and  other  ill-treatment  of  the  wench,  but 
utterly  refused  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff  for  his  services  in  the  care 
and  cure  of  her.  It  was  clearly  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  de- 
fendant had  exercised  towards  the  slave  a  continued  series  of 
cruelties,  and  that  she  must  have  perished  but  for  the  humane 
assistance  of  the  plaintiff.  When  she  was  brought  to  the 
plaintiff's,  he  informed  a  justice  of  the  peace  thereof,  who 
advised  the  plaintiff  to  keep  the  negro  and  administer  to  her 
relief.  The  defendant  was  immediately  applied  to  to  furnish 
clothes  and  necessaries,  but  refused  to  do  so,  and  was  outrage- 
ously angry,  and  threatened  to  sue  the  plaintiff  for  harboring 
his  slave. 

Wilds,  J.,  in  charging  the  jury,  said  that  no  express  contract 
was  proved,  but,  on  the  contrary,  an  express  dissent  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  was  proved.  That  if  the  rule  were  universally 
true  that  to  every  valid  contract  there  must  be  a  positive  assent 
of  both  parties,  it  was  clear  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  be- 
cause the  defendant  had  uniformly  declared  that  he  would  not 
pay  the  plaintiff  for  his  services,  and  it  appeared  that  he  never 
authorized  the  plaintiff  to  perform  them.  But,  he  said,  there 
are  cases  where  the  law  will  presume  an  assent,  and  imply  a 
promise,  even  where  the  contrary  is  expressly  proved;  as  where 
one  is  under  a  moral  obligation  to  do  an  act,  and  neglects  or  re- 
fuses to  do  the  act,  and  another  does  it  for  him,  there  he  is 
liable.  If  a  man  causelessly  turn  away  his  wife,  or  leaves  her, 
he  shall  be  chargeable  for  necessaries  furnished  to  her,  even 
though  he  should  expressly  declare  that  he  will  not  pay  for  them, 
and  should  forewarn  all  persons  not  to  trust  her.  In  the  present 
case,  the  law  would  infer  a  contract  against  the  evidence  of  the 
fact,  in  order  to  compel  a  cruel  and  capricious  individual  to 
discharge  that  duty  which  he  ought  to  have  performed  volun- 
tarily. For,  as  the  master  is  bound  by  the  most  solemn  obli- 
gation to  protect  his  slave  from  suffering,  he  is  bound  by  the 
same  obligation  to  defray  the  expenses,  or  services  of  another, 
to  preserve  the  life  of  his  slave,  or  preserve  his  slave  from  pain 
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and  clanger.  The  slave  lives  for  his  master's  service.  His  time, 
his  labor,  his  comforts,  are  all  at  his  master's  disposal.  The  duty 
of  humane  treatment,  and  of  medical  assistance,  when  clearly 
necessary,  ought  not  to  be  withholden.  That  assistance  was 
denied  by  the  master  in  this  case,  and  denied  from  the  worst 
of  motives.  The  plaintiff  rendered  those  services  and  gave  that 
assistance  which  the  master  ought  to  have  procured,  and,  there- 
fore, ought  to  be  compensated.  In  a  case  so  circumstanced, 
the  law  will  imply  a  contract,  from  the  reason,  justice,  and  ne- 
cessity of  the  case. 

The  jury  found  for  the  defendant,  contrary  to  the  judge's 
charge. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  argued  by  De  Saussure,  and 
was  granted  by  the  court,  all  the  judges  being  present,  except 
Wilds,  J.    No  one  appeared  to  oppose  the  motion. 


There  is  probably  not  in  the  annals  of  the  law  a  more  shocking  instance 
of  inhumanity  than  is  recorded  in  this  case;  bnt  the  horrible  features  of 
the  case  are  relieved  by  the  sound  principles  of  humanity  and  justice  laid 
down  by  the  court  who  charged  the  jury,  which  had  the  sanction  of  the 
entire  bench. 


Jones  v.  Westcott. 

[3BUTAID,  166.] 

Sights  of  Holder  of  Promissory  Note.— The  holder  of  a  promissory 
note  payable  to  bearer,  is  not  bound  to  prove  that  he  came  by  the  note 
fairly  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  unless  some  evidence  is  given 
to  raise  a  suspicion,  at  least,  that  he  did  not  come  fairly  by  the  note. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  payable  to  Sabb  or  bearer. 
The  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  the  maker,  was  preyed;  but 
no  evidence  was  introduced  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  he  obtained  the  note  bona  fide.  Defendant  moved  for  a 
nonsuit,  which  motion  Tbezevaxt,  J.,  denied,  ruling  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  be  required  to  prove  how  he  came  by  the 
note,  unless  it  were  first  proved  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
that  he  had  been  forbidden  to  pay  the  note  to  the  plaintiff,  by 
some  person  who  laid  claim  to  it. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff;  whereupon  defendant 
moved  for  a  new  trial  in  this  court. 

Chappie  and  JEgan,  for  the  defendant,  cited  8  Burr.  1516;  Id. 
1523;  1  Id.  452;  Doug.  633;  1  Bl.  Bep.  478;  Eyd  on  Bills,  36, 
38. 
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Clifton,  contra,  cited  1  Esp.  Dig.  39;  2  Show.  236. 

By  Court,  Grimes,  J.  From  a  careful  examination  of  all  the 
doctrine  to  be  found  in  the  books  on  the  subject,  it  appears 
that  unless  some  evidence  is  given  on  the  part  of  the  maker  of 
a  note  payable  to  bearer,  to  raise  a  doubt,  or  a  suspicion,  that 
the  bearer,  who  sues  on  it,  has  not  obtained  it  fairly,  by  de- 
livery bona  fide,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  there  will  be  no 
necessity  to  prove  that  he  has  come  fairly  by  the  note,  but  it 
shall  be  presumed;  and  this  presumption  shall  be  sufficient  to 
entitle  him  to  a  verdict,  except  some  evidence  is  given  to  over- 
throw it,  and  to  raise  a  contrary  presumption,  in  which  case 
it  will  be  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  he  came  fairly 
by  the  note. 

Motion  rejected. 


Tbasdalb  v.  The  Charleston  Insurance  Go. 

12  Bbktaid,  190.] 

Liability  for  Freight. — If  the  owner  of  a  ship  and  cargo  abandon  to 
the  insurers,  as  for  a  total  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea,  and  part  of  the 
goods  be  saved,  the  insurers  are  liable  for  the  freight  pro  rata  to  the 
owner. 

Notice  of  Abandonment. — Reasonable  notice  of  an  intention  to  aban- 
don must  be  given  to  the  insurers  after  the  receipt  of  information  justi- 
fying an  abandonment;  if  not,  the  right  of  abandonment  will  be  for- 
feited. 

Time  of  Abandonment.— The  insured  has  no  right  to  wait  to  fw*H*in 
the  extent  of  loss  on  the  sale  of  damaged  property  insured  before  mak- 
ing the  abandonment;  for  the  right  to  abandon  cannot  depend  upon 
events  subsequent  to  the  peril 

Insurers'  Liability.— The  insurers  are  not  liable  for  remote  or  conse- 
quential damages,  nor  for  the  neglect  of  the  master  when  he  acts 
directly  under  the  insured. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance. 
The  facts  fully  appear  from  the  opinion. 

TurnbuU  and  Ward,  for  the  defendants. 

W.  L.  Smith,  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  Court,  Brevard,  J.    This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  in- 
surance tried  before  Trezevant,  J.,  in  Charleston,  on  forty' 
negro  slaves,  valued  at  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  each,  at 
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and  from  St.  Thomas  to  Charleston.  It  appeared  in  evidence 
at  the  trial  that  the  sloop  Sydney,  with  the  negroes  in  question 
on  board,  sailed  from  St.  Thomas's  on  the  twenty-seventh  day 
of  February,  1805;  that  on  the  fifth  of  March,  she  had  to  labor 
with  a  heavy  head  sea,  by  which  she  was  considerably  strained; 
and  the  heavy  head  sea  continuing,  on  the  next  day  the  star- 
board chain-plates  gave  way,  and  also  the  step  of  the  mast, 
which  went  overboard,  with  all  sails  set,  and  tore  away  all  the 
starboard  side  of  the  deck;  that  all  hands  were  employed  to 
clear  the  wreck,  for  the  safety  of  the  sloop,  cargo  and  crew; 
and  that  they  bore  away  for  the  Havana  under  a  jury  mast; 
that  on  the  ninth  they  fell  in  with  the  ship  Charlotte,  of  Bristol, 
bound  to  Havana,  the  master  of  which  consenting  to  receive 
the  cargo  and  crew  of  the  Sydney,  the  same  were  transferred, 
and  the  ship  arrived  safe  at  Havana  on  the  seventeenth,  having 
abandoned  the  Sydney  at  sea.  Among  the  documents  produced 
in  evidence  was  a  letter  addressed  to  the  plaintiff  by  his  captain, 
dated  St.  Thomas,  twenty-third  February,  in  which  he  says: 
"  I  arrived  here  the  twentieth,  twenty-four  days  from  Gambia. 
I  have  on  board  forty  slaves  consigned  to  you.  I  came  here 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  some  water,  and  some  repairs  done 
to  the  vessel."  But  no  proof  was  adduced  that  the  sloop  was 
repaired.  Another  letter  was  given  in  evidence,  written  to  the 
plaintiff,  from  Widow,  Poey  and  Hermandez,  dated  Havana, 
March  the  nineteenth,  stating  that  the  plaintiff's  captain,  Gard- 
ner, had  called  on  them,  as  correspondents  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
receive  thirty-nine  negroes,  part  of  the  cargo  of  the  sloop  Syd- 
ney, taken  up  off  Abaco,  by  the  ship  Charlotte,  and  had  re- 
quested them  to  receive  the  said  negroes,  and  to  dispose  of 
them  on  the  plaintiff's  account,  or  on  account  of  the  under- 
writers, paying  him  the  freight  stipulated  by  the  bill  of  lading, 
and  that  they  would  do  so,  and  would  inform  the  plaintiff  of 
the  condition  of  the  slaves  as  soon  as  they  should  be  received. 
It  appeared  further  in  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  wrote  on 
the  twenty-ninth  an  answer  to  this  letter,  in  which  he  acknowl- 
edged the  receipt  of  it,  and  says:  "As  the  negroes  are  insured  at 
Charleston,  I  am  at  some  loss  what  orders  to  give  you  respect- 
ing them.  I  request  that  no  time  may  be  lost  to  obtain  from 
Captain  Gardner  a  protest,  in  order  to  recover  from  the  under- 
writers; but  as  negroes  are  bearing  a  good  price,  I  do  not  ex- 
pect much  loss  at  present.  I  cannot  say  anything  respecting 
the  returns,  as  I  mean  that  the  underwriters  may  have  any  ad- 
vantage which  may  arise  thereon;  so  soon  as  the  protest  arrives, 
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I  can  inform  yon  of  the  determination  of  all  concerned.  I 
must  suppose  that  whoever  is  to  receive  the  returns,  that  sugars 
shipped  would  yield  some  profit."  In  another  letter,  the 
plaintiff  writes  to  Gardner,  that  if  any  of  th$  negroes  were  lost 
by  the  accident,  to  be  full  in  his  protest.  Another  letter,  in 
reply  to  this,  from  Gardner,  states  that  he  has  inclosed  his  pro- 
test, which  had  been  made  out  previous  to  the  receipt  of  the 
plaintiff's  letter,  and  hopes  it  will  answer;  and  in  a  postscript, 
adds  that  the  negroes  had  been  ordered  to  be  sold  on  account 
of  the  underwriters  and  those  concerned.  In  another  letter, 
which  was  given  in  evidence,  from  Widow,  Poey,  and  Herman- 
dez,  to  the  plaintiff,  dated  thirty-first  March,  they  inform  him 
that  they  had  received  thirty-nine  negroes;  that  only  six  of 
them  were  merchantable.  That  they  inclose  a  declaration  made 
by  four  gentlemen,  well  versed  in  the  African  business,  which 
they  had  requested,  as  they  could  not  take  on  themselves  to 
effect  the  sale  of  the  slaves  without  such  a  document.  The 
declaration  spoken  of  in  this  letter  was  in  evidence,  and  is  to 
this  effect:  That  the  subscribers  had  carefully  examined  thirty- 
nine  new  negroes,  consisting  of  twenty-six  males  and  thirteen 
females,  landed  from  the  ship  Charlotte,  as  part  of  the  cargo  of. 
the  sloop  Sydney;  and  they  were  of  opinion  that  only  six  of 
them  were  merchantable;  that  other  six  or  eight  of  them  might 
become  so,  if  properly  fed  and  attended  to;  but  that  the  re- 
mainder of  them  were  altogether  unsalable,  owing  to  their 
advanced  age  and  crippled  condition.  A  Mr.  Jouve,  one  of  the 
inspectors  who  signed  this  declaration,  was  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness at  the  trial,  and  from  the  report  of  the  judge,  who  pre- 
sided on  the  trial,  it  appears  that  his  testimony  was  to  the  fol- 
lowing effect:  That  the  Spaniards  do  not  like  old  negroes,  and 
consider  those  old  who  are  but  middle-aged.  That  at  the  time 
the  negroes  were  sold,  it  was  difficult  to  procure  freight  for  a 
vessel  bound  to  Charleston,  and  only  at  very  extravagant  rates, 
from  the  dread  of  being  captured  by  French  privateers;  and 
that  considering  the  deplorable  condition  of  the  negroes, 
humanity  dictated  a  sale  of  them  at  Havana.  It  further  ap- 
peared from  the  account  of  sales  of  the  negroes  by  Widow, 
Poey  and  Hermandez,  that  the  negroes  were  sold  at  Havana, 
viz:  thirty-seven  sold,  three  having  died,  for  four  thousand 
six  hundred  and  eighty-five  dollars.  The  plaintiff  claimed  the 
sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars  for  forty  negroes,  valued  at  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  each,  and  gave  credit  for  the  amount 
of  the  sales,  deducting  for  freight,  which  was  payable  out  of 
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the  proceeds  of  the  sales,  the  sum  of  twelve  hundred  dollars, 
and  also  for  salvage,  and  other  expenses,  the  sum  of  six  hun- 
dred and  seventy-nine  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents,  which  re- 
duced the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  to  two  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  five  dollars  and  twenty-five  cents.  This,  deducted 
from  the  valuation  in  the  policy,  left  a  balance  of  seven  thou- 
sand one  hundred  and  ninety-four  dollars  and  seventy-five 
cents,  which  the  plaintiff  claimed;  but  he  allowed  an  abate- 
ment of  two  per  cent.,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  policy,  re- 
ducing the  balance  claimed  to  seven  thousand  and  fifty  dollars 
and  eighty-five  cents.  It  further  appeared  in  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  offered  to  abandon  to  the  underwriters  about  the  tenth 
of  May,  1805. 

The  verdict  is  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance  claimed 
by  him. 

The  motion  before  this  court  is,  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  which 
has  been  obtained,  as  for  a  total  loss,  and  to  grant  a  new  trial 
In  support  of  this  motion,  it  has  been  contended  that,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
abandon  to  the  insurers;  but  if  he  was  at  any  time  entitled  to 
abandon,  he  forfeited  or  waived  his  right  or  privilege  to  do  so, 
by  bis  own  neglect  or  willful  delay  in  not  signifying  to  the  un- 
derwriters his  intention  to  abandon  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  he  had  received  intelligence  of  the  accident  and  misfor- 
tunes which  had  befallen  the  vessel  and  the  cargo  insured.  In 
opposition  to  this,  it  has  been  argued  for  the  plaintiff  that  he 
was  under  no  obligation  to  make  his  election  whether  to  aban- 
don or  not,  until  he  could  be  fully  informed  with  regard  to  the 
extent  of  the  injury  occasioned  to  the  property  insured,  and  of 
the  loss  thence  arising,  in  consequence  of  the  accidents  and 
misfortunes  which  happened  on  the  voyage;  and  that  this  could 
not  be  ascertained  immediately;  that  it  was  necessary  to  await 
the  result  of  a  further  inquiry  and  investigation  into  the  facts 
and  circumstances,  to  be  able  to  decide  satisfactorily  on  the 
right  to  abandon;  as  that  could  not  be  done  till  it  could  be  as- 
certained whether  the  damage  sustained  was  so  great  as  to  have 
frustrated  the  object  of  the  adventure  by  diminishing  the  value 
of  the  negroes  insured  so  much  as  to  have  rendered  the  ad- 
venture unworthy  of  further  pursuit.  It  has  been  further  ar- 
gued, in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  inasmuch  as  it  did  appear 
in  evidence  that  another  vessel  could  not  be  procured  at  Havana 
to  take  the  negroes  to  Charleston,  therefore  the  voyage  was  at 
an  end;  that  the  object  of  it  was  totally  defeated,  and  the  plaint- 
iff was  clearly  entitled  to  abandon. 
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The  protest,  letters  and  other  documents  which  *ere  pro- 
duced in  evidence  at  the  trial,  together  with  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Jouve,  may  be  very  fairly  presumed  to  have  disclosed  every- 
thing that  could  have  been  produced,  or  that  the  case  admitted 
of,  to  support  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff.    If  any  part  of  this 
evidence  can  be  supposed  to  have  proceeded  from  partiality  or 
undue  influence,  yet  it  cannot  be  supposed,  because  there  is  no 
color  of  reason  for  supposing,  that  this  undue  bias  or  partiality 
has  operated  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  favor  of  the 
defendants.    On  the  contrary,  there  are  good  reasons  for  believ- 
ing that  nothing  has  been  omitted  in  the  evidence  adduced  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  which  could,  with  truth,  have  been  un- 
folded to  enable  him  to  support  his  demand.  There  is  no  reason, 
however,  for  supposing  the  evidence  given  in  his  favor  was  not, 
in  all  respects,  true,  to  the  best  of  the  knowledge  and  belief  of 
those  whose  evidence  was  produced  on  the  occasion.    It  must  be 
recollected  that  the  plaintiff  expressly  required  that  the  protest 
might  be  full  and  particular,  in  order  that  he  might  recover 
against  the  underwriters.    The  protest  is  so  full  as  to  compre- 
hend the  adventures  of  a  preceding  voyage  from  the  coast  of 
Africa  to  St.  Thomas's.     The  captain's  letter  to  the  plaintiff, 
dated  the  twenty-third  of  February,  from  St.  Thomas's,  informs 
him  of  his  arrival  there  on  the  twentieth,  twenty-four  days  from 
Gambia,  with  forty  slaves.    It  does  not  appear  in  what  condi- 
tion the  slaves  were  on  their  arrival,  or  at  the  time  when  the 
insurance  was  effected;  nor  whether  they  were  all  alive  when 
the  policy  was  signed,  or  at  the  time  of  the  sloop's  departure 
from  St.  Thomas's.    The  plaintiff's  correspondents  write  to  him 
from  Havana,  on  the  nineteenth  of  March,  to  inform  him  that 
Gardner  had  called  on  them  to  receive  thirty-nine  negroes;  and 
in  their  letter  of  the  thirty-first  of  the  same  month  they  inform 
him  of  their  having  received  thirty-nine  negroes.    From  this 
evidence,  it  may  be  inferred  that  one  of  the  negroes  insured  died 
in  course  of  the  voyage,  though  from  anything  that  appears  cer- 
tainly to  the  contrary,  the  death  or  loss  of  this  negro  may  have 
happened  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  voyage  from  St. 
Thomas's.    But  let  it  be  admitted  that  he  died  on  the  voyage, 
still  there  is  no  evidence  to  authorize  the  presumption  that  his 
death  was  occasioned  by  any  of  the  perils  enumerated  in  the 
policy.    The  most  reasonable  presumption  is,  that  he  perished 
by  natural  mortality,  which  is  an  accident  expressly  excepted 
from  insurance  by  the  terms  of  the  policy.     As  thirty-seven  of 
the  slaves  appear  to  have  been  sold,  and  as  nothing  particular 
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has  appeared  in  relation  to  the  rest,  we  may  conclude  that  two 
others  died  bj  natural  mortality.  If  they  had  perished  in  con- 
sequence of  any  of  the  perils  insured  .against,  it  is  highly  prob- 
able the  manner  and  circumstances  of  their  death  would  have 
been  particularly  detailed  in  evidence.  From  the  evidence 
which  was  given,  there  is  perhaps  as  much  reason  to  presume* 
that  their  death  was  occasioned  in  consequence  of  hardships 
they  had  suffered  on  the  voyage  from  Gambia  to  St.  Thomas's, 
as  that  they  died  in  consequence  of  the  misfortunes  which 
happened  on  the  voyage  from  St  Thomas's.  Upon  this  point 
there  was  no  evidence  which  could  be  relied  on.  It  must  have 
been  mere  matter  of  conjecture.  But  if  the  evidence  had  been 
sufficient  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  loss  of  these  two  negroes 
were  a  loss  within  the  policy,  and  properly  chargeable  to  the 
underwriters,  yet  it  was  not  such  a  loss  as  entitled  the  plaintiff 
to  abandon.  The  thirty-seven  slaves  which  were  sold,  it  ap- 
peared, were  all  unmerchantable  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  except 
six  only,  and  these  were  sold  for  good  prices.  Six  or  eight 
others  were  represented  to  the  plaintiff  by  his  correspondents  as 
being  capable  of  being  rendered  merchantable  by  proper  care 
and  feeding.  The  remainder  were  represented  to  be  old  and 
crippled. 

Indulging  every  presumption  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  how 
can  it  be  fairly  collected  from  this  evidence  that  the  value  of 
the  negroes  was  diminished  one-half  their  value,  by  the  perils 
insured  against?  How  does  it  appear  that  they  were  deterior- 
ated in  the  voyage  from  St.  Thomas's?  No  circumstances  were 
stated  in  evidence  from  whence  it  can  be  fairly  inferred  that 
any  material  deterioration  was  produced  in  consequence  of  the 
misfortunes  of  the  passage  from  St.  Thomas's  to  the  Havana,  by 
wounds,  bruises  or  other  accidents,  or  by  any  uncommon  hard- 
ships or  sufferings,  from  ill-treatment  or  otherwise.  It  does 
not  appear  that  they  suffered  any  hardships,  or  met  with 
any  misfortune,  after  they  were  taken  on  board  the  Charlotte 
From  the  time  of  the  sloop's  meeting  the  heavy  head  sea  spoken 
of  in  the  protest,  until  the  cargo  was  transferred  to  the  Char- 
lotte, is  included  an  interval  of  three  or  four  days  only.  Besides, 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  negroes,  though  valued  at  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars  each,  were  really  worth  so  much,  nor  that 
they  had  in  fact  suffered  any  diminution  in  their  value  between 
the  commencement  of  the  voyage  and  the  sale.  But  if  any 
Buch  diminution  can  be  presumed,  the  extent  thereof  is  quite 
uncertain,  as  well  as  the  particular  causes  thereof.    The  corn- 
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parative  value  of  the  negroes  at  the  commencement  of  the  ad- 
venture, insured,  and  at  the  time  of  the  sale;  or  rather  the  value 
at  the  time  the  misfortunes  of  the  voyage  began,  and  after  they 
were  over,  ought  to  be  ascertained  in  order  to  estimate  the  loss 
for  which  the  defendants  are  responsible.  Unquestionably,  the 
evidence  given  to  the  jury,  on  the  trial,  was  not  sufficient  to 
authorize  them  to  say  that  the  difference  of  value  produced  by 
any  of  the  perils  mentioned  in  the  policy  was  such  as  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff,  for  this  cause,  and  also  by  reason  of  salvage,  and 
other  expenses,  occasioned  by  those  perils,  to  abandon  as  for  a 
total  loss.  Moreover,  it  is  necessary  to  observe  that  the  insurer 
is  not  answerable  for  consequential  damages,  or  for  any  losses, 
which  are  not  the  immediate  consequences  of  some  of  the  perils 
insured  against.  He  is  not  responsible  for  remote  consequences, 
or  such  as  do  not  follow  directly  from  those  accidents  and  mis- 
fortunes, which  are  intended  to  be  guarded  against  by  insur- 
ance. Now,  in  this  case,  the  evidence  was  manifestly  insufficient 
to  satisfy  a  conscientious  and  intelligent  jury,  that  there  was 
any  considerable  damage  done  or  loss  sustained  directly  result- 
ing from  any  of  the  perils  insured  against.  Indeed,  it  seems 
difficult  to  form  any  opinion  what  loss  was  sustained  in  this 
case,  and  a  jury  might  be  much  at  loss  to  ascertain  it,  consider- 
ing it  in  the  light  of  partial  loss,  which  is  the  light  in  which  it 
ought  to  be  regarded.  It  was  quite  clear  that  the  evidence  of 
loss  was  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  plaintiff  to  abandon:  See 
1  Marshall,  134, 161, 199. 

It  has  been  argued,  however,  that  because  the  sloop  was  lost 
the  voyage  was  also;  and  especially  as  there  was  no  other  vessel 
to  be  procured  to  transport  the  cargo  to  the  port  of  delivery; 
and  that  upon  this  ground  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  abandon. 
But  it  does  not  appear  that  any  endeavors  were  made,  or  due 
diligence  used,  to  procure  any  vessel  to  complete  the  voyage. 
The  ship  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
master  to  have  procured  another  ship,  if  he  could,  to  convey 
the  cargo  to  the  port  of  destination.  The  insurers  are  not  an- 
swerable for  this  neglect  of  the  master,  in  a  case  like  this,  where 
the  master  acts  under  immediate  instructions  from  the  assured, 
who  is  the  owner.  The  negroes  were  delivered  to  the  plaintiff's 
agents,  and  were  sold  very  soon  after  their  arrival  at  Havana. 
Mr.  Jouve,  indeed,  said  that,  in  his  opinion,  another  vessel 
could  not  have  been  procured  to  take  the  cargo  to  Charleston, 
without  paying  a  very  extravagant  price  for  it,  because  of 
the  dread  of  capture  from  French  privateers.    But  this  evi- 
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dence  was  insufficient  to  excuse  the  master,  and  make  the  in- 
surers liable;  and  besides,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  master  or 
the  plaintiff  intended  or  wished  to  prosecute  the  voyage.  The 
plaintiff  seems  to  have  been  willing  to  try  the  chance  of  the 
Havana  market,  which  at  that  time  was  a  pretty  good  one,  and 
if  it  should  turn  out  favorable,  to  proceed  against  the  under- 
writers for  a  partial  loss  only;  and  if  it  should  turn  out  unfavor- 
able, contrary  to  his  expectations,  then  to  convert  the  partial 
loss  into  a  total  loss  by  abandonment.  This  intention  is  fairly 
deducible  from  his  own  letters,  which  were  in  evidence.  It  is 
the  opinion  of  the  court  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  aban- 
don, he  forfeited  that  right  by  failing  to  give  due  and  reason- 
able notice  to  the  insurers  of  his  intention  to  do  so,  after  re- 
ceiving advice  of  the  misfortune  which  befell  the  sloop  at  sea. 
If  he  was  entitled  to  abandon,  he  should  have  abandoned  at 
once,  and  should  not  have  waited  and  made  his  election  after 
the  sale  of  the  negroes,  and  the  payment  of  salvage  and  other 
expenses;  for  the  right  to  abandon  cannot  depend  upon  events 
which  take  place  after  the  peril  is  over,  and  the  property  insured 
is  in  safety:  See  7  East,  43. 

It  was  contended  in  the  argument  that  the  verdict  ought  to 
be  set  aside,  because  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  have  the 
freight  pro  rata  Uineri8  included  in  the  verdict.  But  we  are  of 
opinion  that  provided  he  was  entitled  to  abandon,  he  was  also 
entitled  to  recover  the  freight  for  the  portion  of  the  voyage  per- 
formed; because,  upon  abandonment,  the  underwriters,  if  they 
receive  any  part  of  the  goods,  or  their  value,  are  liable  for  the 
freight  of  them.  The  goods  are  always  chargeable  for  their 
freight,  and  when  goods  are  abandoned  to  the  insurers,  the  in- 
surers, of  course,  are  chargeable  out  of  the  goods  for  their 
freight  In  this  case,  if  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  abandon, 
the  common  agent  of  all  parties  concerned  had  a  right  to  do 
the  best  he  could  with  the  cargo,  until  the  underwriters  could 
give  instructions  about  them;  and  as  the  plaintiff  gave  credit 
for  the  sales  of  the  cargo  as  so  much  to  be  deducted  from  the 
value  in  the  policy,  he  had  a  right  to  deduct  the  freight  from 
the  amount  of  sales,  together  with  other  charges  on  the  goods, 
as  he  was  owner  of  the  vessel,  and  stood  his  own  insurer  as  to 
freight,  or  to  whoever  may  be  entitled  to  freight,  for  the  part 
of  the  voyage  performed. 

New  trial  granted. 

See  Lee  v.  Boardman,  ante,  134. 
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Pringlb  v.  McPherson. 

[2  Butasd,  970  J 

Revocation  of  Will.— Less  ceremony  is  required  in  the  revocation  than 

in  the  execution  of  a  will;  the  former  may  be  effected  by  obliteration 

or  tearing,  attfmo  revocandu 
Obliterating  Exception.— An  obliteration  of  an  exception  to  a  general 

clause  in  a  will  does  not  restore  the  operation  of  such  clause,  without 

a  republication,  this  being  considered  a  new  devise. 
Revocation  under  Mistake.— If  the  revocation  be  ineffectual  in  law, 

or  if  a  former  will  be  canceled  under  the  impression  that  a  latter  wil? 

is  good,  which  proves  invalid,  the  first  will  not  be  revoked;  and  if  the 

devisee,  under  the  latter  will,  is  not  legally  entitled  to  take,  the  devisee 

under  the  first  shall  not  be  affected. 

Issue  from  the  court  of  chancery  on  the  question  of  devisavii 
vel  non,  which  was  tried  before  Brevard,  J.,  and  a  special  ver- 
dict given,  the  particular  points  of  which  are  noticed  in  the 
opinion. 

Pringle,  for  plaintiff. 

Parker ,  for  defendants. 

By  Court,  Wilds,  J.  The  special  verdict  under  which  this 
case  is  submitted,  amongst  other  things  states,  that  the  late 
General  John  McPherson  executed,  just  before  his  departure  to 
England,  on  or  about  the  twenty-first  June;  1803,  his  last  will, 
in  which,  after  other  devises,  is  the  following  clause:  "I  also 
give  and  devise  to  my  said  daughter  Elizabeth  three  hundred 
acres,  being  part  of  my  Newton  tract  of  land,  whereof  one 
hundred  to  be  tide  swamp,  one  hundred  supposed  to  Le  back 
swamp,  and  one  hundred  acres  upland;  the  whole  quantity  to 
be  taken  from  the  north-east  end  of  the  said  tract.'9  In  another 
clause  of  the  will  the  following  devise  is  contained,  viz:  "I 
give  and  devise  to  my  two  beloved  daughters  Nancy  and  Susan, 
and  to  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them  as  tenants  in  common,  all  my  Pon  Pon 
plantations,  except  the  three  hundred  acres  hereinbefore  de- 
vised to  my  daughter  Elizabeth."  The  special  verdict  states, 
that  soon  after  executing  this  will,  viz:  in  June,  1803,  General 
McPherson  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  one  of  his  executors,  and 
sailed  for  England,  from  whence  he  returned  some  time  in  the 
next  year.  That  some  short  time  after  his  return,  his  said  ex- 
ecutor, Mr.  De  Saussure,  delivered  to  him  his  said  will,  without 
interlineation,  erasure  or  obliteration.  That  some  time  in  Au- 
gust, 1806,  General  McPherson  died,  leaving  his  widow,  Mrs. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


714  Pringle  v.  MoPherson.        [S.  Carolina, 

Susan  McPherson,  his  daughter  Elizabeth,  his  son  James,  and 
his  two  daughters  Nancy  and  Susan.  That  after  his  death,  his 
said  last  will  was  found,  but  the  whole  of  the  clause  devising 
the  three  hundred  acres,  etc.  (The  opinion  goes  on  to  state  the 
material  facts  as  to  the  obliteration,  and  the  undiminished 
affection  of  the  testator  towards  his  daughter  Elizabeth,  and 
then  proceeds.)  The  said  will,  after  a  bequest  to  Elizabeth  of 
seventy  negroes,  and  to  James  of  one  hundred  negroes,  gives 
all  the  remainder  of  the  testator's  slaves  to  Mrs.  McPherson  and 
the  two  infant  daughters.  It  also  contains  a  residuary  clause, 
giving  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  testator's  estate,  real  and 
personal,  to  his  wife  and  four  children. 

The  questions  submitted  by  this  verdict  are:  1.  Whether,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  the  erasure  and  obliteration  of  the  clause 
in  the  will  devising  to  Elizabeth  three  hundred  acres,  part  of 
the  Newton  tract  on  Pon  Pon  river,  be  or  be  not  a  revocation 
of  the  same  ?  2.  If  it  be,  whether  the  said  lands  re-unite  with 
the  whole  tract  from  whence  they  were  carried,  and  pass  under 
the  devise  to  Nancy  and  Susan?  3.  If  not,  whether  the  said 
lands  in  the  clause  so  revoked,  pass  under  the  residuary  clause 
of  the  said  will?  4.  If  not,  whether  they  are  distributable 
as  an  undisposed  part  of  the  testator's  estate? 

It  will  at  once  be  observed,  that  the  importance  of  a  decision 
on  the  three  last  grounds  entirely  depends  upon  the  decision  of 
the  first.  It  is  indeed  the  only  question  of  difficulty  in  the 
whole  case. 

To  constitute  a  good  devise  of  lands,  an  act  of  1789,  and  the 
statute  of  frauds,  of  which,  in  this  respect,  it  is  an  exact  tran- 
script, require  that  it  shall  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  person 
making  the  same,  or  by  some  other  person  in  his  presence,  and 
by  his  direction,  and  attested  by  three  witnesses  in  the  testa- 
tor's presence.  To  revoke  a  will  thus  made,  it  is  either  neces- 
sary that  such  intention  should  be  expressed  in  writing,  attested 
and  subscribed  by  three  witnesses,  or,  by  destroying  or  oblit- 
erating the  same  by  the  testator  himself,  or  some  other  person 
in  his  presence  and  by  his  direction.  Less  ceremony,  it  will  be 
seen,  is  necessary  in  revoking  than  in  making  a  will.  The  in- 
tention of  the  testator  is  the  law  of  wills.  Our  statutory  pro- 
visions form  a  constitution  of  first  principles  paramount  to  this 
law,  to  which,  to  be  legitimate,  it  must  conform. 

Whenever  the  intention  to  devise  has  been  expressed  with 
requisite  formalities,  while  suffered  to  exist,  it  remains  unim- 
peachable, except  by  evidence  of  equal  authority,  and  subse- 
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quent  in  date.  But  our  acts  recognizing  a  great  fundamental 
principle,  which  pervades  other  institutions,  as  well  as  that 
under  consideration,  namely:  that  the  power  creating  is  com- 
petent to  destroy,  has  left  it  in  the  power  of  a  devisor  at  any 
time  to  revoke  any  will,  though  made  by  him  with  all  possible 
formality,  either  by  the  destruction  of  the  whole,  or  an  obliter- 
ation of  its  parts.  It  is  only,  then,  where  a  will,  duly  executed, 
is  left  in  existence,  that  another  instrument  of  equal  authenticity 
is  necessary  to  countervail  its  operation.  In  the  case  before 
the  court,  the  will  of  the  testator  has  been  fully  as  well  as 
legally  expressed.  It  is  not  pretended  that  any  change  of  in- 
tention in  the  testator  has  been  expressed  with  equal  delibera- 
tion and  solemnity.  It  is,  however,  said  he  has  revoked  one  of 
his  devises  in  his  will  by  a  mode  recognized  by  the  law,  by  ob- 
literating and  canceling  the  clause  which  contained  it.  To 
this  I  will  observe,  were  we  to  confine  our  inquiries  entirely  to 
the  facts  presented  by  the  special  verdict,  and  most  unquestion- 
ably, in  strictness,  we  are  bound  to  do  so,  as  it  is  our  province 
to  declare  the  law  arising  from  facts,  and  not  to  declare  the 
facts  and  the  law  involved  in  them,  there  would  be  no  difficulty 
in  this  case,  as  it  does  not  appear  from  anything  found  by  the 
jury  that  these  acts,  which  it  is  contended  amount  to  a  revoca- 
tion, were  performed  by  Gen.  McPherson;  and  if  not,  there 
would  be  an  end  of  the  difficulty.  If  the  circumstances  which 
would  establish  a  different  conclusion  were  so  feeble  as  not  to 
enable  a  jury,  the  exclusive  judges  of  facts,  to  pronounce  him 
the  author  of  this  transaction,  will  they  authorize  this  court  to 
do  so  ?  Shall  they  undertake  to  declare  that  a  will  executed 
with  more  than  ordinary  deliberation,  and  at  least  with  ordi- 
nary solemnity,  where  there  has  been  no  alteration  in  the  tes- 
tator's affections,  and  a  most  favorable  one  in  his  circumstances, 
has  been  revoked,  because  the  same  will  is  produced  after  his 
death  with  two  of  its  clauses  obliterated,  but  by  whom  unknown  ? 
Unquestionably  not.  If  we  were  to  judge  from  the  facts  before 
us,  without  recollecting  the  persons  involved  in  them,  would 
not  the  presumption  be  more  natural  that  those  erasures  were 
made  by  those  whose  interests  were  impaired  by  the  devise, 
and  would  be  promoted  by  its  revocation?  It  is,  however,  con* 
ceded  in  argument  that  this  will  thus  obliterated  was  found  in 
the  desk  of  tUe  testator  after  his  death,  to  which,  during  his 
life,  he  alone  had  access.  It  seems  most  remarkable  that  a  fact 
so  important  in  this  case  should  form  no  part  of  the  special 
verdict.    It  is  almost  the  only  fact  presented  which  authorizes 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


716  £bingle  v.  McPhebson.        [S.  Carolina, 

the  inference  that  this  alteration  in  the  will  was  the  act  of  the 
testator,  and  it  goes  very  far  in  proving  satisfactorily  that  such 
was  the  case.  On  my  own  part,  I  should  hold  most  clearly 
that  this  fact,  though  admitted  on  both  sides,  should  have  no 
influence  on  the  legal  decision  of  this  case,  did  it  change  the 
decision  which  ought  to  be  given  upon  it;  because,  though 
such  a  judgment  might  give  satisfaction  to  those  who  have 
heard  the  admission  of  the  fact,  and  felt  its  influence,  yet  to 
posterity,  who  must  seek  alone  in  the  archives  of  our  transac- 
tions for  a  development  of  the  principles  by  which  we  are  gov- 
erned, there  would  be  ample  matter,  both  for  surprise  and 
mortification,  at  our  plain  aberration  from  the  well  defined 
duties  of  our  station. 

But  in  the  view  which  we  have  taken  of  this  case,  the  admis- 
sion of  this  fact  does,  in  no  wise,  impugn  the  decision  which 
ought  to  be  given  without  it.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
without  this  fact  we  should  have  no  evidence  of  the  transaction 
being  that  of  the  testator,  and  of  course  it  would  be  no  revoca- 
tion of  the  devise.  I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  with  this  fact, 
and  another  which  seems  its  consequence,  viz:  that  the  obliter- 
ation was  made  by  the  testator,  the  decision  ought  to  be  the 
same.  It  has  been  already  stated,  and  I  repeat  it  again,  that 
by  the  provisions  of  our  laws  less  ceremony  is  necessary  in 
revoking  than  in  making  a  will.  I  have  endeavored  to  hint  at 
the  reasons  for  this  distinction.  In  the  present  case,  I  admit 
the  obliterations  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  will  are  abun- 
dantly sufficient  to  revoke  the  clauses  on  which  they  are  made, 
or  even  the  whole  will,  had  they  extended  so  far,  provided  they 
were  made  by  the  testator,  with  an  intent  to  produce  this  effect. 
The  quo  animo  is  the  discriminating  feature  which  stamps  the  im- 
portance of  a  transaction  of  this  sort.  It  identifies  an  act  equivo- 
cal in  its  nature  with  the  legal  effect  which  it  is  intended  to 
produce.  But,  unfortunately,  here  again  we  are  encountered 
with  a  difficulty  which  we  are  not  legally  competent  to  sur- 
mount. Here  again  the  judge  is  called  upon  to  officiate  in  the 
humble  province  of  a  jury.  The  animo  revocandi  is  a  question 
of  fact  which  the  jury  should  alone  decide.  The  special  verdict 
should  ha\e  stated  whether,  from  the  facts  and  circumstances 
before  them,  the  testator  made  the  obliteration,  and  if  so,  with 
what  intent  he  did  so?  The  question  then  would  have  pre- 
sented itself  disembarrassed  of  extraneous  matter,  and  would 
have  admitted  of  a  more  correct  decision.  But  since  we  are 
called  upon  to  discharge  duties  not  our  own,  I  will  endeavor  to 
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fulfill  this  doty  as  well  as  I  am  able.  Ignorant  what  was  the 
testator's  real  intention,  I  will  give  him  a  reasonable  and  legal 
one;  one  which  would  influence  other  men  in  a  like  situation, 
and  one  which  seems  naturally  to  result  from  the  examination 
of  the  whole  transaction.  Uncertain  what  may  be  the  opinion 
of  a  jury  on  these  facts,  I  would  presume  such  an  opinion  would 
have  been  a  reasonable  one,  and  will  make  my  own  judgment 
the  standard  of  what  is  so  in  this  case:  See  Pow.  on  Dev.  634 
el  seq.;  Cowp.  62;  1  P.  Wms.  846;  8  Wils.  508;  2  Bl.  Eep.  1048. 
It  appears  to  me  that  a  careful  examination  of  this  transac- 
tion will  leave  but  one  impression  as  to  the  intention  of  the 
testator.  About  to  depart  for  England,  after  great  deliberation, 
and  profiting  by  as  able  advice  and  assistance  as  his  country 
afforded,  he  made  his  will,  which  it  was  then  thought  might 
probably  be  a  final  arrangement  of  his  affairs.  For  his  daugh- 
ter Elizabeth,  perhaps  his  first  born,  at  all  events  an  object  of 
bis  most  tender  affection,  he  first  provides.  The  manner  of  the 
provision  shows  the  estimation  in  which  she  was  held.  Besides 
seventy  negroes  and  a  valuable  plantation  of  between  five  and 
six  hundred  acres  of  land,  he  carves  out  of  another  estate,  ad* 
joining  that  first  given,  the  three  hundred  acres  in  question, 
which,  from  description,  must  be  immensely  valuable.  To  his 
son,  who  was  to  perpetuate  his  family  name,  he  gives  a  princely 
estate,  much  greater  than  that  given  to  his  favorite  daughter; 
and  for  his  wife  and  two  young  children,  he  makes  ample  pro- 
vision. He  makes  his  voyage  to  England  and  returns  in  safety; 
and,  after  the  successful  exertions  of  nearly  three  years,  had 
much  improved  his  estates.  No  doubt  new  views  had  begun  to 
open  to  his  mind,  and  new  arrangements  of  his.  property  to 
seem  necessary.  Instead  of  giving  to  his  two  younger  daugh- 
ters the  remnant  of  his  Pon  Pon  plantation,  after  carving  out 
of  it  so  valuable  a  portion  for  his  eldest  daughter,  he  now 
probably  saw  he  was  able  to  give  them  the  whole  estate,  and  to 
indemnify  Elizabeth  in  some  other  way,  if  he  deemed  it  neces- 
sary. That  such  must  have  been  his  intention,  appears  evi- 
dent from  a  variety  of  considerations:  1.  From  the  will  itself; 
the  manner  in  which  the  two  obliterations  are  made  correspond 
exactly  with  each  other,  and  warrant  this  construction.  The 
clause  which  gives  these  three  hundred  acres  to  Elizabeth  is 
struck  out,  and  from  the  clause  which  gives  the  whole  of  the 
Pon  Pon  plantation  to  Nancy  and  Susan,  is  stricken  out  the 
exception  of  three  hundred  acres  previously  given  to  Elizabeth, 
which  leaves  the  devise  of  the  whole  to  them  in  general  words. 
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I  deem  it  probable  the  testator  supposed  this  alteration  in  hii 
will  would  produce  the  effect  intended,  without  republication,  be- 
cause I  find  even  now  the  learned  disagreeing  in  opinion  on 
that  point.  He  could  not  consistently  have  revoked  his  devise 
to  Elizabeth,  because  he  bad  not  done  justice  to  his  other  chil- 
dren; because,  it  is  said,  his  circumstances  were  greatly  im- 
proved. He  could  not  have  done  so  on  account  of  any  change 
of  his  affections  towards  her,  because  the  verdict  finds  the  re- 
verse. He  certainly  did  not  intend  to  revoke  his  benevolence 
from  Elizabeth  in  order  that  the  subject  of  it  might  pass  to  his 
heirs  in  general,  named  in  the  residuary  clause;  because,  be- 
sides the  confusion  which  the  division  of  this  small  tract  into 
so  many  parts  would  occasion,  which  he  everywhere  seems  stu- 
dious to  avoid,  he  had  already  most  bountifully  provided  for 
them.  He  could  not  have  intended  to  have  died  intestate  as  to 
this  small  part  of  his  estate,  because  the  confusion  just  stated 
would  be  the  consequence;  and  there  seems  no  apparent  pur- 
pose to  be  answered  by  such  a  measure;  and,  besides,  the  resid- 
uary clause  shows  that  he  did  not  intend  to  die  intestate  at  alL 
There  seems,  therefore,  no  reasonable  motive  which  can  be  as- 
signed to  him,  except  that  which  I  have  attributed  to  him, 
namely:  for  some  cause  which  does  not  appear,  he  changed  his 
mind  with  respect  to  these  three  hundred  acres,  and  concluded 
to  give  the  whole  estate,  without  this  deduction,  to  his  younger 
daughters.  This  intention,  it  has  been  argued  for  the  defend- 
ants, the  will,  in  its  present  shape,  is  legally  incapable  of  car- 
rying into  full  effect.  It  has  been  ingeniously  said,  the  general 
words  of  this  clause  give  the  whole  of  the  Pon  Pon  tract  to 
Nancy  and  Susan ;  but  the  exception  afterwards  comes  and  takes 
away  these  three  hundred  acres.  That  the  revocation  of  the 
exception  restores  the  operation  of  the  general  clause,  and  Susan 
and  Nancy  claim  the  whole  under  the  first  devise,  and  not  as  a 
new  gift.  It  is  said  the  mode  of  revocation  is  equally  legal 
with  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  will,  with  any  clause  or  part  of 
a  clause.  This  reasoning  is  not  sound.  It  is  true,  the  oblitera- 
tion of  these  two  clauses  would,  if  standing  alone,  amount  to  a 
revocation  of  the  devise  contained  in  them.  It  is  true,  they  re* 
store  the  general  words  of  the  clause  which  would  pass  the 
whole  of  the  estate  to  Nancy  and  Susan;  but  it  is  not  true  that 
these  acts,  without  a  republication,  will  have  this  effect.  The 
words  of  the  clause,  after  the  revocation  of  the  exception,  be- 
come capable  of  conveying  the  whole,  but  do  not  do  so,  until 
a  new  manifestation  of  the  testator's  intention  appears  in  the 
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mode  prescribed  by  law.  It  is,  as  to  the  devisees,  a  new  devise; 
as  to  the  testator,  a  new  estate,  which  he  can  only  devise  in  the 
same  mode  the  former  was  conveyed.  A  new  clause,  to  be  sore, 
is  unnecessary,  because  the  words  of  the  first  are  apt  to  convey 
the  whole,  and  only  require  the  sanction  of  a  new  publication 
to  become  valid.  At  the  time  the  will  was  executed,  the  tes- 
tator did  not  intend  to  give  the  whole  of  these  lands  to  bis 
youngest  daughters.  The  exception  most  clearly  shows  he  did 
not.  The  correct  rule  I  take  to  be  that  laid  down  in  argu- 
ment, namely,  whatever  alters  either  the  quality  or  quantity  of 
an  estate  devised,  renders  it  a  new  devise,  and  requires  a  new 
publication:  See  5  Com.  Big.  tit.  Wills. 

It  appears  to  me  clear  that  the  testator  intended  to  revoke 
this  devise  to  Elizabeth,  with  a  view  of  giving  the  lands  therein 
contained  to  Nancy  and  Susan.     He  wished  them  to  have  the 
whole  in  preference  to  Elizabeth;  but  her  in  preference  to  the 
rest  of  his  heirs.    And  it  appears  to  me  more  clear,  that  such 
intention  has  been  defeated  of  its  effect  for  want  of  republica- 
tion.    It  has,  however,  been  urged,  and  I  believe  to  the  con- 
viction of  some  of  the  members  of  this  court,  that  the  testator 
may  have  made  this  obliteration  with  a  view  of  amplifying  the 
estate  of  his  two  youngest  daughters;  and  though  this  act  of 
revocation  be  incompetent  to  produce  this  effect  for  want  of  a 
republication,  yet  it  is  a  good  revocation  of  his  will  pro  tanto, 
and  the  devised  lands  shall  pass  to  his  heirs  at  law  as  property 
undisposed  of.     To  maintain  this  position,  it  seems  to  me,  re- 
quires a  total  abandonment  of  the  forementioned  principle  of 
this  branch  of  law.     A  testator  deliberately  and  solemnly  exe- 
cutes his  will.    It  at  the  time  contains  the  expression  of  ftis 
entire  wishes  relative  to  his  estate.     Some  event,  unlooked  for 
at  the  time,  occurs,  which  renders  a  modification  of  his  arrange- 
ments desirable.  To  attain  this  object,  and  this  alone,  he  is  dis- 
posed to  revoke  his  first  will.  He  performs  an  act  deemed  by  him- 
self sufficient  for* this  purpose,  but  which,  from  the  operation  of 
technical  rules,  of  which  he  is  ignorant,  fails  to  produce  the 
effect.     Could  it  be  said  that  his  will  was  regarded  in  a  rule 
which  declares  this  act  of  revocation  incompetent  to  accomplish 
the  object  for  which  alone  he  was  disposed  to  change  his  first 
will,  and  yet  competent  to  revoke  his  first  will  altogether  ?  Be- 
cause he  has  unsuccessfully  attempted  to  better  the  arrange- 
ments of  his  estate,  he  shall  have  his  arrangements  set  aside 
altogether!    Such  a  principle  is  equally  unreasonable  and  un- 
lawful.    A  great  variety  of  cases  to  be  collected  from  the  books 
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very  clearly  settles  this  doctrine  as  reason  and  common  sense 
would  seem  to  require.  In  the  case  of  Onions  v.  Tysen,  1  P. 
Wms.  345,  one  duly  executed,  as  the  law  directs,  his  will,  de- 
vising his  lands  to  trustees,  to  several  uses.  He  some  time  af- 
terwards made  another  will,  devising  them  to  other  trustees, 
but  to  the  same  uses;  and  in  this  will  there  was  a  clause  re- 
voking, expressly,  all  former  wills.  This  will  was  sub- 
scribed by  the  testator  and  attested  by  three  witnesses,  yet 
they  did  not  subscribe  their  names  in  the  presence  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  consequently  it  was  void  as  to  the  lands.  Yet  it  was 
contended  it  was  a  good  revocation,  so  as  to  let  in  the  heir  at  law. 
But  it  was  determined  that  canceling  a  former  will,  under  a 
presumption  that  a  later  will  is  good,  which  proves  void,  shall 
not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  first,  for  where  the  second 
devisee  takes  nothing,  the  first  shall  lose  nothing.  The  act  of 
canceling  is  an  equivocal  act,  which,  to  operate  as  a  revocation, 
must  be  done  animo  revocandi.  But  in  the  same  case  it  ap- 
pears  that  where  the  second  will  barely  revokes  the  first,  with- 
out making  any  other  disposition  of  the  property  devised,  it 
shall  be  good,  if  executed  agreeably  to  law. 

In  the  present  case  I  have  already  admitted  that  the  oblit- 
eration of  these  clauses  amounts  to  a  revocation  of  the  devise 
contained  in  them,  did  not  the  whole  case  furnish  evidence 
that  another  disposition  of  the  estate  was  intended  by  the  tes- 
tator to  have  been  effected,  which  has  failed.  The  case  of  Bar- 
tonshaw  v.  Gilbert,  in  Cowp.  49,  recognizes  the  doctrine  of 
Onions  v.  Tysen.  In  Larhins  v.  Larking,  8  Bos.  &  Pul.,  Lord 
Alvanley  says:  "A  revocation  by  obliteration  will  have  the  same 
effect  as  a  revocation  in  any  other  way,  and  no  more."  And  in 
the  same  case  it  is  said:  "  It  must  be  done  animo  revocandi,  and 
the  effect  of  the  act  shall  extend  no  further  than  such  an  inten- 
tion appears."  In  Shortr.  EastviU  and  Smith,  4  East,  428-9, 
Lord  Ellenborough  sanctions  the  above  doctrine,  and  declares 
that  the  cancellation  of  a  former  will,  under /m  impression  that 
a  subsequent  will  was  duly  executed,  but  which  was  void,  not 
being  executed  according  to  the  statute  of  frauds,  is  no 
revocation.  In  the  case  Ex  parte  the  Earl  of  Winchester,  7  Yes. 
Jr.  374,  Lord  Alvanley  examines  this  doctrine  at  great  length, 
reviews  most  of  the  cases  to  be  found  in  the  books,  and  con- 
cludes with  these  very  strong  words:  "  There  is,  therefore,  no 
authority  in  the  way  of  this  proposition,  that  an  instrument  im- 
perfect to  the  point  to  which  it  is  directed,  shall  not  operate  as 
a  revocation  of  a  will  duly  executed." 
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Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  obliteration,  if 
made  by  the  testator,  was  done  with  an  intention  of  passing  the 
lands  contained  in  the  same  to  his  two  youngest  daughters, 
Nancy  and  Susan.  That  this  intention  being  defeated  for  want 
of  republication,  the  act  of  obliteration  does  not  amount  to  a 
revocation,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment. 
This  being  my  opinion  on  the  first  point,  it  becomes  wholly  un- 
important who  would  have  been  entitled,  provided  this  act  had 
amounted  to  a  revocation.  I  have  already,  however,  had  occa- 
sion to  say  Nancy  and  Susan  could  not  have  taken.  I  do  not 
think  the  residuary  devisees  would  have  been  entitled  to  the 
lands  being  otherwise  disposed  of  at  the  time  the  will  was  exe- 
cuted. I  therefore  think  they  would  have  been  distributable 
as  property  of  the  testator  undisposed  of. 

Am.  Dec.  Vol.  m— 40 
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Pope  v.  Campbell. 

(Hasdxv,  81.] 

DAMAGUC8  on  Failubb  to  Deliver  Peopebty.— The  value  of  any  per* 
sonal  property  at  the  time  when  it  was  to  be  delivered,  with  legal 
interest  thereon,  is  the  most  equitable  general  rule  for  estimating  the 
damages  in  case  of  a  failure  to  deliver  the  property. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  general  court.  Campbell  brought 
bis  action  on  a  contract  by  which  Pope  had  covenanted  to  pay 
him  "  a  good,  sound,  healthy  negro  boy  and  girl  between  ten 
and  fourteen  years  of  age,  on  or  before  the  tenth  day  of  April, 
1801."  Judgment  was  entered  by  default,  and  defendant's 
counsel  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  impaneled  to  in* 
quire  into  the  damages,  that  the  value  of  the  negroes  immedi- 
ately above  the  age  of  ten  years  was  the  measure  of  damages. 
The  court,  McDowell,  Thurston,  Ormsbt,  Hunter,  Allen  anil 
Greenup,  were  of  opinion  "that  the  inquiry  could  by  law  ex- 
tend to  an  age  immediately  under  fourteen  years,  and  that  the 
jury  should  exercise  their  discretion  within  those  limits."  Pope 
appealed. 

By  Coubt.  On  the  tenth  day  of  April,  1801,  a  good,  sound, 
healthy  negro  boy  and  girl,  ten  years  old,  would  have  dis- 
charged that  part  of  the  appellant's  contract;  therefore  the 
court  below  erred  in  not  instructing  the  jury  that  the  value  of 
a  negro  boy  and  girl,  ten  years  old,  at  that  time,  together  with 
legal  interest  thereon  until  the  day  on  which  the  jury  rendered 
their  verdict,  was  the  proper  rule  for  them  to  have  observed; 
for  it  is  conceived  that  the  value  of  any  personal  property  at 
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the  day  on  which  it  is  bargained  to  be  delivered,  together  with 
legal  interest  thereon,  is  the  most  equitable  general  rule  by 
which  to  ascertain  damages  where  there  is  a  failure  of  com- 
pliance. Indeed,  when  the  property  is  of  a  perishable  nature, 
and  is  wanted  for  immediate  use  or  market,  no  other  just  rule 
can  be  discovered. 

It  is,  however,  not  intended  that  this  decision  should  settle 
the  period  of  fixing  damages  in  contracts  for  land  where  there 
has  been  a  failure  of  making  conveyances  at  the  time  agreed  on, 
inasniuch  as  it  may  be  found  that  the  damages  ought  to  be 
regulated  by  very  different  considerations. 

Judgment  reversed. 


McConnell  v.  Dunlap. 

[HASH*,  41.] 

Contract  to  Convey.— If  a  person  agree  to  convey  five  hundred  acres 
out  of  one  of  two  tracts  of  land,  it  is  erroneous  to  decree  a  conveyanes 
of  two  hundred  and  fifty  acres  out  of  each  tract 

Past  Failubb  of  Title— Damages.— On  a  contract  for  a  tract  of  land, 
if  the  vendor  be  able  to  convey  but  a  part  only,  the  vendee  may  at  his 
election  compel  a  conveyance  of  that  part,  and  recover  damages  for  the 
deficiency;  or  he  may  refuse  to  take  such  part,  and  recover  damages 
for  the  whole. 

Want  of  Title— Damages.— A  vendor  commits  a  fraud  in  selling  a  sped- 
fied  tract  of  land,  knowing  he  has  no  title.  In  this  case  the  damages 
should  be  the  value  of  the  land  estimated  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  it  not 
appearing  when  the  contract  was  to  be  performed. 

Bill  for  specific  performance,  etc.  The  bill  was  filed  by  the 
devisees  of  Dunlap  against  McConnelTs  heirs,  and  alleged  that 
on  January  1, 1780,  their  testator  purchased  from  the  defend- 
ants9 ancestor  a  particular  tract  of  land,  containing  five  hundred 
acres,  in  the  forks  of  the  Elkhorn,  and  paid  the  most  of  the. con- 
sideration, and  gave  security  for  the  residue.  McConnell 
agreed  that  if  any  of  the  land  in  the  Elkhorn  should  be  deficient, 
he  would  give  as  much  out  of  a  tract  near  Lexington,  and  a 
conveyance  should  be  made  as  soon  as  patents  could  be  ob- 
tained; and  for  this  McConnell  gave  his  bond  to  Dunlap.  Dun- 
lap shortly  afterwards  died,  devising  the  land  to  the  complain- 
ants, two  of  his  infant  children.  On  August  24,  1782,  McCon- 
nell, by  agreement  with  Dunlap's  executor,  took  up  the  said 
bond,  and  gave  another,  conditioned  to  convey  the  complain- 
ants four  hundred  acres  of  good  land  in  Kentucky,  at  some 
convenient  time.    The  bill  charged  that  this  was  fraudulently 
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agreed  upon  between  McConnell  and  the  executor,  or  at  least 
the  latter  exceeded  his  authority.  The  bill  prayed  to  have  the 
latter  bond  set  aside,  and  to  have  the  first  contract  enforced. 

The  answers  denied  any  knowledge  of  the  transaction  or  the 
fraud.  The  defendants  alleged  that  although  their  ancestor 
held  the  title  to  the  said  five  hundred  acres,  a  certain  Patrick 
was  equitably  entitled  to  one-half. 

The  evidence  in  the  cause  showed  the  purchase  of  the  five 
hundred  acres  on  January  1, 1781,  for  which  McConnell  gave 
his  bond  to  convey.  It  was  further  shown  that  McConnell  had 
repeatedly  said  that  Dunlap  might  have  the  five  hundred  acres 
out  of  his  land  near  Lexington.  There  was  no  evidence  of  the 
time  when  the  land  was  to  be  conveyed;  nor  did  it  appear  when 
a  patent  was  obtained.  The  court  decreed  a  conveyance  of  two 
hundred  and  fifty  acres  of  the  Elkhorn  tract,  and  two  hundred 
and  fifty  acres  of  the  land  near  Lexington.  From  this  decree 
an  appeal  was  taken. 

By  Coxjbt.  From  the  proofs  in  the  cause,  it  sufficiently  ap- 
pears that  a  written  contract  was  entered  into  on  the  first  day 
of  January,  1781,  between  Francis  McConnell  and  Alexander 
Dunlap,  for  and  in  behalf  of  Bobert  Dunlap,  for  five  hundred 
acres  of  first-rate  land,  lying  in  the  forks  of  Elkhorn;  and  that 
McConnell  had  designated  the  particular  tract.  The  inferior 
court,  therefore,  properly  sustained  the  claim  of  the  complain- 
ant for  five  hundred  acres;  but  it  is  conceived  it  erred  in 
decreeing  two  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of  the  tract  lying  in  the 
forks  of  Elkhorn,  and  two  hundred  and  fifty  acres  out  of  the 
tract  adjoining  Lexington,  as  from  the  proofs  it  appears  that 
McConnell,  in  conversation  only,  observed  that  Dunlap  might 
have  the  five  hundred  acres  out  of  either  tract;  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  this  was  inserted  in  the  written  contract;  and  if  it 
had  been,  yet  it  was  improper  to  decree  two  hundred  and  fifty 
acres  out  of  each,  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  either  party,  as  expressed  in  the  written  contract 
or  subsequent  conversation. 

This  is  therefore  a  modification  of,  or  an  addition  to,  the 
contract,  which  a  court  has  no  power  to  make,  unless  by  con- 
sent of  the  parties.  Nor  does  it  appear  just  to  compel  the  com- 
plainants to  take  the  two  hundred  and  fifty  acres  in  the  forks 
of  Elkhorn  without  their  consent,  as  it  is  only  a  part  and  not  a 
full  quantity  to  which  they  are  entitled.  And  as  it  appears  that 
the  defendants  in  the  court  below  have  not  a  title  to  the  five 
hundred  acres  of  land  contracted  for  and  designated  as  afore* 
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said,  the  inferior  court  should  have  directed  a  jury  to  haye 
been  impaneled  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  said  five  hundred 
acres,  and  decreed  the  amount  found  to  the  complainants  as 
damages.  That  the  value  of  the  said  five  hundred  acres  should 
be  fixed  at  what  it  is.  worth  at  the  time  of  impaneling  the 
jury;  because  it  appears  from  the  defendant's  answers  that 
McConnell,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  had,  by  his  prior  contract 
with  John  Patrick,  divested  himself  of  one-half  of  the  said 
land.  It  was  therefore  fraudulent  in  him  to  sell  land  to  which 
he  knew  he  had  not  a  good  title  or  claim.  But  if  the  com- 
plainants shall  consent  to  take  the  said  two  hundred  and  fifty 
acres  of  land  in  the  forks  of  Elkhorn,  it  should  be  so  decreed; 
and  then  a  jury  should  be  impaneled  to  ascertain  in  the  man- 
ner aforesaid  the  value  of  the  two  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of 
land  conveyed  to  Patrick;  and  its  amount  should  also  be  de- 
creed to  be  paid  to  the  complainants. 


Grant  v.  Groshon. 

[Hauum,  88.] 

Payment  of  Peopeety,  wheex  Made.— The  residence  of  the  debtor  if 
the  place  where  payment  in  property  ia  to  be  made,  where  no  other 
place  ia  agreed  upon. 

Alleging  Demand  and  Refusal.— Where  a  debt  ia  payable  on  a  par- 
ticular day,  the  plaintiff  need  not  allege  in  hia  declaration,  a  demand 
and  refusal  at  the  residence  of  the  defendant.  If  the  defendant  were 
really  ready  and  willing  to  pay,  he  should  specially  plead  it 

Action  of  covenant  by  Groshon  against  Grant,  upon  a  written 
instrument  bearing  date  nineteenth  December,  1799,  for  the 
payment  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  "in  property,  such 
as  horse  creatures,  cattle,"  etc.,  at  the  common  selling  price,  by 
the  first  day  of  May  next.  The  breech  assigned  was  that  the 
defendant  has  not  paid  to  the  plaintiff  two  hundred  and  fifty 
pounds  in  property  before  the  first  day  of  May,  1800.  Judg- 
ment by  nihil  dicii. 

Errors  were  now  assigned  in  this  court  because:  1.  There 
were  two  declarations;  2.  There  is  no  averment  that  the  prop- 
erty was  demanded  at  the  defendant's  usual  place  of  residence, 
nor  any  statement,  showing  an  excuse  for  not  doing  so. 

Bowan,  for  plaintiff  in  error,  relied  upon  previous  decisions  of 
the  court:  Chambers  v.  Winn;  Letcher  v.  Taylor. 

Tumble,  J.,  requested  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to  consider  the 
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difference  between  a  covenant  to  pay  property  on-demand  and 
on  a  particular  day. 

Rowan.  The  same  principles  govern.  The  convenience  of 
selecting  property  is  the  reason  why  a  payment  thereof  is  to  be 
made  at  the  defendant's  house;  and  this  reason  applies  as 
strongly  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other.  Time  cannot  render 
place  immaterial.  Before  the  case  of  Dandridge  v.  Harris,  1 
Wash.  326  (1  Am.  Dec.  465),  and  the  cases  before  cited,  the 
law  was,  that  where  no  place  was  fixed  for  the  payment  of  pon- 
derous property,  but  the  time  was  fixed,  the  debtor  should,  be- 
fore the  day,  ascertain  from  the  creditor  where  he  would  receive 
the  property;  but  these  cases  have  changed  the  rule,  and  substi- 
tuted the  debtor's  residence. 

Clay,  contra,  contended  that  these  cases  did  not  apply;  be- 
cause there  the  property  was  payable  on  demand.  Here  the 
party  might  have  discharged  his  obligation,  by  showing  he 
was  ready  on  the  day  at  his  place  of  residence,  and  the  general 
breach  assigned  is  sufficient.  Here  the  property  is  convenient 
for  transportation;  as  much  so  as  money. 

By  Court,  Grundy,  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  of  covenant, 
brought  in  the  inferior  court  by  the  present  defendant,  against 
the  present  plaintiff,  upon  a  writing  under  seal,  executed  by  the 
plaintiff,  Grant,  by  which  he  had  bound  himself  to  pay  to  the 
defendant,  Groshon,  two  hundred  and  fifty  pounds,  to  be  dis- 
charged in  such  property  as  horses,  cattle,  etc.,  at  their  com- 
mon selling  prices,  by  the  first  day  of  May  next  ensuing  the 
date  of  said  writing;  which  writing  bore  date  on  the  nineteenth 
day  of  December,  1799. 

The  first  error  assigned  is:  "That  the  plaintiff,  under  an 
order  in  the  inferior  court,  giving  leave  to  amend  his  declara- 
tion, filed  a  new  one,  instead  of  amending  the  declaration 
already  filed." 

This  the  court  deem  not  to  be  erroneous,  it  being  unimportant 
whether  the  plaintiff  files  an  amendment  only,  specifying  the 
alterations  necessary  in  the  declaration,  or  transcribes  such  parts 
of  the  declaration  as  are  sufficient  on  a  different  paper,  and  adds 
thereto  or  makes  therein  the  necessary  alterations. 

The  second  error  assigned  is:  u  That  no  demand  of  the  prop- 
erty at  the  obligor's  place  of  residence  is  averred  in  the  plaint- 
iff's declaration;"  and  to  support  this  objection  the  cases  of 
Chambers  v.  Winn  and  Letcher  v.  Taylor,  decided  in  this  court, 
are  relied  on.    The  court  conceive  there  is  a  material  difference 
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between  those  cases  and  the  one  now  under  consideration.  In 
both  of  them  the  property  was  payable  on  demand,  and  no  place 
of  payment  specified  in  the  contract.  The  court  determined 
that  the  plaintiff  must  show  in  his  declaration  that  he  had,  be- 
fore bringing  his  suit,  demanded  the  property  at  the  obligor's 
place  of  residence;  because,  without  doing  this,  he  had  not 
shown  that  the  debt  was  due  and  payable.  The  right  to  com- 
mence  his  action  could  not  accrue  until  the  demand  was  made 
at  the  proper  place;  the  making  of  the  demand  jvas  a  precedent 
act  to  be  performed  by  the  obligee;  and  were  the  court  to  per- 
mit a  recovery  to  be  had  against  the  obligor,  without  compelling 
the  obligee  to  show  that  he  had  given  him  an  opportunity,  by  a 
demand  so  made,  to  discharge  the  obligation  in  the  property 
contracted  for,  it  would,  in  fact,  in  all  such  cases,  be  putting  it 
in  the  power  of  the  creditor  to  change  his  property  debt  into 
money,  and  the  debtor,  by  no  exertion  on  his  part,  could  pre- 
vent it. 

In  this  case  there  is  a  day  of  payment  fixed  by  the  contract, 
and  the  decisions  above  referred  to  determine  the  place  of  resi- 
dence of  the  obligor  to  be  the  place  at  which  the  payment  is  to 
be  made.  The  obligor  could,  therefore,  by  plea,  have  shown 
that  he  was  ready  on  his  part,  at  the  time  and  place,  and  that 
the  payment  would  have  been  made,  had  the  obligee  attended 
to  receive  the  property.  When  the  time  and  place  of  payment 
are  fixed,  a  special  demand  need  not  be  averred  in  the  plaint- 
iff's declaration;  the  defendant  being  bound  to  perform  the  first 
act  by  producing  the  property  for  payment. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Tardeveau  v.  Smith. 

[Habddt,  170.] 

What  Constitutes  a  Usurious  Contract.— A  contract  to  be  usurious 
must  be  substantially  a  lending  and  borrowing;  and  if  this  be  under* 
stood,  no  shift  or  contrivance  will  enable  the  parties  to  evade  the  law. 

Stipulated  Damages. — In  a  contract  the  parties  may  agree  on  a  sum  as 
stipulated  damages  in  case  of  failure;  and  the  jury  are  bound  by  such 
damages  so  ascertained,  though  it  exceed  legal  interest  on  the  value  of 
property  which  should  have  been  paid. 

Action  on  a  bond  by  Smith's  executor  against  Tardeveau  and 
others.  The  bond,  dated  twenty-ninth  May,  1788,  had  the  fol- 
lowing condition:  "  Whereas  the  above  bound  Tardeveau  broth- 
ers are  indebted  to  the  said  James  Smith,  two  likely  negroes, 
between  the  age  of  fifteen  and  twenty-five  years,  to  be  sound 
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and  healthy;  which  said  negroes  ought  to  have  been  delivered 
the  month  of  January  last  past;  but  from  some  circumstances 
it  hath  been  inconvenient  for  the  said  Tardeveau  brothers  to  pay 
the  said  negroes,  and  the  said  James  Smith  being  willing  to 
wait  till  the  twenty-ninth  of  May,  1791,  on  receiving  a  reasona- 
ble hire  for  said  negroes.  Now  if  the  said  Tardeveau  brothers 
shall  well  and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  the  said  James 
Smith,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  two  likely  negro  male  slaves,  sound 
and  healthy,  between  the  age  of  fifteen  and  twenty-five  years,  on 
or  before  the  twenty-ninth  of  May,  1791;  and  also  the  sum  of 
twelve  pounds  per  annum,  for  each  of  said  slaves,  to  commence 
from  the  first  of  January  last  past,  until  the  said  slaves  shall 
be  paid  to  the  said  James  Smith,  as  a  compensation  for  their 
services,  until  paid,  then  the  above  obligation  to  be  void,"  etc 

On  the  trial  the  defendants  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury:  "That  the  hire  of  the  negroes  expressed  in  the  writing 
obligatory  on  which  the  suit  was  founded,  was  usurious,  and 
as  such,  not  recoverable;  and  that  it  would  be  proper  to  find 
legal  interest  on  the  value  of  the  negroes*  as  it  would  other- 
wise be  a  greater  compensation  than  the  law  contemplated." 

The  motion  was  overruled,  and  judgment  given  for  the 
plaintiff.  An  appeal  was  taken,  and  the  particular  error  as- 
signed was  error  in  overruling  the  motion  as  aforesaid. 

Allen,  for  the  appellants. 

Talbot,  contra. 

By  Coubt.  This  court  are  called  on  to  decide  whether  this 
contract  be  within  the  statute  of  usury.  To  make  it  so,  it  is 
clearly  essential  that  the  substance  of  the  transaction  should 
have  been  a  lending  and  borrowing.  And  if  it  was  so  under- 
stood by  the  parties,  no  shift  or  contrivance,  however  disguised, 
can  avail  to  evade  that  statute.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
was  not  a  borrdwing  or  lending,  the  converse  of  the  proposition 
is  equally  true,  that  it  cannot  be  brought  within  the  statute. 
On  the  part  of  the  appellant,  no  evidence  was  exhibited  to  show 
that  a  lending  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties.  And 
as  the  contract  itself  does  not  import  a  loan,  this  court  cannot 
presume  it  to  have  been  a  loan.  Therefore,  the  contract  on  its 
face  not  importing  a  loan,  and  whether  it  was  a  mere  colorable 
transaction  to  disguise  a  loan  or  not,  being  a  fact  which  it  was 
the  peculiar  province  of  a  jury  to  decide,  the  circuit  court  of 
Lincoln  were  right  in  refusing  to  give  the  direction  prayed  for. 

It  has  been  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  that 
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this  case  amounted  to  usury,  because  the  plaintiff  below  recov- 
ered more  damages  than  the  value  of  the  property  covenanted 
to  be  delivered  to  him  at  the  time  that  covenant  was  broken, 
together  with  legal  interest  thereon  up  to  the  time  of  the  ren- 
dition of  the  judgment.  But,  as  in  the  case  of  annuities  (a 
usual  mode  of  borrowing  in  England),  if  the  annuity  was  really 
purchased,  and  not  used  as  a  cover  to  a  loan,  it  is  immaterial 
how  low  it  was  purchased — how  good  a  bargain  on  the  one  side, 
or  how  bad  on  the  other. 

So  in  this  case,  if  it  was  really,  as  it  appears  to  be,  a  contract 
for  the  actual  sale  and  purchase  of  negroes,  the  parties  had  a 
right  to  stipulate  the  damages  that  should  accrue  upon  the 
breach  of  this  contract,  and  also  those  that  had  previously  ex- 
isted. And  whether  a  good  or  a  bad  bargain  for  either,  neither 
a  court  of  common  law  nor  a  court  of  equity  could  relieve 
against  it. 

For  the  non-performance  of  this  contract,  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  must  have  been  in  damages;  the  amount  of  which  would 
or  might  have  been  uncertain.  And  it  was  as  competent  to  the 
parties  to  contract  for  the  liquidation  of  those  damages,  in  such 
an  event,  as  to  contract  for  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract 
itself.  And  where  a  precise  sum  is  fixed  and  agreed  upon  be- 
tween them,  that  very  sum  is  the  ascertained  damage,  and  a 
jury  is  confined  to  it. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

A  motion  was  made  for  a  reconsideration  of  the  ease  and 
overruled. 

Bell  v.  Rowland. 

Promise  to  Bab  Statute  of  Limitations— To  take  a  ease  oat  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  an  express  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  as  a 
debt  then  due,  or  on  express  promise  to  pay  it,  most  be  proved  to  have 
been  made  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute. 

Instbuction  to  Jury.— In  such  a  case  the  court  may  either  instruct  the 
jury  as  to  the  law,  and  leave  them  to  determine  the  fact,  or  the  court 
may  take  the  whole  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  true,  and 
the  facts  sworn  to  by  the  witnesses  as  sufficiently  proved,  and  instruct 
the  jury  as  to  the  law  arising  on  those  facts. 

Writ  of  zbror  from  the  circuit  court    The  facte  appear  from 
the  opinion. 
Alien,  for  plaintiff. 
Talbot  and  Clay,  for  the  defendants. 
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By  Court;  Gbtody,  C.  J.  The  questions  to  be  decided  in 
this  court  are:  1.  Whether  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  Bell, 
the  plaintiff  in  the  circuit  court,  was  sufficient  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  not;  2.  Whether  the  court 
ought  not  to  Lave  instructed  the  jury  as  to  the  law  of  the  case, 
and  then  have  left  it  with  them  to  determine  whether  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  debt,  or  a  promise  to  pay  it,  had  been 
proved  to  have  been  made  within  the  five  years;  and,  3. 
Whether  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  and  the  issue  thereupon,  is 
too  imperfect  to  be  sustained  after  verdict;  especially  after  a 
general  finding  for  the  defendants,  both  on  that  plea  and  the 
plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Upon  the  first  point  we  have  had  occasion  to  review  and  con- 
sider the  English  decisions  on  the  construction  of  their  statute 
of  limitations;  in  hopes  that,  as  their  statute  was  similar  to 
ours,  we  might  derive  from  thoso  decisions  satisfactory  light. 
But  it  seems  to  us  that  many  of  those  decisions  have  gone  un- 
warrantable lengths  in  evading  the  statute;  and  that  some  of 
them  have,  indeed,  amounted  to  a  total  disregard  of  its  provis- 
ions. In  some  cases  it  is  said  that  the  slightest  acknowledg- 
ment will  be  sufficient.  And  in  one  case,  where  the  defendant 
said  to  the  plaintiff,  "  I  am  willing  to  settle  with  you,  but  I 
owe  you  nothing,"  it  was  adjudged  such  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  debt  as  would  take  it  out  of  the  statute.  A  plain  man, 
whose  understanding  had  not  been  perverted  by  legal  refine- 
ments and  subtleties,  so  far  from  considering  the  expressions 
as  an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  or  a  promise  to  pay  it,  would 
have  considered  them  as  a  positive  denial  of  the  existence  or 
justice  of  the  claim. 

These  decisions  of  the  English  courts  being  only  their  con- 
struction of  their  own  statute,  we  are  free  to  declare,  we  do  not 
consider  them  as  obligatory  upon  us,  in  giving  a  construction 
to  our  statute,  although  similar  in  its  provisions  to  theirs;  and 
that  so  far  as  they  have  gone  upon  nice  refinements,  for  the 
purpose  of  evading  the  statute,  they  must  be  disregarded. 

The  statute  of  limitations,  although  frequently  contemned, 
is  a  wise  and  beneficial  law.  It  was  made  to  prevent  the  rais- 
ing up  stale  demands,  after  the  true  state  of  the  transaction 
may  be  forgotten,  through  length  of  time;  to  prevent  the  in- 
jury that  would  very  frequently  arise  from  the  death  or  removal 
of  witnesses;  and  it  tends  to  the  speedy  adjustment  of  disputes, 
and  the  suppression  of  perjury.  No  case,  therefore,  to  which 
the  statute  had  once  attached  should  be  taken  out  of  its  opera- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


May,  1808.]  Bell  v.  Rowland.  731 

tion,  unless  it  is  clearly  out  of  the  misohiefs  intended  to  be 
guarded  against  by  the  statute;  and  unless  it  can  be  brought 
within  some  general  rule,  intelligible  to  the  community,  so  as 
to  avoid  the  uncertainty  so  frequently  the  reproach  of  the  law. 
If  "the  slightest  acknowledgment;"  if  strained  constructive 
acknowledgments  and  promises  are  held  sufficient,  it  must 
multiply  litigation,  produce  endless  uncertainty,  and,  it  is  to  be 
feared,  a  fruitful  crop  of  perjury.  Slight  circumstances,  and  a 
man's  loose  expressions,  would  frequently  be  construed  into 
"  slight  acknowledgments  of  the  debt/'  when  he  himself  neither 
intended  to  make,  or  understood  himself  as  making,  any  ac- 
knowledgment at  all.  Instances  of  this  kind,  it  is  apprehended, 
are  frequent  in  the  books;  but  the  example  is  too  dangerous  to 
be  countenanced. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  only  safe  rule 
that  can  be  adopted,  capable  of  any  reasonable  degree  of  cer- 
tainty, is  that,  in  order  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  an  express  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  as  a  debt 
due  at  that  time  (coupled  with  the  original  consideration),  or 
an  express  promise  to  pay  it,  must  be  proven  to  have  been 
made  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute.  And  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  acknowledgments  of  David  Rowland,  de- 
ceased, proved  upon  the  trial  as  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions 
were  not  such  express  acknowledgments  or  promise  as  could, 
by  law,  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

The  utmost  extent  of  his  acknowledgment  was:  "  That  he 
had  once  owed  the  plaintiff,  but  he  supposed  his  brother  had 
paid  it  in  Virginia  (the  place  where  the  original  transaction  took 
place,  in  the  year  1785);  and  if  his  brother  had  not  paid  it,  he 
owed  it  yet."  This  was  far  from  an  acknowledgment  of  a  debt 
due  or  subsisting  at  that  time,  when  he  insisted  the  debt  had 
been  paid  by  his  brother. 

But  it  has  been  contended  that  if  his  brother  had  in  fact  paid  it, 
he  could  and  ought  to  have  proved  the  payment  As  well  might 
it  be  contended  that  if  he  had  paid  the  debt  himself,  he  could 
and  ought  to  prove  it.  In  either  case,  it  would  be  requiring  of 
him  what  the  statute  clearly  intends  shall  not  be  required;  that 
he  shall  make  proof  of  the  payment.  The  statute  goes  upon 
the  presumption  that  payment  has  been  made,  and  that  after 
the  lapse  of  time,  proof  cannot  be  reasonably  required. 

To  have  bound  him,  he  ought  either  to  have  made  a  promise 
to  pay  (which  is  not  here  pretended),  or  such  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  debt  from  which  the  law  could  imply  a  promise. 
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Now  the  law  implies  a  promise  where  the  party  ought  to  prom* 
ise;  but  can  we  say  he  ought  to  have  promised,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  present  case,  the  payment  of  a  debt  which 
he  supposed  had  been  already  paid  ?    We  think  we  cannot. 

Upon  the  second  point,  we  are  of  opinion  the  court  might 
either  have  instructed  the  jury  as  to  the  law  of  the  case,  and 
have  left  them  to  have  determined,  afterwards,  the  facts;  or  in 
other  words,  whether  such  an  acknowledgment  or  promise  had 
been  made  as  was  proved  by  the  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff;  or  the  court  might,  taking  the  whole  of  the  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  true,  and  the  facts  sworn  to  by 
the  witnesses  as  sufficiently  proved,  instruct  the  jury  as  to  the 
law  arising  upon  those  facts.  The  latter  course  was  pursued  by 
the  court  in  this  case;  and  so  far  as  we  can  discover  such  was 
the  general  practice  in  the  English  courts  prior  to  the  Revolu- 
tion, and  such  has  pretty  generally  been  the  practice,  both  in 
Virginia  and  this  country. 

We  have  seen  but  one  case  where  this  practice  has  been  con- 
demned in  the  British  courts.  It  is  the  case  of  Lloyd  v.  Maund, 
2  T.  R.  760.  There  three  judges,  contrary  to  the  practice 
adopted  by  the  chief  justice  at  nisi  prius,  granted  a  new  trial, 
because  he  had  not  left  a  letter  to  the  jury  to  put  their  con- 
struction upon  it,  which  had  been  written  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff.  In  which  case,  one  of  the  judges,  when  speaking 
of  the  strongest  part  of  the  letter,  says,  "  That,  perhaps,  does 
contain  an  insinuation  that  something  was  due/9  and  therefore, 
he  concludes,  it  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  put  their 
construction  on  it. 

This  case  having  been  decided  since  the  year  1776,  cannot  be 
considered  as  authority  in  this  court,  and  can  only  be  useful  in 
showing  to  what  dangerous  lengths  the  judges  of  that  country 
have  gone  in  modern  times,  in  order  to  get  out  of  the  statute. 

Upon  the  third  point,  we  are  of  opinion  there  is  no  error. 
The  record  states  that  "  the  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit, 
to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  generally."  This,  although  a  very 
informal  method  of  making  up  an  issue,  is  good  after  verdict. 
The  nature  of  the  issue  to  be  tried  could  not  be  misunderstood, 
and  the  merits  must  have  been  as  fairly  tried  as  if  the  issue  had 
been  formally  made  up. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


This  case  has  been  extensively  cited.    See,  as  following  its  authority  in 
Kentucky :    Gray  v.  Lauridge,  2  Bibb,  285;  Lonsdale  v.  Brathear,  3T.E 
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Mon.  332;  Hord  v.  Lee,  4  Id.  37;  Rochester  v.  Bvford,  5  J.  J.  Marsh,  83; 
Hard  v.  Manner,  Id.  259;  French  v.  Frazier,  7  Id.  431;  Fisher  v.  Hess,  9  B. 
Mon.  617;  Smith  v.  Dawson,  10  Id.  114;  Hopkins  v.  £*ottf,  6  Bush,  384. 
Elsewhere:  Newhouse  v.  Redmond,  7  Ala.  599;  McCormkkv.  Brown,  dOCaL 
186;  Kimmelv.  Schwartz,  Breeae,  282;  McLean  v.  Tfo*?,  4  Ma  259:  £%aw 
t.  itooetf,  2  R.  L  269;  £tfoto  v.  JFjpme,  7  Yerg.  541;  BeU  v.  Jfrrri**,  1 
Peters,  363. 


Rogers  v.  Coleman. 

Judgment  op  Another  State,  Validity  op.— If  the  judgment  of 
another  state  be  founded  upon  the  appearance  of  the  defendant, 
or  service  of  process  be  actually  made  upon  him,  such  judgment  is 
conclusive,  except  so  far  only  as  it  could  be  impeached  in  the  courts  of 
the  state  where  it  was  rendered.  But  where  the  defendant  did  not 
appear,  and  had  constructive  notice  only,  as  by  attachment  or  publica- 
tion, the  judgment  is  not  conclusive,  but  may  be  inquired  into  and 
impeached. 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court.  The  facts  of  the  case  appear 
from  the  opinion. 

Talbot ,  for  the  appellant 

Clay,  contra. 

By  Court,  Trimble,  J.  Coleman  and  wife  exhibited  a  bill  in 
the  high  court  of  chancery  in  Virginia  against  John  Rogers,  to 
litigate  and  ascertain  their  claim  to  certain  slaves  and  land,  and 
the  proceeds  thereof;  and  against  Thomas  Pollard,  who  had 
purchased  the  land  of  Rogers,  and  was  indebted  for  a  part  of 
the  purchase.  Rogers  at  the  time  of  the  exhibition  of  the  bill 
was  a  resident  of  Kentucky,  as  was  stated  in  the  bill;  and  an 
order  for  his  appearance  was  directed  by  the  chancellor  to  be 
published  according  to  the  statute  of  Virginia  in  such  cases  pro- 
vided. 

The  effects  of  the  defendant,  John  Rogers,  in  the  hands  of 
the  other  defendant,  Pollard,  were  stayed  and  enjoined;  and 
the  record  and  proceedings  in  a  former  suit  in  chancery, 
wherein  said  Pollard  was  complainant,  and  said  Rogers  was 
defendant,  were  referred  to  as  a  part  of  Coleman's  bill. 

The  defendant,  Rogers,  not  having  entered  his  appearance 
to  the  suit  of  Coleman  and  wife,  the  bill  was  taken  as  con* 
fessed,  as  to  him,  and  an  inquiry  was  certified  to  a  court  of 
common  law,  to  be  decided  by  a  jury,  whether  Larkin  Rogers 
had  attained  full  age  at  or  before  his  death;  that  being  the 
question  upon  which  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Coleman  depended. 
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The  jury  impaneled,  found  the  time  of  his  birth  only;  and  re- 
fused to  find  the  time  of  his  death,  for  want  of  evidence. 

This  verdict  being  certified  to  the  court  of  chancery,  was  set 
aside  by  the  chancellor,  and  another  inquiry  sent  down;  upon 
which,  the  jury  found,  in  May,  1802,  that  Larkin  Rogers  was  a 
minor  at  his  death.  Upon  this  verdict,  certified,  the  chancellor, 
in  September,  1802,  pronounced  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  com- 
plainants;  the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  Rogers,  having  never 
been  entered  to  this  suit;  which  decree,  according  to  the  statute 
of  Virginia,  might  be  opened  by  the  defendant,  at  any  time  within 
seven  years  next  after  the  decree  rendered  (unless  within  that 
time,  in  the  case  of  an  absent  debtor,  upon  his  return  to  the 
country,  the  complainant  should  serve  him  with  a  copy  of  the 
decree;  in  which  case,  twelve  months  from  the  service  are 
allowed  for  appearing  and  petitioning  to  have  the  cause  re- 
heard). Upon  this  decree,  thus  rendered,  Coleman  and  wife, 
within  the  seven  years,  commenced  an  action  in  the  Fayette 
circuit  court  of  this  state;  in  which  cause  the  defendant, 
Rogers,  offered  evidence  of  the  time  at  which  Larkin  Rogers 
died,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  said  decree,  or  dis- 
charging himself  from  the  action;  which  evidence  the  court  re- 
fused to  receive,  taking  the  decree  and  record  of  the  proceed- 
ings, and  evidence  on  which  it  was  founded,  as  conclusive 
evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  and  from  the 
judgment  at  common  law,  thus  rendered  upon  the  said  decree, 
Rogers  has  appealed  to  this  court. 

If  it  had  been  a  decree  or  judgment  of  the  court  of  a  foreign 
country,  it  is  conceded  that  evidence  to  impeach  or  avoid  the 
demand  founded  thereon  would  have  been  admissible;  but,  as  it 
is  a  decree  of  a  court  of  a  sister  state,  certified  according  to  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the  act  of  congress  made 
in  pursuance  thereof,  it  must  be  inquired  whether  the  effect 
given  to  it  by  the  court  was  the  proper  one. 

The  constitution  of  the  United  States,  article  fourth,  section 
first,  declares:  "Full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each 
state  to  the  public  acts,  records  and  judicial  proceedings  of 
every  other  state.  And  the  congress  may,  by  general  laws,  pre- 
scribe the  manner  in  which  such  acts,  records  and  proceedings 
shall  be  proved,  and  the  effect  thereof."  The  act  of  the  con- 
gress of  the  United  States,  passed  in  May,  1790,  vol.  1,  L.  U. 
S.,  p.  115,  prescribes  the  manner  of  the  authentication,  and 
then  declares:  "  The  said  records  and  judicial  proceedings,  au- 
thenticated as  aforesaid,  shall  have  full  faith  and  credit  given 
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to  them  in  every  court  within  the  United  States,  as  they  have 
by  law  or  usage  in  the  courts  of  the  state  from  whence  the  said 
records  are  or  shall  be  taken." 

How  far  the  judgments  of  the  courts  of  sister  states  shall, 
when  admitted  as  evidence,  be  conclusive,  or  be  examinable,  is 
highly  interesting,  and  it  is  desirable  that  it  should  be  settled 
once  for  all.  As  it  is  desirable  that  this  intended  bond  and 
cement  of  union  should  be  regarded  in  the  same  relative 
strength  in  every  state,  we  have  looked  into  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  of  other  states,  from  whence  it  appears,  unhappily, 
that  the  decisions  in  ail  the  states  are  not  in  unison.  We  can- 
not, however,  give  in  to  such  a  construction  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  when  using  the  expressions,  "full 
faith  and  credit,"  as  would  assign  to  the  judgment  of  a  sister 
state,  no  greater  credibility,  nor  claim  from  us  any  greater  faith, 
that  the  language,  precepts  and  commands  thereof  were  ortho- 
dox, according  to  the  immutable  principles  of  justice,  than  if  it 
•were  the  sentence  of  a  foreign  heterogeneous  government. 
Such  a  construction  would  make  that  part  of  the  constitution  a 
mere  senseless,  dumb  article.  With  a  guarantee  of  a  republi- 
can form  of  government,  as  given  by  that  constitution;  with 
one  common  declaration  as  to  the  rights  of  man  in  society; 
with  homogeneous  sentiments  of  general  jurisprudence,  and  that 
similarity  of  trial,  and  of  the  evidence  admissible  on  that  trial, 
which  prevails  in  the  states — all  of  whom  have  drawn  their  no- 
tions of  justice  from  the  same  common  source — there  can  exist 
no  just  cause  of  jealousy  against  their  different  tribunals. 

To  give  such  faith  and  credit  to  the  records  abroad  as  they 
would  have  at  home,  is  certainly  giving  them  "full  faith  and 
credit."  The  constitution  of  the  United  States  can  require  no 
more,  and  the  law  of  congress  on  the  subject  (whether  we 
regard  the  effect  of  the  authentication,  by  which  the  credit  and 
faith  is  to  be  demanded,  or  the  effect  of  the  contents  of  the 
record)  can  mean  no  more  nor  less. 

Placing  the  judgments  of  sister  states  on  this  general  equal- 
ity of  faith  and  credit,  throughout  the  Union,  by  saying  they 
ought  to  be  examined,  opened,  or  impeached  only  in  that  de- 
gree or  extent  in  which  they  would  be  impeached  in  the  state 
in  which  they  were  rendered,  no  difficulty  can  remain  as  to 
those  judgments,  where  the  parties  had  a  fair  trial  of  the  mer- 
its by  actual  appearance  and  litigation;  or  might  have  had,  by 
reason  of  the  service  of  the  process  upon  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant, he  being  then  within  the  actual  jurisdiction  of  the 
court. 
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When  a  fair  trial  has  thus  been  had,  or  the  means  of  a  full 
investigation  have  thus  been  afforded,  it  would  not  only  en- 
courage  multiplicity  of  litigation,  and  excite  a  disposition  to 
abscond  after  suit  commenced,  before  the  sentence  of  the  law 
could  be  executed,  but  would  be  in  violation  of  the  plain  inten- 
tion of  the  constitution  of  the  confederated  governments,  to 
suffer  the  judgments  again  to  be  opened  for  the  purpose  of 
permitting  the  parties  to  plead,  or  show  in  evidence  that  which 
might  and  ought  to  have  been  opposed  to  the  rendering  of 
judgment  in  the  first  instance.  Such  judgments  ought  to  be 
conclusive,  and  enforced  without  inquiring  into  the  grounds  of 
them,  or  into  the  demeanor  of  the  court  or  jury,  who  decided 
them,  except  so  far  as  they  were  inquirable  into  by  the  same 
tribunal,  or  those  of  co-ordinate  powers,  in  the  state,  from 
whence  such  judgments  are,  or  may  be,  certified. 

But  how  far  judgments  and  proceedings  founded  on  certain 
statutory  provisions  are  conclusive,  and  how  far  they  may  be 
inquired  into  in  the  courts  of  the  same  state,  will  often  be  sub- 
jects of  difficulty. 

These  difficulties  must  increase  where  the  defendant  has  been 
subjected  to  a  judgment,  without  any  service  of  process  on  him 
personally,  or  without  his  having  entered  an  appearance,  where 
the  process  was  not  served  upon  his  person,  as  in  the  cases  of 
foreign  attachment;  or  of  constructive  service  of  process,  as  by 
publication  against  the  defendant  (as  in  the  present  case),  united 
with  an  attachment  or  sequestration  of  the  effects  of  the  defend- 
ant, or  without  it.  Where  the  trial  is  evidently  ex  parte;  where 
the  fundamental  principles  and  notions  of  a  trial  have  been 
only  colorably  observed,  and  the  defendant  has  been  con- 
demned unheard,  and  without  any  other  than  a  constructive 
notice,  to  appear  and  gainsay  the  demand,  it  would  be  too 
rigid  and  unjust  to  say  that  such  cases  were  contemplated  by 
the  constitution  and  by  the  act  of  congress.  A  sentence  thus 
obtained,  where  (to  use  the  language  of  a  great  judge),  the  de- 
fendant has  had  no  better  representative  than  a  blanket,  or  a 
log;  and  in  defiance  of  that  maxim,  ''hear  both  parties/9  de- 
serves not  the  appellation  of  a  judgment;  it  seems  to  be  rather 
a  silent  and  necessary  act  of  the  court. 

These  cases  seem  to  have  been  generally  agreed,  by  those 
who  have  expressed  judicial  opinions  on  the  subject,  to  form 
exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  although  their  reasons  have  not 
been  entirely  satisfactory.  They  have  considered  the  question 
as  rather  confined  to  the  particular  case,  and  state  regulation 
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in  each  individual  case,  than  upon  principles  which  would  apply 
equally  to  all  cases  of  that  description. 

In  Phelps  v.  Holker,  1  Dall,  264,  it  was  adjudged  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Pennsylvania,  that  a  judgment  in  a  foreign  at- 
tachment, in  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  was  not  conclusive 
evidence  between  the  same  parties  in  Pennsylvania;  being  con- 
sidered as  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  not  to  be  extended  farther 
than  the  property  attached;  it  is,  therefore,  said  by  Chief  Justice 
McKean,  the  articles  of  confederation  ought  not  to  be  permitted 
to  work  such  evident  injustice  and  mischief  as  those  contained 
in  the  doctrine  contended  for  on  the  other  side. 

In  the  case  of  Kibbe  v.  Kibbe,  decided  in  the  state  of  Con- 
necticut, the  court  would  not  sustain  an  action  at  all  on  a  judg- 
ment obtained  in  Massachusetts,  where  the  defendant  had  not 
been  served  with  process,  saying,  however,  that  full  credence 
ought  to  be  given  to  the  judgments  of  courts  within  the  United 
States,  where  both  parties  were  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
courts  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  were  duly 
served  with  process,  and  had,  or  might  have  had,  a  fair  trial. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  courts  is  spoken  of,  and  a  proper  atten- 
tion to  that  subject  will  furnish  an  easy  solution  of  those  cases 
where  the  party  was  not  served  personally  with  process.  All 
rights  are  growing  out  of,  or  attached  to  the  person  or  things, 
which  are  the  subjects  of  property;  and  the  jurisdiction  of  every 
court  must  attach,  either  because  the  person  is  within  the 
sphere  of  its  authority,  or  because  the  property  or  effects  of  the 
person,  or  that  which  is  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy,  i» 
within  that  sphere.  If  the  defendant  is  served  within  the  proper 
limits  of  the  state  with  the  process  of  the  court  of  that  state, 
then  the  jurisdiction  attaches  to  the  greater  and  most  compre- 
hensive subject;  the  lesser  is  included,  the  right  which  issues 
out  of  property,  or  the  person,  is,  and  ought  to  be,  conclusively 
determined  and  obligatory  upon  the  parties,  wheresoever  they 
might  go  within  the  United  States.  The  action  being  against 
the  person,  the  judgment  of  his  being  concluded,  ought  to  be 
as  transitory  as  his  person;  nor  ought  he  to  be  permitted,  by 
removal  of  his  person,  to  evade  the  force  of  the  sentence. 

But  where  the  jurisdiction  attaches  only  in  rem,  the  judg- 
ment cannot  rightfully  be  said  to  extend  beyond  the  subject, 
and  bind  the  person  of  the  defendant,  not  only  as  to  his  right 
in  that  particular  thing,  but  as  to  his  personal  rights  generally. 
The  utmost  extent  to  which  such  a  judgment  could  be  claimed 
as  conclusive,  and  to  be  enforced,  would  be  within  the  terri- 
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torial  limits  of  that  state,  or  sovereignty,  which  rendered  the 
judgment.  Let  us  examine  the  consequences  to  which  a  con- 
trary doctrine  would  lead.  If  the  submission  of  the  plaintiff  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  obtaining  a  judgment  by  pro- 
cess in  rem,  shall  extend  that  judgment  beyond  that  subject, 
and  conclude  the  rights  of  the  defendant,  generally,  whereso- 
ever he  may  be,  without  the  limits  of  that  state,  and  within  the 
United  States;  what  safeguard  has  a  defendant  in  any  one  of  the 
states  against  a  plaintiff  who  would  gratuitously  bestow,  in  his 
absence,  an  eagle,  or  a  blanket,  or  a  spoon,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  judgment,  by  specious  and  colorable  testimony  to 
conclude  him,  by  a  judgment  to  a  large  amount  to  be  sent  to 
tbe  state  whereof  he  is  a  resident,  duly  authenticated,  as  soon  as 
the  time  has  expired  within  which,  by  the  lex  loci,  the  judgment 
or  decree  might  be  opened  ? 

But  if  the  person,  on  submission  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  one 
part,  and  an  inconsiderable  subject,  to  which  the  right  of  the. 
defendant  is  said  to  attach,  either  rightfully  or  colorably  only, 
is  such  a  representation  of  the  parties  before  the  court,  as  to 
give  the  sentence  general  efficacy,  upon  all  the  personal  rights 
of  the  defendant,  as  well  as  over  his  general-  property,  to  be 
enforced  with  blind  obedience,  by  every  court  in  the  union; 
there  is  no  sound  distinction  to  be  taken  between  such  a  partial 
constructive  service  of  process  on  the  defendant,  and  a  service 
upon  him  by  a  publication  in  the  newspapers,  and  church  or 
court-house  doors  only;  indeed,  the  latter  constructive  service 
would  be  the  more  plausible  of  the  two,  as  being  more  public 
and  more  likely  to  attract  his  attention.  If  the  regulation,  as  to 
opening  the  decree  in  seven  years,  will  do  to  give  it  the  cloak 
of  justice,  why  will  not  seven  months  do? 

Thus  one  state  may,  by  her  municipal  regulations,  exercise  a 
jurisdiction,  indirectly  extra  territorium,  and  enforce  the  claims 
of  her  own  citizens  upon  the  persons  of  the  citizens  of  the  rest 
of  the  states,  barely  by  a  formal  application  to  one  of  the  courts 
of  justice  of  a  sister  state;  which  court  must  tamely  yield  to 
the  conclusive  evidence  in  the  certified  volume  of  ex  parte  testi- 
mony, and  a  sentence  thereupon.  Whence  is  this  consolidat- 
ing principle  derived  ?  Is  it  from  that  part  of  the  constitution 
of  the  federal  government,  which  declares  that  "  the  citizens 
of  each  state  shall  be  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  and  immu- 
nities of  citizens  in  the  several  states"?  Or  from  that  part 
which  guarantees  to  each  state,  its  sovereignty  and  a  republican 
form  of  government?    Art.  IV.  sec.  2  and  4.    If  we  look  at 
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the  policy  of  congress  on  this  subject,  with  respect  to  their  own 
courts,  we  shall  find,  that  no  suit  against  a  citizen  of  the  Uni- 
ted States  shall  be  sustained  in  any  other  district  than  that 
whereof  he  is  an  inhabitant,  or  in  which  he  may  be  found  at  the 
time  of  the  service  of  the  process;  and  that  no  person  shall  be 
arrested,  or  held  to  bail,  in  any  other  district  than  that  whereof 
he  is  an  inhabitant:  Vol.  1  XJ.  S.  55.  Neither  the  reason  nor  the 
spirit  of  the  constitution,  or  of  the  act  of  congress  requires  that 
such  faith  and  credit  should  be  given  to  these  sentences  of  courts, 
as  to  be  absolutely  conclusive  upon  the  defendant,  who,  although 
named,  was,  in  fact,  never  a  party,  but  by  forced  construction. 
Such  a  construction  appears  most  favorable  to  the  harmony  of 
the  states  and  to  the  promotion  of  public  justice,  which  were 
ends  intended  by  the  provisions  of  the  constitution.  The  same 
impartial  regard  to  justice,  which  secures  a  plaintiff  against  ap- 
prehension, fraud  and  accident,  by  receiving  the  record  as  full 
evidence  against  a  defendant  who  voluntarily  absconded  after 
he  was  served  with  process,  ought,  on  the  other  hand,  to  secure 
a  defendant  from  a  plaintiff  who  knowingly  institutes  his  suit 
against  his  adversary  when  absent,  and  procures  his  condemna- 
tion without  a  hearing. 

With  respect  to  the  case  now  before  the  court,  it  may  be 
observed  that  greater  faith  and  credit  was  given  to  the  record 
in  the  court  below  than  belonged  to  it  in  the  state  of  Virginia. 
There  it  was  inquirable  into  within  seven  years  from  the  time  of 
pronouncing  the  decree;  and,  if  inquirable  into  there,  it  certainly 
was  inquirable  into  here;  indeed,  it  would  seem  most  proper  to 
expect  that  the  courts  of  common  law  would  not  sustain  an  ac- 
tion at  all  within  the  seven  years,  upon  a  decree  which  was  by 
law  but  inchoate  and  inconclusive  as  to  the  rights  of  the,  de- 
fendant, and  only  interlocutory  in  its  nature.  If  they  would, 
the  multiplication  of  suits  would  be  the  consequence.  Suppose 
judgment  obtained  in  an  action  of  debt,  upon  this  conditional 
foundation  the  defendant,  within  the  time  limited,  petitions  and 
opens  the  decree;  he  muse  then  file  his  cross-bill,  or  institute 
proceedings  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-bill,  to  be  relieved  from 
the  common  law  judgment;  and  if  in  the  mean  time  a  judgment 
had  been  obtained  here,  he  must  have  filed  his  bill  in  chancery 
for  relief  against  that.  The  objection  used  against  an  exam- 
ination here  is,  that  it  cannot  be  had  in  the  same  manner  as  in 
Virginia.  This  depends  upon  the  will  of  the  plaintiff  in  elect- 
ing a  court  of  common  law  or  of  chancery  in  which  to  prosecute 
his  suit.    If,  because  he  chooses  the  common  law  side  of  the 
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court,  his  evidence  is  to  be  conclusive,  then  plaintiffs  will  never 
elect  to  sue  in  chancery.  Thus  justice  must  be  ventured  on  the 
cost  of  the  plaintiff's  interested  will,  or  be  sacrificed  as  a  burnt 
offering  to  its  own  forms;  the  substance  will  be  made  to  yield 
and  follow  the  shadow.  But  if  by  that  argument  it  were 
intended  that  even  upon  a  bill  in  equity  to  enforce  such  decree, 
its  merits  could  not  be  inquired  into  by  the  chancellor  here, 
but  that  the  defendant  should  be  sent  to  the  very  court  in  which 
the  original  proceeding  was  commenced  against  him,  then  it 
amounts  to  the  position  that  one  of  the  state  sovereignties  has 
no  power  to  protect  her  citizens  from  the  unjust  demands  set 
up,  ex  parte,  against  them  in  the  courts  of  any  one  of  the  states; 
and  that  the  citizens  of  all  the  states  may  be  drawn  in  the  vor- 
tex of  one  state  jurisdiction  to  litigate  and  defend  their  rights. 

This  court  is  not  called  upon,  by  the  assignment  of  error,  to 
determine  whether  the  record  of  the  proceedings  and  decree  in 
Virginia  would  have  supported  an  action  of  debt  or  on  the 
case;  but  only,  whether  the  defendant  below  ought  to  have 
been  permitted  to  go  into  and  impeach  the  merits  of  the  de- 
cree; or  if  the  said  decree  was  final  and  conclusive  evidence. 

Considering  the  decree  as  made  without  personal  service  of 
the  process,  and  without  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  to 
the  suit,  as  a  proceeding  in  rem,  or  as  a  proceeding  under  the 
statute  of  Virginia,  the  record  was  not  conclusive  between  the 
parties;  the  defendant  in  the  court  below  ought  to  have  been 
permitted  to  impeach  it. 

Judgment  reversed. 

This  case  is  in  harmony  with  the  late  case  in  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  Pennoyer  v.  Ntf,  95  U.  S.  714,  which  on  account  of  the  elaborate  and 
able  opinion  of  Field,  J.,  will  hereafter  be  a  leading  case.  See  Bartiet  v. 
Knight  (2  Am.  Dec.  86),  and  note,  where  this  subject  is  discussed. 


Chism  v.  Woods. 

(Hakdut,  531.] 

Bale  by  Bailee.— If  a  bailee  sell  property  to  an  innocent  purchaser,  with* 
out  notice,  the  sale  transfers  no  right  of  property  as  against  the  bailor, 
and  the  latter  may  have  recourse  either  to  the  bailee  or  his  vendee. 

Wabbanty  op  Title  Implied. — In  every  sale  of  personal  property  by 
one  in  possession,  there  is  an  implied  warranty  of  title  by  the  vendor. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  Woods,  the  plaintiff  in 
an  action  of  trover.    The  facts  appear  from  the  opinion. 
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Mien,  for  the  appellant. 

Talbot  and  McKinley,  for  the  respondent. 

By  Court,  Tbimble,  J.  Woods  had  judgment  against  Ohism 
in  an  action  of  trover  and  conversion  for  a  horse,  from  which 
Chism  appealed.  A  bill  of  exceptions  states  that  "  title  to  the 
horse  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  proved  in  the  plaintiff; 
the  defendant  had  purchased  him  of  Chism  May;  and  the  fol- 
lowing instrument  in  writing  was  produced  in  evidence  to  show 
how  Chism  May  had  come  into  possession  of  the  horse."  The 
writing  alluded  to  is  a  bond  with  security,  given  by  May  to  Woods, 
with  condition  which  recites  that  May  received  the  horse  called 
Moonrise  of  said  Woods,  to  keep  for  him  in  the  state  of  Kentucky, 
upon  certain  terms,  and  for  certain  emoluments,  which  were  to 
be  divided  between  them,  etc.,  and  that  if  said  May  should  pay 
over  to  Woods  his  part  of  the  emoluments  and  return  the  horse, 
etc.,  then  the  obligation  to  be  void,  etc.  This  bond  was  given 
in  South  Carolina;  all  the  parties  thereto  are  recited  to  be  of 
that  state.  The  defendant,  Chism,  had  purchased  the  horse  of 
May.  Upon  this,  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  the  said  in- 
strument of  writing  "  gave  the  said  May  no  right  to  sell  the 
said  horse,  and  that  any  sale  made  by  him  could  not  bar  the 
plaintiff  of  his  right,  even  although  the  defendant  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  manner  or  right  by  which  the  said  May  held 
the  horse;  or  even  had  no  reason  to  suppose  he  was  the  horse 
of  another." 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant,  conceiving  the  court  had  mis- 
directed the  jury,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  overruled; 
and  the  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  over- 
ruling the  motion  was  sealed  and  recorded. 

The  only  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  instruc- 
tion of  the  court  to  the  jury  was  proper.  The  instrument  pro- 
duced and  relied  on  gave  no  authority  or  power  to  May  to  sell 
the  horse;  but  so  far  as  it  is  entitled  to  consideration  in  the 
case,  contains  a  necessary  implication  that  he  should  not  sell. 
Discarding,  then,  the  idea  of  power  or  authority  expressly  given, 
the  case  is  plain  and  simple.  The  general  rule  of  the  law  sanc- 
tioned by  common  sense  is,  that  no  one  can,  by  his  sale,  trans- 
fer to  another  the  right  of  ownership  in  a  thing  wherein  he  him- 
self had  not  the  right  of  property:  Bro.  Tresp.  295;  6  Bac.  Ab. 
577.    No  one  can  sell  a  right  when  he  hath  none  to  sell. 

To  this  general  rule,  the  sales  in  markets  overt  in  England 
form  exceptions.    But  if  those  local  customs  and  regulations 
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erer  obtained  and  had  force  in  this  country,  yet  the  sale  in  this 
instance  bears  no  resemblance  to  those.  Neither  reason  nor 
policy  is  consulted  in  supposing  that  'where  the  right  owner 
has  parted  only  with  a  limited  qualified  property,  a  breach  of 
trust  should  divest  him  of  the  absolute  and  general  property. 
Such  a  supposition  can  be  bottomed  only  upon  the  erroneous 
application  of  the  rules  and  maxims  of  law  and  equity.  The 
maxim,  "  that  he  who  trusts  most  shall  lose  most/9  is  said  to 
apply  in  favor  of  the  purchaser.  But  does  not  he  who  parts 
with  a  limited  qualified  property  or  use  of  a  specific  thing  capa- 
ble of  identification  and  recaption,  trust  less  than  he  who  pays 
his  money,  in  its  kind  undistinguishable,  to  the  vendor  upon 
his  affirmance  or  assurance  that  the  thing  sold  is  his  own  t  It 
is  a  general  rule,  admitted  as  settled  by  repeated  decisions,  that 
upon  every  sale  of  personal  goods  by  one  who  is  in  possession, 
there  is  a  warranty  by  the  vendor  that  he  hath  title  to  the  thing 
sold.  This  is  either  express,. as  in  the  bills  of  sale  drawn  ac- 
cording to  form,  or  implied  by  law;  and  upon  this  warranty  the 
purchaser  may  have  satisfaction  of  the  vendor  if  his  title  prove 
deficient.  Now  if  the  bare  possession  of  personal  things  shall 
be  such  conclusive  evidence  of  property  as  to  protect  the  ven- 
dee who  purchased  bona  fide,  unless  the  right  owner  can  show 
that  his  possession  was  divested  male  fide,  or  by  mere  casualty, 
then  many  legislative  enactments  to  prevent  frauds  upon  pur- 
chasers of  personal  goods  were  mere  supererogations;  and  the 
actions  upon  warranty  of  title  to  personal  goods,  so  frequent  in 
the  books,  could  only  have  been  necessary  where  a  felony  had 
been  committed  by  some  one  through  whose  hands  the  goods 
had  passed,  or  where,  in  reality,  there  had  been  a  loss  and  find- 
ing. 

We  should  expect  to  find  it  established  as  a  rule  that  the 
"  finding  "  in  a  declaration  of  trover  and  conversion  was  a  sub- 
stantial instead  of  a  formal  allegation;  that  in  detinue  it  would 
be  a  good  plea;  that  the  goods  were  neither  casually  lost  by 
the  plaintiff  nor  stolen  from  him,  or  that  the  plaintiff  should  btf 
nonsuited,  if  he  could  not  make  out  the  casualty  by  evidence; 
and  that  in  the  action  by  the  vendee  against  the  vendor  for  de- 
fective title,  the  declaration  should  aver  that  the  possession  of 
the  vendor  was  not  bona  fide  in  addition  to  the  allegation  that 
the  goods  were  the  property  of  some  other  person  at  the  time  of 
sale.  Yet  we  find  that  in  detinue,  property  in  the  plaintiff,  and 
possession  in  the  defendant,  anterior  to  the  suit:  1  Wash.  812;  in 
trover  property  properly  in  the  plaintiff,  and  a  conversion  by  the 
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defendant;  and  in  actions  against  the  vendor  upon  his  warranty 
of  the  title;  property  in  a  stranger  and  the  sale  to  the  plaintiff, 
is  all  that  the  law  requires  to  be  made  out  in  evidence.  Let  the 
buyer  then  take  care  that  he  is  not  deceived  by  dealing  for  a 
pretended  title;  or  that  the  vendor  is,  and  will  be,  found  re- 
sponsible  for  the  loss  which  may  otherwise  befall  the  vendee. 
But  it  has  been  said  that  the  maxim  caveat  emptor  only  applies  to 
purchasers  of  real  estate;  and  thus  in  the  supreme  court  of 
Pennsylvania,  of  Boyd  v.  Bopst,  2  Dall.  91.  But  the  maxim 
can  only  be  restricted  to  that  class  of  sales  when  used  by  the 
vendor  against  the  vendee  to  excuse  himself  from  an  action  on 
an  implied  warranty,  where  there  was  none  in  the  deed  of  con- 
veyance; then  it  applies  in  favor  of  the  vendor,  because  the  pur- 
chaser has  the  means  within  his  power  of  examining  the  title. 
In  this  relative  signification  it  was  used  in  the  case  just  men- 
tioned; and  the  court  proceed  by  saying:  "  The  bare  possession 
of  personal  goods  is  a  strong  inducement  to  believe  that  the 
possessor  is  the  owner,  and  the  bare  act  of  selling  is  such  an 
affirmation  of  property  that,  on  that  circumstance  alone,  if  the 
fact  should  turn  out  otherwise,  the  value  can  be  recovered  from 
the  seller." 

Between  strangers  and  the  vendees  of  personal  goods  the 
maxim  caveat  emptor  is  properly  applied  to  the  purchaser:  Har~ 
top  v.  Eoare,  Sfcr.  1187;  Medina  v.  Stoughton,  Ld.  Baym.  593. 
How  can  it  be  material  in  a  question  of  general  ownership, 
whether  a  vendor  of  a  pretended  title  imposed  upon  the  vendee 
by  a  possession  gained  by  bailment  or  otherwise?  If  he  was 
intrusted  with  the  possession  only  without  any  authority  to  sell, 
the  settler  is  acting  mala  fide  from  the  time  he  proposes  to  sell, 
and  the  vendee,  if  he  is  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  the  trust 
reposed,  is  acting  also  mala  fide  in  making  the  purchase;  but 
if  he  does  not  know  the  nature  or  extent  of  the  trust,  nor  the 
manner  nor  circumstances  under  which  the  vendor  has  acquired 
the  possession,  the  purchaser  is  then  acting  upon  the  assurance 
given  by  the  vendor,  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  that 
the  right  of  absolute  ownership  is  in  himself;  or  if  the  assur- 
ance shall  prove  false,  that  he  will  be  able  to  make  good  the 
loss  which  shall  be  occasioned  thereby.  In  Medina  v.  Stoughton, 
the  declaration  was  by  the  vendee  against  the  vendor  upon  the 
warranty  of  title,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  tickets  were 
bought  by  him  bona  fide,  before  the  sale,  and  that  he  sold  them 
bona  fide;  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  the  chief  justice  and  the 
court  adjudged  the  plea  ill. 
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Now,  it  seems  that  if  a  naked  bailment  to  a  vendor  should 
protect  his  vendee,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  ought  to  have  re- 
plied specially,  or  have  taken  issue  on  the  plea.  But  the  dis- 
tinction between  a  pretended  title,  sold  with  possession  mala 
fide,  and  possession  bona  fide,  is  not  taken  in  any  adjudged  case 
where  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  relies  on  his  general  right  of 
dominion  over  the  thing.  Those  who  entertain  the  idea  that  a 
bailee  can,  by  a  breach  of  trust,  transfer  the  absolute  owner- 
ship in  the  thing  bailed  to  him,  must  give  to  the  possession  of 
the  thing  conclusive  and  incontrovertible  evidence  and  faith 
as  evidencing  the  right  of  ownership,  whereas  it  is  but  strong 
inducement  or  color  of  title;  it  is  but  presumptive  evidence 
liable  to  be  rebutted,  and  serves  as  a  protection  against  all,  ex- 
cept the  right  owner. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  clear  that  the  owner  of  goods  may 
maintain  trover  against  his  bailee,  who  may  have  converted 
them  to  his  own  use,  or  at  his  election  may  have  an  action 
against  the  vendee  for  the  goods  themselves,  or  their  value  if 
detained  or  converted:  2  Dall.  64;  that  a  breach  of  trust, 
whether  unknown  or  known  to  the  vendee,  cannot  change  the 
right  of  property:  Vide  cases  cited,  and  Fwrnis  v.  Leicester, 
Cro.  Jac.  474;  Eartop  v.  Eoare,  1  Wils.  8;  1  Bl.  Com.  448-9. 
The  moral  and  social  duties  of  every  member  of  civilized  so- 
ciety require  that  it  should  be  so;  otherwise  the  incentives  to 
cautious  and  circumspect  dealing  would  be  so  far  loosed  as  to 
give  those  who  are  barely  honest,  and  only  so  according  to  mu- 
nicipal law,  the  advantage  of  those  who  are  morally  honest. 
Thus  the  great  security  for  personal  property  would  be  sapped, 
and  a  large  portion  of  good  offices  and  benevolences  would  be 
supplanted  by  the  fear  of  having  a  loan  or  other  bailment  of  a 
personal  thing  converted  into  an  action  for  damages,  instead  of 
a  return  of  the  goods  themselves. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

This  is  an  instructive  case  on  the  law  of  sales,  and  by  writers  on  this  sub- 
ject is  always  cited.  Its  doctrine  is  lately  affirmed  in  Vaughn  v.  Hop***, 
10  Bush,  337,  and  in  Potion  v.  McCane,  15  B.  Moo.  655,  citing  the  case. 
See  also  Brundage  v.  Camp,  21  HI.  334.  See  a  similar  case  in  New  York, 
holding  that  ou  a  sale,  a  warranty  of  title  is  always  implied  when  a  vendor 
is  in  possession:  Dtfrttu  v.  Trwnpcr,  ante,  32a 
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Edwards  v.  Handley. 

[IUbdxk,  602.] 

What  Constitutes  Duress.— Menaces  which  induce  a  fear  of  life,  of 
mayhem,  or  of  imprisonment,  may  avoid  a  deed;  but  a  menace  to  com- 
mit a  battery,  to  burn  a  house,  or  spoil  goods,  is  not  sufficient 

Specific  Performance,  when  Denied.— Equity  will  not  decree  a  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  contract  obtained  under  unfair  advantages  or 
circumstances  of  hardship  not  amounting  to  legal  duress. 

Waiver  of  Equity.— If  a  party  having  a  good  equitable  defense  to  a 
contract,  afterwards  confirm  the  same,  without  fear  or  duress,  and  with 
full  knowledge  of  his  rights,  it  is  a  waiver  of  his  equity. 

Equitable  Relief  Denied.— If  a  party  to  a  suit  at  law  neglect  to  move 
for  a  new  trial  therein,  having  a  right  and  a  fair  opportunity  to  do  so 
he  has  no  right  to  relief  in  equity. 

Conveyance,  when  Denied.— Equity  will  not  compel  a  party  to  receive 
a  conveyance  of  land  in  lieu  of  damages,  if  the  complainant  cannot 
show  a  clear  title,  and  although  there  be  no  other  objection. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  chancery.  The  facts  are  stated  in 
the  opinion. 

Clay,  Talbot  and  Littett,  for  appellant. 

Alien,  contra. 

By  Court,  Trimble,  J.  Edwards  purchased  of  Charles  Stew- 
art his  claim  to  a  lot  of  land  in  Russell ville;  and  upon  the  com- 
plaint of  Edwards,  an  inquisition  of  a  forcible  detainer  was 
taken  and  found  against  Handley.  Before  Edwards  was  put 
into  possession  of  the  lot,  according  to  the  inquisition  found  in 
his  favor,  a  compromise  was  made  between  Handley  and  him- 
self, by  which  Handley  agreed  to  give  Edwards  seven  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars  worth  of  land,  for  which  a  bond  was  executed 
to  Edwards,  who,  in  consideration  thereof,  released  his  claim 
to  the  lot  to  Handley.  Some  days  afterwards  this  bond  was 
exchanged  between  the  parties,  for  one  conditioned  that  Hand- 
ley  should  convey  to  Edwards  by  deed  with  general  warranty, 
seven  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of  land,  out  of  two  tracts,  one 
on  the  east  fork  of  Panther  creek,  patented  to  Edward  Carring- 
ton;  the  other  on  Bough  creek,  in  the  name  of  John  May. 
"  The  land  to  be  conveyed  as  soon  as  said  Edwards  makes  his 
choice,  or  within  three  months  at  most  from  this  date:  tenth 
March,  1800."  On  this  bond  is  this  indorsement:  "June  10, 
1800.  It  is  agreed  to  extend  the  within  contract  three  months 
from  this  date;  and  if  the  said  Handley  should  be  ready  to 
show  the  land  sooner,  the  said  Edwards  to  make  his  choice, 
whenever  the  said  Handley  gives  him  reasonable  notice  of  his 
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being  ready  to  show  the  same;"  which  is  signed  by  the  parties 
and  attested. 

Upon  this  obligation,  Edwards  brought  suit  in  covenant,  and 
recovered  a  judgment  in  the  Logan  district  court  for  seven  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars  damages.  To  this  judgment,  Handley 
obtained  an  injunction  upon  a  bill  brought  to  set  aside  the  con* 
tract,  obtain  a  new  trial,  or  for  such  relief  as  he  should  be  en- 
titled to  in  equity.  An  amended  bill  prays,  if  a  perpetual 
injunction  "  should  not  be  deemed  equitable,  that  then  a  convey- 
ance of  the  land  be  decreed,  provided  a  title  shall  be  produced 
on  the  trial." 

The  points  stated  in  the  bill  as  entitling  the  party  to  relief 
are  as  follows: 

1.  That  the  complainant  received  no  consideration  for  the 
said  bond;  that  it  was  given  for  a  house  and  lot,  which  the 
complainant  believes  was  in  law  and  equity  his  own  property, 
as  the  first  improver,  under  terms  held  out  by  the  heirs  of  Wil- 
liam Russell,  deceased,  who  were  the  proprietors  of  the  survey, 
on  which  Russellville  is  established,  promising  a  gratuity  of  a 
certain  parcel  or  lot  of  land  to  settlers  and  improvers  within  the 
limit  of  the  town. 

2.  "  That  the  bond  was  extorted  from  him  by  the  defendant, 
together  with  the  assistance  of  a  packed  jury,  and  a  certain 
Charles  Stewart,  who  is  also  made  a  defendant."  "  That  for 
fear  of  being  dispossessed/'  and  of  the  consequent  loss  and 
sacrifice  of  valuable  property,  which  he  had  in  the  house,  he 
acceded  to  the  compromise;  althbugh  he  believed  the  inquisi- 
tion erroneous,  and  that  he  could  be  reinstated  at  some  time, 
although  that  time  was  uncertain;  and  because  he  could  "  spare 
the  seven  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of  land  without  feeling  a  vety 
sensible  injury." 

8.  That  in  the  indorsement  of  the  bond,  the  words  succeed- 
ing "  choice  "  were  fraudulently  added  without  his  knowledge  or 
consent,  after  his  signature  was  affixed. 

4.  "  That  on  the  trial  of  the  action  at  law,  Edwards  intro- 
duced witnesses  to  prove  the  value  of  lands  not  comprehended 
in  either  of  the  aforesaid  tracts;  and  who  also  induced  the  jury 
to  believe,  that  it  was  the  same  lands  that  the  aforesaid  bonds 
called  for,  when,  in  fact,  it  was  altogether  different  lands,  and 
of  a  superior  quality."  That  the  complainant  "had  been  at 
the  expense  of  hiring  men  to  explore  the  lands,  and  of  resur- 
veying  them,  whose  veracity  could  not  be  disputed,  and  also 
had  them  summoned,  who  failed  to  attend." 
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The  answer  denies  the  charges  in  the  bill  in  general  terms, 
and  in  detail.  Sundry  depositions  and  exhibits  are  filed  by  the 
parties.  Upon  the  hearing,  the  circuit  court  of  Green  decreed 
a  perpetual  injunction  against  the  judgment  at  law;  and  "  that, 
the  complainant  do,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  September 
next,  convey  to  the  defendant,  Ninian,  seven  hundred  and  fifty 
acres,  agreeably  to  the  bond  passed  tenth  March,  1800;  and  it 
is  further  decreed  and  ordered  that  the  defendant,  Edwards, 
recover  of  the  complainant  all  legal  costs  incurred  in  this  suit/7 

From  this  decree  each  party  prayed  an  appeal.  Handley 
failed  to  lodge  the  record  in  this  court  as  prescribed  by  statute, 
and  his  appeal  was  therefore  dismissed.  Edwards  has  prose- 
cuted this,  his  appeal. 

Upon  the  first  point,  it  is  well  established  that  Stewart,  from 
whom  Edwards  purchased,  made  an  improvement  on  the  lot  in 
dispute,  in  1794,  before  Handley  settled  in  the  town;  that 
Stewart  afterwards  made  other  improvements,  which  Hand- 
ley  contends  were  for  his  use  and  benefit,  and  that  he  paid 
Stewart  for  them,  and  caused  others  to  be  made  to  the  value 
of  fifteen  hundred  dollars.  But  Stewart  contended  that  the  lot 
was  his;  and  a  dispute  arose  about  the  price  which  Handley 
should  give  Stewart,  which  the  parties  could  not  accommodate. 
Stewart  claimed  possession  of  the  premises;  and  Handley  said 
that  Stewart  might  remove  his  house  off  the  lot,  but  that  the 
lot  was  his  (Handley's).  Stewart  gave  Handley  notice,  that  he 
should  pay  ten  pounds  per  day  for  withholding  possession  of 
the  lot  and  appurtenances.  Under  these  circumstances  Stewart, 
laid  his  claim  to  the  lot  before  the  trustees  of  the  town.  The 
question  was  postponed  to  give  Handley  an  opportunity  to 
contest  the  claim;  but  the  trustees  being  satisfied  by  the  testi- 
mony as  to  the  claim  of  Stewart,  adjudged  the  lot  to  him,  and 
he,  accordingly,  paid  the  consideration  therefor.  Handley 
claims  from  the  proprietors  as  an  improver,  under  their  promise 
as  aforesaid,  made  to  encourage  settlements  and  improvements. 
This  promise,  if  ever  made,  was  only  made  by  one  or  two  of  the 
co-heirs  of  Russell,  of  whom  some  were  infants;  and  therefore 
this  promise  could  give  but  a  very  partial  and  defective  claim 
in  equity.  Whether  Stewart's  claim  under  the  trustees  was 
regular,  does  not  certainly  appear.  If  it  were  necessary  to  de- 
cide between  Handley's  and  Stewart's  pretensions,  we  are 
inclined  to  believe  that  Stewart's  claim  to  the  lot  was  the 
superior.  To  say  the  best  of  Handley's  case  upon  this  point, 
he  shows  but  a  doubtful  equity. 
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As  to  the  second  point,  the  bill  is  wholly  unsupported.  That 
the  jury  were  "  packed,"  or  that  there  was  any  unfair  practice 
upon  them,  or  that  any  unfair  means  were  used  by  Edwards  to 
procure  unfit  persons  to  be  put  on  the  inquest  of  forcible  de- 
tainer, does  not  appear  in  evidence;  but  it  appears  that  the 
persons  composing  the  inquest  were  respectable.  But  the  idea 
held  out  on  this  subject  is,  that  Handley  was  dragged  into  the 
compromise  for  fear  of  loss  of  his  property  in  the  house,  and 
loss  of  possession  for  a  time,  not  from  any  misapprehension  of 
his  rights,  nor  from  being  overreached  in  the  bargain  by  a 
suppression  of  the  truth  or  a  suggestion  of  falsehood. 

Whether  the  inquisition,  therefore,  was  erroneous  or  not  is 
immaterial,  as  it  respects  the  bond  given  by  Handley.  Menace 
of  corporeal  pain  shall  avoid  a  deed,  but  menace  of  his  goods 
shall  not:  Noy's  Maxims,  19.  Menaces  which  induce  a  fear  of 
loss  of  life,  of  member,  of  mayhem,  or  of  imprisonment,  may 
avoid  a  deed;  but  menacing  to  commit  a  battery,  to  burn  his 
houses,  or  to  spoil  his  goods,  is  not  sufficient  to  avoid  a  man's 
deed;  for  if  these  threats  should  be  executed,  he  may  sue  and 
recover  damages  proportioned  to  the  injury  sustained:  2  Inst. 
483;  Bac.  Ab.  tit.  Duress,  Gwil.  ed.  p.  156.  These  rules  may 
be  so  far  relaxed,  in  chancery,  as  that  a  contract  obtained  under 
unfair  advantages  and  circumstances  of  hardship  and  grievance, 
not  amounting  to  legal  duress,  will  not  be  specifically  enforced, 
but  left  to  the  law.  Yet  the  complainant  does  not  show  him- 
self entitled  in  equity  to  a  relaxation  of  the  rules  of  law  respect- 
ing duress.  He  does  not  state  that  he  feared  illegal  violence 
to  his  person  or  property.  But  his  apprehension  was  that  he 
would  not  always  be  present  to  defend  himself,  by  his  own  club- 
law,  against  the  officers  of  justice,  clothed  with  the  authority  of 
the  laws  of  the  country.  When  we  add  to  this  his  ratification 
of  the  contract  by  changing  the  bond  on  the  "  tenth  of  March/' 
and  again  by  indorsement  of  the  "  the  tenth  of  June/'  there  is 
not  any  pretext  left  for  setting  aside  the  compromise. 

Then  he  was  laboring  under  no  apprehensions  or  menaces  of 
violence;  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  was  at  a  time  when  Edwards 
stated,  as  the  complainant  sets  forth  in  his  bill,  that  "  he  con- 
sidered his  interest  in  the  bond  as  forfeited"  by  his  own  neg- 
lect, in  not  making  choice  within  the  time  before  alluded  to; 
and  that  unless  the  complainant  "would  be  so  good  as  to  ex- 
tend the  contract,  he  considered  his  case  remediless/9  But  the 
bill  goes  further  in  acknowledging  the  ratification  of  the  con- 
tract to  have  been  voluntary  and  unbiased;  for  after  making 
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the  statements  last-mentioned,  the  bill  progresses,  and  contains 
these  expressions:  "  Neither  had  jour  orator  any  objections  to 
extending  the  contract  to  any  reasonable  length  he,  the  defend- 
ant, pleased."  Whatever  claim  Handley  might  by  possibility 
have  been  entitled  to  under  the  original  contract,  or  upon  the 
case  between  Stewart  and  himself,  yet  he  has  no  claim  to  relief 
against  a  confirmation  thus  doubly  made,  and  fairly  obtained 
without  any  pretense  of  fear  or  duress,  per  Bubnett,  J.,  Earl  of 
Chesterfield  v.  Jawen,  1  Atk.  344,  and  cases  cited;  also  Lord 
Chancellor's  opinion,  p.  849. 

On  the  third  point,  there  is  not  the  shadow  of  proof  to  sup- 
port the  bill;  but  so  far  as  the  negative  can  be  proved,  it  is 
done.  The  evidence  is  that  the  indorsement  is  regular  in  the 
same  ink  throughout,  and  the  signatures  at  the  usual  and 
proper  distance  from  the  writing. 

The  fourth  point  the  complainant  attempted  to  support  by 
proving  that  Henry  Rhodes  was  examined  as  a  witness  in  the 
action  at  law,  to  prove  the  value  of  the  land;  that  he  stated  the 
land  to  be  worth  from  nine  to  twelve  shillings  per  acre;  and 
several  witnesses  swear  they  do  recollect  that  Rhodes  corrected 
his  statement,  or  made  a  second  statement.  But  by  the  depo- 
sitions of  Armistead  Morehead,  George  Robinson,  David  David- 
son, Henry  Grider,  and  Amos  Balch,  it  appears  that  Rhodes 
did  at  first  state  the  value  of  the  land  on  Panther  creek  at  nine 
or  twelve  shillings  per  acre;  but  upon  hearing  the  bond  read  a 
second  time,  he  corrected  his  statement,  and  stated  it  to  be 
worth  three  shillings  or  four  shillings  and  six  pence  per  acre. 
That  another  or  other  witnesses  were  examined  on  the  subject 
on  the  valuation  of  the  land  in  the  bond,  and  that  the  jury  in 
their  retirement  took  something  like  a  medium.  As  the  fact  is, 
therefore,  against  the  complainant,  it  might  be  sufficient  to 
stop  here.  But  it  is  necessary  to  negative  any  implication 
which  might  thence  arise  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  exam- 
ined in  open  court  before  a  jury,  where  Ohe  parties  were  repre- 
sented by  counsel,  could  ever  afterwards  be  re-canvassed  in  a 
court  of  chancery  for  the  purpose  of  finding  out  whether  the  wit* 
ness  was,  or  was  not,  mistaken  as  to  the  valuation  or  other  matter 
of  his  evidence.  It  was  the  indispensable  duty  of  Handley,  by 
himself  or  counsel,  to  have  attended  to  the  examination  of  the 
witness;  to  have  required  the  instruction  of  the  court  to  the 
witness  or  the  jury,  if  necessary,  and  to  have  explained  it  by 
other  evidence;  or  if  he  was  unprepared  for  trial,  to  have  asked 
for  a  continuance;   if  surprised  by  unexpected  and  material 
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evidence,  which  he  could  otherwise  have  explained,  to  have  made 
out  a  proper  case,  and  obtained  or  applied  for  a  new  trial.  But 
of  these  things  none  were  done.  Handley  went  to  trial  without 
objection.  He  was  represented  by  counsel  who  appears  bj  no 
means  to  have  been  remiss.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  sur- 
prise or  inability  on  the  side  of  the  complainant,  which  could 
have  prevented  him  from  making  his  defense;  nor  does  it  appear 
that  he  did  not  make  all  the  defense  his  case  was  capable  of. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  cause  for  a  new  trial  at  law,  any  more 
than  for  setting  aside  the  compromise  entered  into  when  the 
complainant,  as  the  whole  complexion  of  his  bill  shows,  was 
well  apprised  of  every  matter  upon  which  he  now  wishes  to  im- 
peach it. 

The  complainant  has  no  claim  to  have  a  decree  that  Edwards 
should  take  the  land.  Waiving  the  question  whether  the 
plaintiff  at  law  shall,  in  any  case,  be  compelled,  after  a  judg- 
ment at  law  for  breach  of  covenant,  to  accept  the  land  in  lieu 
of  the  damages,  Handley  did  not  show  that  he  had  title,  even 
on  the  trial  of  the  cause.  He  produced  a  deed,  made  by  com- 
missioners appointed  by  the  county  court,  subsequent  to  the 
exhibition  of  his  bill,  to  him  as  locator  of  the  tract  of  Edward 
Carrington.  But  whether  the  appointment  was  regular,  or  the 
statute  pursued,  does  not  appear;  nor  does  it  appear  that  Car- 
rington had  title. 

The  bond,  in  the  condition,  contains  a  recital  that  one  of  the 
tracts  out  of  which  Edwards  was  to  have  choice  was  patented 
to  Edward  Carrington;  but  this  is  but  the  recital  of  Handley, 
by  which  Edwards  is  not  concluded.  To  the  other  tract,  Hand- 
ley  showed  no  color  of  title.  Before  equity  can  compel  a  party 
to  accept  the  land  in  place  of  damages  assessed  therefor  at  law, 
it  must  be  indispensably  necessary,  other  things  not  opposing, 
that  the  complainant  asking  such  relief  should  show  a  clear 
title,  derived  regularly,  to  the  land  so  to  be  given  in  lieu  of  the 
damages. 

A  doubtful  equity  ought  not  to  prevail  against  a  judgment  at 
law.  But  Handley  has  not  made  out  so  much  as  a  doubtful 
equity.  He  does  not  show  that  he  was  able  to  comply  with  the 
covenant,  if  Edwards  had  chosen  the  Panther  creek  lands; 
much  less  to  give  Edwards  his  choice  of  that,  or  the  tract  on 
Bough  creek.  The  decree  being  thus  radically  erroneous,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  speak  of  the  vagueness  and  uncertainty  as  to 
the  land  to  be  conveyed  thereby;  and  whether  it  was  to  be  on 
Panther  or  on  Bough  creek;  whether  Edwards  was  to  have  his 
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election,  or  Handley  to  lay  it  off  at  his  pleasure.  Upon  the  bill, 
answer  and  exhibits,  it  seems  clear  that  Handley  has  no  claim 
to  relief  in  a  court  of  equity. 

It  is,  therefore,  decreed  and  ordered,  that  the  said  decree  of 
the  circut  court  be  reversed,  set  aside  and  annulled ;  the  cause 
is  remanded  to  said  circuit  court,  with  directions  to  dissolve  the 
complainant's  injunction,  with  ten  per  cent,  damages  on  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  at  law,  and  to  dismiss  the  bill  with 
costs.  Which  is  ordered  to  be  certified,  etc.  It  is  further  de- 
creed and  ordered,  that  the  appellee  pay  to  the  appellant  his 
costs  in  this  behalf  expended. 

As  to  duress  of  one's  property  being  a  defense,  see  Collins  v.  Westbury, 
1  Am.  Dec.  648,  and  note  thereto.  As  to  the  point  of  specific  perform- 
ance being  denied,  when  a  clear  title  cannot  be  given,  see  Butler  v.  &Heart 
Id.  671. 
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MoFablans  v.  Moore. 

11  Oraxov,  174.J 

Wabrahtt  Implied.— A  vendor  is  liable  in  an  action  on  the  ease  for 
unsoundness  of  personal  property,  which  was  known  to  him,  and  not 
disclosed  to  the  buyer,  where  there  is  no  express  warranty,  and  nothing 
said  of  the  soundness, 

Admission  of  Parol  Evidence.— Evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contra- 
dict a  written  agreement,  nor  to  detract  from  or  add  to  any  part  of  the 
contract,  within  the  view  of  the  parties,  but  parol  evidence  is  ^tni'«nKl» 
relative  to  a  collateral  matter  to  the  contract  So,  if  on  the  sale  of  a 
slave,  a  bill  of  sale  be  given  warranting  the  title,  in  an  action  brought 
for  a  defect  in  the  health  of  the  slave  parol  evidence  may  be  admitted, 
showing  unsoundness  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  that  it  was  known  to 
the  vendor,  and  concealed  by  him. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  in  an  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature 
of  deceit.  McFarlane  had  purchased  a  negro  woman  of  defend- 
ant for  a  full  price,  and  had  taken  a  bill  of  sale  warranting  the 
title.  Defendant  assumed  that  the  negro  was  sound,  when  in 
fact  she  was  not. 

Evidence  was  introduced  snowing  that  the  negro  was  sickly 
before  the  sale,  of  which  fact  the  defendant  had  knowledge.  A 
physician  was  offered  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
shortly  after  the  sale  he  was  called  to  attend  the  negro;  that  he 
found  her  in  such  a  state,  occasioned  by  the  improper  use  of 
mercury,  that  he  thought  her  incurable;  that  the  complaint 
had  been  of  long  standing,  and  that  the  woman  afterwards 
died. 

Whiteside,  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  this  evidence,  as  the 
contract  of  sale  had  been  reduced  to  writing. 
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Miller,  for  the  plaintiff,  urged  that  a  sound  price  implied  a 
warranty  of  quality:  Taylor,  17;  Evan's  Essays,  20. 

The  evidence  was  admitted,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  case  was  now  submitted  upon  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial. 

Ovebton,  J.  The  questions  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury 
were,  first,  whether  there  was  a  defect  in  the  property  sold; 
secondly,  if  a  defect  existed,  was  it  a  material  one;  thirdly,  did 
the  defendant  know  of  the  defect  before  the  sale.  They  found 
all  these  facts  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  have  assessed  his 
damages  to  the  value  of  the  negro.  It  has  been  objected  that 
parol  evidence  has  been  improperly  received;  that  the  whole  ex- 
tent of  the  contract  is  embraced  by  the  bill  of  sale,  and  nothing 
can  be  implied  or  presumed. 

The  proposition  in  the  manner  in  which  it  is  laid  down, 
cannot  be  maintained.  In  no  instance  can  evidence  be  received 
to  contradict  a  written  agreement,  nor  can  such  evidence  be  re- 
ceived to  detract  from  or  add  to  any  part  of  the  contract  which 
was  within  the  view  of  the  parties  when  contracting.  These 
principles,  however,  do  not  touch  cases  where  fraud  has  been 
practiced,  as  where  an  illiterate  person  executes  an  instrument 
of  writing  which  he  was  incapable  of  reading,  and  which  was 
read  to  him  otherwise  than  it  really  was  written.  Suggestio 
falsi  and  mppres&io  veri  are  sufficient  to  invalidate  a  contract  on 
the  ground  of  fraud.  In  these  cases,  too,  parol  evidence  is  re- 
ceivable. The  meaning  of  the  contract  evidenced  by  the  bill  of 
sale,  was,  first,  to  convey  the  property  in  the  negro,  and  sec- 
ondly, to  warrant  that  property.  No  other  ideas  can  possibly 
be  collected  from  the  writing.  Nothing  can  be  found  in  it  re- 
specting the  health  or  soundness  of  the  negro.  The  reception 
of  parol  proof  to  show  the  soundness  or  unsoundness  of  the 
woman  at  the  time  of  sale  does  not  contradict  or  vary  the  bill 
of  sale.  It  is  a  fact  collateral  to  its  import,  and  agreeably  to 
the  case  in  8  T.  R.  379,  the  evidence  ought  to  be  received. 

The  old  books  on  the  sale  of  property  state  that  where  a  de- 
fect in  the  property  sold  was  visible,  the  buyer  must  notice  it. 
nor  will  he  be  permitted  to  have  any  redress  on  that  account; 
otherwise  where  the  defect  is  invisible,  and  the  seller  knew  of 
such  defect.  The  civil  law  was  different  in  this  respect;  it 
made  the  seller  responsible  for  any  invisible  defect,  whether 
known  to  him  or  not,  provided  a  full  price  was  given.  Con- 
formably to  the  principles  of  the  civil  law,  we  find  cases  of 
considerable  authority,  particularly  the  one  cited  in  Taylor's 

Am.  Dec.  Vol.  Ill— ii 
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Keports,  1  (1  Am.  Dec.  574);  1  Call,  316,  per  Lyons,  J.  (1  Am. 
Dec.  532),  and  2  Swift's  System,  120.  The  general  law  of  con* 
tracts  is,  that  where  a  consideration  happens  to  fail,  the  party 
against  whom  it  operates  shall  have  redress.  Where  a  person 
purchases  property  which  to  all  appearance  is  sound  and  free 
from  defects,  and  gives  full  price,  it  is  obvious  that  he  bottoms 
his  contract  upon  the  consideration  of  sound  property;  and 
reason  seems  strongly  in  favor  of  his  getting  sound  property,  or 
such  a  compensation  as  will  make  up  the  difference:  2  Bay,  17, 
19  (1  Am.  Dec.  628);  Id.  880  (1  Am.  Dec.  650). 

The  decisions  in  the  old  books  must  have  proceeded  upon  an 
idea  that  defects  usually  arose  from  causes  beyond  the  control 
of  the  owner;  that  property  somewhat  defective  might  be  trans- 
ferred from  hand  to  hand,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  per- 
sons selling;  that  a  loss  must  fall  somewhere  if  a  recovery  is 
made;  and  where  no  fraud  appeared  by  suppressing  a  knowl- 
edge of  invisible  defects,  it  was  as  reasonable  that  the  loss 
should  fall  on  the  last  purchaser  as  on  any  other  person  through 
whose  hands  it  might  have  passed.  Which  is  the  better  opinion 
it  is  not  now  necessary  to  determine.  There  was  evidence  that 
the  defendant  knew  of  the  defect  in  the  woman  previous  to  the 
sale.  If  he  did,  and  did  not  disclose  it  to  the  buyer,  he  ought 
to  be  responsible.  The  buyer  was  bound  to  use  ordinary  care 
only,  and  if  by  that  the  defect  in  the  property  was  not  visible, 
he  surely  ought  not  to  bear  the  loss.  But  the  principles  of 
justice  and  morality  were  imperative  on  the  seller  to  make 
known  the  real  state  of  the  property. 

An  objection  has  been  made  to  the  form  of  action.  If  an 
action  could  be  maintained,  it  is  urged  that  it  ought  to  have 
been  covenant  upon  the  bill  of  sale,  and  not  case.  Covenant 
could  not  be  supported,  because  there  was  nothing  agreed, 
respecting  the  soundness  of  the  negro,  in  the  bill  of  sale.  No 
instance  of  implied  covenants  is  recollected  in  all  the  books> 
except  in  the  sale  of  real  property,  where  the  words  dedi  et 
concessi  are  used:  2Bac.  Ab.  65,  n.;  77, 79,  n.;  2  Haywood,  127. 
Perhaps  there  may  be  a  few  other  instances  of  this  kind,  but 
they  are  rare.  Though  the  bill  of  sale  does  not  cover  the  case, 
the  principles  of  justice,  of  reason  and  the  common  law  will. 
By  the  principles  of  the  common  law  there  can  be  no  injury 
without  a  correspondent  remedy.  To  support  an  action  on 
the  case  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  supported  by 
nstances  or  precedent,  but  sufficient  if  covered  by  principle: 
8  T.  B.  63;  Cowp.  37;  1  Johns.  414  (ante,  889),  503. 
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Campbell,  J.,  being  related  to  one  of  the  parties,  did  not  sit. 

White,  J.,  absent. 

Motion  denied.  

See  Lamer  v.  Auld,  ante,  680,  where  the  action  was  amimptU,  and  it  was 
held  that  an  express  warranty  excludes  an  implied  one.  Here,  it  will  be 
observed,  the  action  was  in  case  for  the  deceit,  and  this  will  account  for 
the  apparent  difference  in  the  decisions. 


Smith  v.  Winton. 

[1  Orarov,  230.] 

Grouicd  fob  New  Trial.— The  fact  that  the  defendant  in  ejectment, 
against  whom  a  verdict  has  been  obtained,  has,  since  the  trial,  discov- 
ered that  the  grant  tinder  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  was  fraudulently 
obtained  from  the  state,  and  that  a  prior  grant  had  issued  to  a  third 
person,  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

Impeachment  of  Grant  for  Fraud.— In  ejectment  between  adverse 
claimants  of  land,  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  the  grant 
upon  which  the  interest  of  one  of  the  parties  depends  was  obtained  by 
fraud. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  made  in  an  action  of  ejectment  upon 
affidavit  charging  fraud  in  obtaining  the  patent  granted  to 
plaintiff's  lessor,  which  fraud  was  discovered  since  the  trial, 
and  that  a  prior  grant  for  the  land  had  issued  to  a  third  person, 
which  fact  had  also  come  to  deponent's  knowledge  since  the 
trial.  Deponent  Outlaw  set  forth  that  he  was  interested  in  the 
cause,  as  defendant  claimed  under  him. 

Overton,  J.  There  are  two  grounds  made  for  a  new  trial, 
both  of  which  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  or  his 
agent  Outlaw,  since  the  last  trial.  The  first  is  that  there  was 
fraud  used  in  the  procurement  of  the  grant  by  Donelson  of  the 
fifty-thousand-acre  tract;  upon  this  part  of  the  case  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  observe  that  whatever  my  own  opinion  might  be 
respecting  the  reception  of  evidence  in  a  court  of  law,  to  inval- 
idate a  grant  for  fraud,  I  am  bound  by  a  decision  of  the  majority 
of  the  court.  In  North  Carolina,  we  know  that  such  evidence 
is  not  admissible,  as  will  appear  by  the  uniform  current  of  de- 
cisions reported  by  Haywood  in  his  first  volume.  Nor  does  the 
case  in  2  Haywood,  98,  in  the  smallest  degree  weaken  other 
decisions  on  this  subject,  the  ground  of  that  decision  being  en* 
tirely  different.  It  is,  however,  insisted  that  the  third  and  ninth 
sections  of  the  act  of  1777,  c.  1,  warrants  the  introduction  of 
any  evidence  which  may  go  to  show  that  the  grant  was  not  ob» 
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tained  agreeably  to  law.  What  the  state  might  do  in  repealing 
or  avoiding  a  grant  by  scire  facias,  I  will  not  undertake  to  say; 
but  certain  I  am  that  the  act  of  1777  provides  no  remedy  after 
the  issuance  of  a  grant  between  citizen  and  citizen. 

It  is  not  now  necessary  for  me  to  say  how  the  practice  of  per- 
mitting equitable  matter  to  be  given  in  evidence  to  a  jury  in 
ejectment,  came  into  existence,  nor  whether'  it  be  consistent 
with  legal  principles  or  not.  If  it  be  permitted  that  evidence 
of  an  equitable  nature  may  be  given  on  one  side,  it  cannot  be 
refused  on  the  other.  Suppose  the  testimony  contemplated  by 
the  first  ground  to  be  introduced  it  would  certainly  be  com- 
petent to  the  claimant  under  the  fifty-thousand-acre  grant  to 
introduce  testimony  in  support  of  his  claim.  He  would  show 
that  he  is  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without 
notice  of  fraud;  and  then  the  defendant  would  be  estopped. 
But  it  is  argued  that  once  a  fraud  always  a  fraud.  Whence 
this  noted  aphorism  could  have  arisen,  I  am  not  able  to  say. 
The  expression  is  used  in  the  case  of  Baugh  v.  Price,  in  first 
Wilson's  reports,  and  if  it  is  applied  to  cases  similarly  situated, 
it  is  correct.  From  my  understanding  of  the  books,  it  seems  to 
be  a  principle  clearly  deducible  from  them,  that  a  man  who  has 
a  legal  title  to  land,  which  he  procured  fairly,  and  for  a  bona 
fide  consideration,  without  notice  of  fraud  in  others,  never  can 
be  touched  or  affected  in  any  court,  either  of  law  or  equity. 
Fraud  is  an  objection  as  it  respects  the  purchase  of  real  prop- 
erty that  is  always  ad  kominem :  Earn.  Pr.  Eq.  342,  3, 4,  6  and 
6;  see  Sugd.  86. 

A  new  trial,  therefore,  cannot  be  granted  on  this  ground. 

In  relation  to  the  second  ground  taken,  it  will  be  recollected 
that  the  grant  of  fifty  thousand  acres  calling  for  certain  limits, 
excludes  lands  previously  granted.  Had  older  grants  been 
shown  on  ihe  trial,  it  would  have  effectually  opposed  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiff;  but  whether  we  can  open  the  case  for  the  pur- 
pose of  letting  in  this  testimony,  is  another  question.  I  am 
disposed  to  think  we  cannot.  It  would  leave  too  great  room  for 
speculation.  A  man  would  oppose  his  own  claim  in  the  first 
instance,  so  as,  by  way  of  experiment,  to  ascertain  the  hard 
points  of  a  cause,  and  if  he  failed,  then  set  about  hunting  up 
another  claim.  Grants  are  of  record,  and  the  defendant  might 
have  made  this  discovery  before  trial.  We  are  not  to  assist  the 
negligence  of  parties. 

See  WUherington  v.  McDonald,  ante,  603,  and  White  v.  Jones,  2  Am.  Dec. 
564. 
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Dodson  v.  Cocke. 

[1  Otuooh,  814.] 

Impeachment  op  Grant.— A  subsequent  grantee  cannot  avoid  a  prior 
grant  on  account  of  fraud  practiced  on  the  state  in  obtaining  it 

Pbesumptions  afteb  Grant  Issues.— It  will  be  presumed  that  after  a 
grant  has  issued,  it  has  been  regularly  obtained,  and  the  entry  is 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  payment  of  the  consideration. 

Bill  for  injunction  and  relief,  which  stated  that  defendant 
Cocke  had  obtained  an  elder  grant  for  the  land  than  plaintiff; 
that  this  grant  of  the  defendants  was  obtained  upon  an  entry 
as  follows:  1.  It  was  made  over  Brown's  line  for  four  hundred 
and  seventy  acres,  which  was  contrary  to  law,  as  those  lands 
were  allotted  to  the  Indians;  and  the  entry  was  in  the  name  of 
John  Ogle  for  the  benefit  of  William  Parker,  to  whom  a  war- 
rant of  survey  issued;  2.  That  the  defendant  Cocke  procured 
assignment  from  Parker  of  this  warrant,  agreeing  to  pay  the 
purchase-money  to  the  state;  3.  That  neither  Parker  nor  Cocke, 
nor  any  other  person,  paid  the  purchase-money  to  the  state;  4. 
That  a  deception  was  practiced  on  the  state  in  the  issuing  of 
the  grant  to  defendant  for  an  entry  within  the  Indian  hunting 
grounds;  5.  That  there  was  an  agreement  between  the  defend- 
ants that  Stewart,  one  of  the  defendants,  who  surveyed  the 
lands,  should  have  an  interest  in  it;  and  in  consequence, 
Stewart  fraudulently  and  falsely  certified  on  the  back  of  Cocke's 
warrant,  that  the  land  where  it  was  entered  was  lost  or  taken 
up  by  a  better  claim,  so  as  to  authorize  its  removal,  when,  in 
fact,  the  land  entered  was  not  lost  nor  taken  up  by  a  better 
claim;  6.  That  the  grant  to  Cocke  states,  as  a  consideration,  the 
payment  of  ten  pounds  per  hundred  acres,  indicates  that  the 
entry  was  made  in  John  Armstrong's  office,  when,  in  fact,  the 
entry  was  made  in  the  county  office  of  Washington,  commonly 
called  Carter's,  where  the  consideration,  if  paid,  would  have 
been  fifty  shillings  per  hundred  acres;  and  no  money  was,  in 
fact,  ever  paid.  This  was  a  fraud,  and,  therefore,  rendered  the 
grant  void.  The  bill  prayed  for  discovery  against  Stewart,  and 
discovery  and  relief  against  Cocke.  The  defendant  demurred, 
the  grounds  of  which  appear  from  the  opinion. 

Whiteside,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  said  that  Stewart,  as 
appeared  from  the  plaintiff's  own  statement,  had  no  interest, 
and  therefore,  as  to  him,  the  demurrer  was  good;  and  as  to 
Cocke,  no  inquiry  could  be  made  by  this  court  as  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  consideration.    This  must  be  presumed  from  the 
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fact  of  the  entry  being  allowed.  The  plaintiff  has  no  ground 
for  relief  in  this  court,  as  the  defendant  has  the  elder  and  bet- 
ter title. 

Miller,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  Stewart  was  a  proper 
party,  having  an  intereet  in  the  subject-matter:  Mitf.  152.  In 
relation  to  Cocke  the  law  has  been  long  settled,  that  if  a  person 
makes  a  voluntary  conveyance,  or  conveys  fraudulently,  a  sec- 
ond purchaser,  though  with  notice,  may  prevail  against  the 
first,  and  may  set  aside  the  conveyance:  2  Fonb.  486;  Mitf.  162. 
Fraud  having  been  practiced  upon  the  state  in  the  issuance  of 
the  grant,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  hold  against  it.  If  the 
demurrer  as  to  Cocke  should  be  sustained,  it  will  have  the 
effect  to  make  good  all  grants,  though  fraudulently  or  improp- 
erly obtained:  2  Eq.  Ca.  79. 

By  Coubt.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff,  or  the  person  under 
whom  he  claims,  obtained  a  grant  upon  a  removed  warrant,  for 
which  the  defendant  had  previously  obtained  one;  and  to  avoid 
the  grant  of  the  defendant,  six  grounds  have  been  taken  as 
stated  above.  As  several  of  these  positions  involve  principle* 
of  considerable  consequence  to  the  peace  of  society,  it  may  be 
material  to  consider  the  common  law  first,  and  see  what  light 
tan  be  collected  from  thence. 

Premising,  however,  that  the  concession  of  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  in  relation  to  contracts  seems  to  be  correct  in  general, 
the  grant  of  a  state  stands  in  the  same  situation  as  the  con- 
tracts of  individuals  by  deed  as  to  principle.  It  is  not  material 
to  inquire  minutely  how  far,  and  for  what  causes,  the  state  can 
avoid  their  grants  upon  the  principle  of  deception.  Even  in 
England,  where  the  acknowledged  rights  of  royalty  confer 
privileges  unknown  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  law  between  man 
and  man,  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  that  the  king  cannot 
avoid  his  own  grants  for  every  mistake  or  deception.  In  this 
respect  the  law  seems  to  be  correctly  laid  down  in  Kemp's  case, 
12  Mod.  78,  that  if  the  king  is  not  deceived  by  the  false  sug- 
gestions of  the  grantee  (which  is  always  stated  by  way  of  re- 
cital), but  only  mistaken  by  his  own  surmises  as  to  fact  or 
inferences  of  law,  the  grant  shall  be  good,  if  not  contrary  to 
the  rules  of  law;  and  in  such  cases  he  cannot  avoid  his  grant. 
Now,  neither  of  the  grants  before  us  contains  any  recital  of  the 
suggestions  or  information  of  the  parties.  The  grants  specify 
the  receipt  of  the  consideration;  but'  this  is  held  to  be  unim- 
portant; nor  is  the  point  intended  to  be  decided  that  the  state 
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cannot  repeal  or  avoid  a  grant  itself,  where  an  officer  has  issued 
one  without  having  received  a  consideration.  If,  however,  the 
law  respecting  the  king's  grants  were  to  decide  the  case,  it 
would  seem  that  the  grant  could  not  be  avoided  by  the  state. 
Conformably  to  the  position  conceded  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel, 
we  must  judge  of  this  case  as  if  it  were  the  deed  of  an  indi- 
vidual, with  the  exception  of  this  principle,  which  is  believed 
to  be  incontrovertible,  that  the  state  is  never  supposed  to  have 
committed  a  fraud.  Frauds  may  be  committed  on  them,  but 
not  vice  versa.  In  the  case  of  two  individuals,  could  the 
plaintiff,  under  the  circumstances  of  his  case,  which  he  has 
disclosed  to  the  court,  avoid  Cocke's  deed  or  grant  by  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law?  It  occurs  strongly  that  he  could 
not.  Previous  to  the  statute  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  a  deed  could  not 
be  avoided  for  fraud,  unless  the  person  seeking  the  avoidance 
had  a  claim  to  be  prejudiced  at  the  time  the  fraud  was  com- 
mitted: 3  Co.  83;  Cro.  El.  445.  The  doctrine  of  Lord  Mans- 
field, in  Cowp.  434,  that  the  common  law  covered  all  the  cases 
embraced  by  the  statutes  of  13  Eliz.  c.  5,  and  27  Eliz.  4,  is  re- 
pudiated, so  far  as  to  enable  subsequent  purchasers  of  real  estate, 
under  particular  circumstances,  to  avoid  prior  conveyances.  By 
the  common  law  I  take  it  to  be  a  clear  principle  that  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  of  real  estate,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  could 
not  avoid  a  previous  voluntary  or  fraudulent  conveyance.  The 
ancient  law  did  not  consider  a  man  who  purchased  with  his 
eyes  open,  after  a  former  conveyance  (no  matter  for  what  cause 
it  was  made),  as  injured;  therefore,  afforded  no  remedy.  In 
Baity  v.  Merrill,  3  Bulst.  95,  Croke,  J.,  lays  down  the  rule  to  be 
"  that  fraud  without  damage,  or  damage  without  fraud,  gives 
no  cause  of  action,  but  where  these  two  do  concur,  there  an 
action  lieth."  After  making  the  statute  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  in 
order  the  more  effectually  to  suppress  fraud,  the  courts  gave 
the  statute  an  operation  which  the  common  law  did  not  possess, 
to  wit,  that  a  person  purchasing  and  taking  a  conveyance  after 
a  voluntary  and  fraudulent  one,  might  avoid  it.  This  statute, 
however,  operated  upon  the  intent  of  the  person  conveying;  if 
he  were  innocent,  the  statute  had  no  operation,  the  case  stood 
as  it  was  at  the  common  law. 

It  appears,  then,  that  the  statute  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  cannot  be 
made  to  bear  upon  the  plaintiff's  case,  for  it  will  not  be  as- 
serted that  the  state,  when  they  conveyed  the  land  to  Cocke,  in- 
tended to  defraud  the  plaintiff,  when  his  claim  was  not  thought 
of  at  the  place  where  he  now  claims;  nor  in  fact  can  it  be 
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legally  said  that  they  intended  to  defraud  any  person.  The 
state  itself ,  by  deception  or  misrepresentation,  might  have  been 
defrauded  by  others,  but  that  induces  a  different  consideration. 
From  this  view,  it  results  that  we  must  judge  of  the  plaintiff's 
case  without  the  aid  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  and  that  as  the  defendant 
had  previously  obtained  his  grant,  the  plaintiff,  who  ^obtained 
one  afterwards  without  a  previous  entry,  cannot  avoid  it  for 
fraud,  misrepresentation  or  deception  in  the  grantee,  because 
that  deception  did  not  operate  to  his  prejudice;  having  then  no 
right  to  be  prejudiced.     Res  inter  alia*  non  nocet. 

We  will  now  consider  the  case  as  it  respects  the  land  law  of 
the  state.  There  are  three  principal  divisions  of  claims: 
1.  County  claims;  2.  Military;  3.  John  Armstrong's. 

In  order  to  the  institution  of  a  claim  under  the  first  division, 
it  were  necessary  that  a  person  should  pay  the  consideration 
before  an  entry.  It  therefore  follows,  that  an  entry  is,  of  itself, 
evidence  of  the  payment  of  consideration  after  a  grant  has  is- 
sued. Being  matter  of  record,  no  evidence  can  be  received  to 
contradict  it.  If,  in  fact,  no  consideration  were  paid,  the  entry- 
taker  and  his  securities  are  liable  for  the  money. 

The  second  kind  of  claims  were  founded  upon  meritorious 
services,  of  which  the  officers  appointed  by  law  were  the  judges; 
and  after  the  issuing  of  grants,  it  never  can  be  a  question  with 
the  judiciary  whether  services  were  performed  or  not;  the  state, 
through  the  medium  of  their  officers,  were  the  competent  judges 
of  that,  and  their  opinion  should  be  conclusive  on  us. 

The  third  kind  of  claims  seems  to  admit  of  the  some  rules  of 
law  as  the  first.  In  either  case,  the  grant  is  evidence  in  con- 
troversies between  individuals  that  all  previous  requisites  of  the 
law  in  relation  to  it  had  been  complied  with;  and  this  presump- 
tion is  conclusive  as  to  claims  by  entries  or  grants  originating 
afterwards. 

The  entries  in  John  Armstrong's  office  are  all  extant;  but  the 
grant  of  the  defendant  does  not  recite  the  entry  upon  which  it 
was  obtained.  It  acknowledges  the  receipt  of  ten  pounds  per 
hundred,  and  we  have  no  legal  means  before  us,  as  it  respects 
the  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  of  knowing  that  the  money  was  not 
received.  If  the  plat  annexed  to  the  grant  (which  makes  no 
essential  part  of  it)  should  recite  a  Carter's  warrant,  which  per- 
haps it  does,  and  the  grant  should  acknowledge  the  receipt  of 
ten  pounds  instead  of  two  pounds  per  hundred,  it  would  not 
avoid  it;  the  consideration  being  personal,  cannot  be  inquired 
into. 
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How  far  the  state  itself  may  avoid  a  grant  by  scire  facias  for 
deception,  we  do  not  undertake  to  say;  either  as  to  the  grantee 
himself,  or  persons  claiming  under  him,  with  notice  express  or 
implied,  from  the  annexation  of  the  plat  to  the  grant.  But  in 
all  cases  where  the  state  has  authorized  the  entering  or  granting 
of  lands  of  any  particular  kind  or  description,  on  the  ground 
contended  for,  then  we  understand  that  the  grant  is  good  as  re- 
spects claims  set  on  foot  afterwards,  notwithstanding  irregular- 
ities that  may  have  taken  place  in  obtaining  it.  In  the  words 
of  the  grant  there  is  no  condition  precedent.  On  its  execution, 
the  estate  vested,  and  cannot  be  avoided  or  divested  for  any 
condition  subsequent,  but  by  the  person  or  state  making  the 
grant:  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Condition  O.  1.  In  these  grants  there 
are  no  conditions  precedent;  the  state  had  therefore,  for  all  that 
appears  in  the  defendant's  grant,  taken  upon  themselves  the 
responsibility  of  seeing  that  the  preliminary  requisites  of  the 
law  were  complied  with.  If  they  had  not,  the  state  grants  here 
would  contain  recitals  of  the  information  of  the  grantees  upon 
which  they  were  made,  as  by  the  English  law  they  must  do/  or 
the  king  takes  a  knowledge  of  the  consideration  on  himself. 

By  the  same  law  a  purchaser  must  look  to  the  title  he  is  buy- 
ing from  its  foundation;  at  least  as  far  back  as  any  statute  of 
limitation  would  run — sixty  years  in  England.  If  he  is  pur- 
chasing an  estate  derived  under  the  grant  of  the  king,  that 
grant  would  disclose  that  it  was  made  upon  certain  suggestions, 
on  the  truth  of  which  the  estate  would  always  depend.  The 
purchaser  then  would  know,  from  the  grant,  the  consideration, 
the  verity  of  which  it  would  be  incumbent  on  him  to  ascertain. 

Apply  the  same  principles  to  our  grants,  and  they  will  be 
correct  as  to  under  or  second  purchasers,  but  never  can  other- 
wise. 

It  is,  however,  worthy  of  remark,  with  respect  to  these  reci- 
tals, that  in  England  they  found  it  necessary  to  pass  many 
statutes  for  the  quiet  of  purchasers,  who  derived  their  claims 
under  the  crown. 

The  ideas  of  Mr.  J.  Yeates,  of  Pennsylvania,  4  Dall.  204-5, 
upon  a  similar  occasion,  are  not  inapplicable  on  this.  When 
speaking  of  land  forfeited  to  the  government,  he  observes:  "  If 
the  lands  are  forfeited  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  though  they  have 
been  fully  paid  for,  the  breach  of  the  condition  can  only  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  the  commonwealth  in  a  method  pre- 
scribed by  law.  Innumerable  mischiefs  and  endless  confusion 
would  ensue  from  individuals  taking  upon  themselves  to  judge 
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when  warrants  and  surveys  (and  grants  too  in  this  country), 
cease  to  have  validity;"  or  whether  any  in  the  commencement, 
if  issued  by  the  state,  might  be  added,  "  and  making  entries  on 
such  land  at  their  will  and  pleasure."  If  the  expressions  of  the 
law  were  not  as  particular  as  we  find  them,  we  should  have  no 
difficulty  in  pronouncing  that  no  persons  should  take  advan- 
tage of  their  own  wrong;  and  that  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth 
of  men  like  those  we  are  speaking  of,  to  say  that  warrants  are 
dead;  that  we  Will  take  and  withhold  the  possession,  and  thereby 
entitle  ourselves  to  reap  benefits  from  an  unlawful  act. 

The  circumstance  of  the  entry  having  been  over  Brown's  line 
can  have  no  effect;  the  entry  being  valid  at  the  time  it  was 
made.  We  cannot  notice  the  date  of  the  survey  in  this  case, 
there  being  no  law  of  North  Carolina  directing  that  it  should 
be  made  a  record,  as  there  now  is  by  the  law  of  this  state. 

The  arguments  of  the  defendant's  counsel  respecting  the  par- 
ties to  the  suit  and  removals  seem  to  be  correct. 

Demurrer  allowed  and  bill  dismissed. 


Boyd  v.  Anderson. 

[1  Otmton,  488.] 

Warranty  of  Title. — A  warranty  of  title  is  implied  on  the  sale  of  an 
nnnegotiable  chose  in  action,  and  the  purchaser  acquires  the  right, 
and  assumes  the  risk  of  its  value;  where  it  is,  in  fact,  void,  the  buyer 
is  entitled  to  recover  the  price,  although  the  seller  was  innocent  of  any 
fraud,  and  ignorant  of  the  defect.  Accordingly,  when  a  land  warrant 
was  sold,  and  it  was  subsequently  declared  void,  the  purchaser  may 
recover  back  the  consideration  paid. 

Motion  for  new  trial  in  an  action  on  the  case.  The  declara- 
tion contained  a  count  stating  the  sale  of  a  land  warrant  of  six 
hundred  and  forty  acres  for  five  hundred  dollars,  which  warrant 
was  afterwards  pronounced  void  by  commissioners  duly  ap- 
pointed; and  also  a  count  for  money  had  and  received.  It  ap- 
peared that  plaintiff  held  defendant's  bond  conditioned  for  the 
conveyance  of  six  hundred  and  forty  acres;  that  defendant  pro- 
cured one  Lytle  to  assign  the  warrant  in  question  for  that  num- 
ber of  acres,  whereupon  the  bond  was  delivered  to  defendant. 
Neither  plaintiff,  defendant  nor  Lytle  knew  that  the  warrant 
was  invalid.  It  was  conceded  that  the  warrant  was  an  unnego- 
tiable  chose  in  action.  The  question  then  was  whether  the 
consideration  paid  for  the  warrant  could  be  recovered  back. 
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Overton,  J.  The  history  of  the  assignment  of  unnegotiable 
paper  has  been  given  with  much  correctness  and  perspicuity, 
by  Bulier,  J.,  in  4  T.  B.  340.  By  the  common  law,  ordinary 
bonds  or  obligations  were  not  assignable;  but  for  a  valuable 
consideration  they  were  sustained  in  equity  at  all  times:  2 
Wooddes.  388.  The  case  in  4  T.  B.  340,  together  with  many 
others  to  be  found  in  the  late  reporters,  shows  clearly  that  in 
modern  times  the  courts  in  England  are  approaching  to  the 
good  sense  of  the  rule  long  since  established  in  equity.  They 
consider  the  assignee  as  having  an  interest  in  the  demand,  and 
will  not,  where  a  suit  is  pending  in  court  for  the  use  of  such 
person,  permit  the  assignor  to  intermeddle  with  it,  or  in  any 
manner  to  extinguish  the  demand.  So  far  have  they  gone  in 
the  common  law  courts  in  England,  in  relaxing  the  original 
principles,  but  no  further.  After  this  decision,  the  legislature 
of  that  country  had  as  well  have  gone  the  whole  length  of  au- 
thorizing the  transfer  or  sale  of  such  choses  in  action,  in  the 
same  manner  that  the  common  law,  in  common  with  those  of 
every  other  nation,  recognizes  the  sale  of  any  other  property. 
The  reasons  given  by  law-writers,  why  choses  in  actions  were 
not  allowed  to  be  assigned,  were  that  it  encouraged  litigation, 
by  claims  of  this  kind  getting  into  the  hands  of  others,  of  a 
more  litigious  disposition,  and  of  greater  weight  and  influence 
in  society,  "  whereby  (said  Lord  Coke)  justice  might  be  trodden 
down."  A  very  unsatisfactory  reason  indeed,  in  any  country, 
but  perfectly  unintelligible  in  one  of  equal  laws  and  liberty. 
The  opinion  of  the  court  of  chancery,  with  the  present  practice 
in  the  other  English  courts,  demonstrate  that  if  ever  there  was 
any  reason  for  the  rule,  it  has  ceased  as  it  respects  personal 
demands. 

Our  act  of  1801,  c.  6,  s.  54,  has  expressly  said  what  is  implied 
from  the  adjudication  of  the  English  judges,  that  it  is  lawful  to 
sell  or  transfer  common  choses  in  action.  "Suits,"  says  the 
act,  "  may  hereafter  be  brought  both  in  courts  of  law  and 
equity,  in  the  names  of  assignees  of  bonds,  with  collateral  con- 
ditions, bills  or  notes  for  specific  articles,  or  the  performance 
of  any  duty." 

Agreeably  to  the  common  law,  an  assignee  acquired  no  kind 
of  interest — he  was  forbidden  to  acquire  such  interest.  There- 
fore, the  assignment  did  not  operate  anything;  it  were  the  same 
thing  as  if  a  blank  stood  in  its  place.  When  courts  of  equity 
recognized  assignments  for  valuable  consideration,  it  was  cau- 
tiously done;  they  did  not  proceed  on  principles  analogous  to 
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those  governing  bills  of  exchange,  and  other  negotiable  choses 
in  action.  In  these  transactions  the  assignor  is  liable  for  the 
amount  of  the  bill,  if  not  to  be  had  of  the  drawee.  They  de- 
cided that  the  assignee  took  an  unnegotiable  paper  subject  to 
every  equity  and  objection  that  might  be  sustained  against  it 
in  the  hands  of  the  obligee.  This  principle  is  not  affected  by 
our  act,  -which  only  authorizes  an  assignee  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion in  his  own  name.  The  act  legalizes  the  acquisition  by  the 
assignee,  and  there  it  stops.        * 

This  being  the  state  of  things,  we  will  proceed  to  examine 
the  general  principles  to  be  found  in  the  books  respecting  the 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  and  see  whether  any  of 
those  principles  cover  the  case  before  the  court. 

The  science  of  law  is  much  indebted  to  the  distinguished 
talents  of  Lord  Mansfield,  for  having  brought  this  useful  form 
of  redress  to  perfection.  Let  us  review  the  principles  estab- 
lished by  that  great  man,  and  other  judges.  His  principles  in 
this  respect  were  principally  derived  from  the  Roman  law;  and 
there  certainly  is  a  striking  likeness  between  the  civil  and  our 
law,  respecting  these  actions.  That  law,  when  speaking  of 
actions  quasi  ex  contractu  under  the  division  of  innominate  con- 
tracts, has  a  kind  of  action  termed  actio  in  fractum,  or  in  pre- 
scriptis  verbis,  answering  to  our  action  on  the  case.  Under  this 
class  they  had  their  condictio  indebiti,  or  to  recover  back  money 
paid  by  mistake,  and  condictio  causa  data  rum  secuta,  or  to  re- 
cover back  money  on  account  of  the  failure  in  the  consideration. 
The  cases  of  quasi  contracts  rested  upon  the  same  ground  with 
implied  assumpsits.  The  principles  of  the  two  laws  were,  in 
some  respects,  different.  Lord  Mansfield's  great  predilection 
for  the  Roman  law,  it  is  believed,  carried  him  too  far  upon  the 
main  ground  in  the  case  of  Moses  v.  Macferlan,  2  Burr.  1005. 
One  question  in  that  case  was,  whether  the  action  could  be 
maintained,  the  action  having  previously  been  sub  judice,  and 
money  paid  under  the  authority  of  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction. The  opinion  of  the  judge  was,  that  notwithstanding 
this  objection,  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  might  be 
supported.  Though  the  general  principles  and  reasoning  of 
Lord  Mansfield  in  that  case  were  characteristic  of  a  great  and 
comprehensive  mind,  we  cannot  agree  with  him.  Upon  the 
principle  that  it  had  been  previously  litigated,  the  action  ought 
not  to  have  been  sustained.  This  seems  to  be  the  decided 
opinion  of  Lord  Eenyon:  7  T.  R.  269.  The  reasoning  of  Lord 
Mansfield  in  other  respects  is  a  great  present  to  the  profession. 
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The  ideas  he  entertained  respecting  this  action  were,  that  it 
lies  wherever  ex  aequo  el  bono,  the  defendant  ought  to  refund, 
and  where  consistent  with  equity  and  conscience,  he  cannot  re- 
tain the  money  in  his  hands.  In  2  T.  B.  370,  Buller  says,  that 
a  person  cannot  recover  in  this  action,  unless  the  case  would  be 
thought  equitable,  and  so  determined,  if  it  were  before  a  court 
of  equity.  Hence,  Lord  Mansfield  in  Burr.  1005,  Cowp.  197, 
as  well  as  Judge  Buller,  compares  it  to  a  bill  in  equity. 

From  Lord  Holt's  time,  we  find  the  judges  frequently  stating 
that  these  actions  had  been  extended  of  late  years.  In  the  case 
of  Holms  v.  Hall,  6  Mod.  161,  Holt  complains  of  these  exten- 
sions, and  observes,  that  "nobody  would  more  willingly  check 
them  than  I  would."  I  am  far  from  agreeing  with  Lord  Holt, 
for  it  would  seem  that  the  extension  of  this  action  has  contrib- 
uted to  expedite  justice.  It  is  concise,  unperplexed  with  ver- 
bose pleading,  and  has  almost  rendered  bills  in  equity  nnneo- 
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Useful  as  this  form  of  action  is,  it  should  not  be  forgotten 
that  the  courts  will  never  suffer  the  general  terms  in  which  it  is 
conceived,  to  produce  surprise  on  the  opposite  party,  nor  allow 
of  the  action  in  case  of  a  special  warranty  of  goods,  or  where  a 
special  contract  is  still  open. 

In  the  case  of  Moses  v.  Macferlan,  Lord  Mansfield  says,  "  that 
the  extending  of  the  action  for  money  had  and  received,  de- 
pends on  the  notion  of  fraud;  as  if  one  man  takes  another's 
money  to  do  a  thing,  and  refuses  to  do  it,  it  is  a  fraud,  and  he 
may  sue  upon  the  agreement,  or  may  disaffirm  it  ab  initio  by 
reason  of  fraud,  and  bring  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived. This  in  general  is  correct,  but  the  decisions  have  gone 
further,  and  approach  nearer  to  the  civil  law.  The  decisions 
seem  to  rest  on  one  or  the  other  of  two  principles,  fraud  or  im- 
plied warranty. 

From  the  opinion  entertained  in  the  case  of  Moses  v.  Macfer- 
Ian,  it  will  easily  be  perceived  that  the  notion  of  fraud  forms 
the  ground  of  most  of  these  kind  of  condictious  actions.  Those 
referable  to  this  head  are : 

1.  To  recover  money  paid  by  mistake,  as  in  Skin.  411,  412, 
pi.  7;  1  Salk.  22,  pi.  2.  It  is  fraudulent  to  retain  money  thus 
erroneously  paid.  But  it  must  be  a  mistake  as  to  fact,  and 
not  law. 

2.  To  recover  money  paid  under  a  void  authority,  or  upon  an 
agreement  declared  void  for  irregularity  by  the  legislature,  or 
by  them  declared  void,  being  against  public  policy,  as  in  1  Yin. 
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Ab.  268,  pi.  5;  1  T.  B.  732;  having  been  paid  under  a  wrong 
impression,  it  is  fraudulent  to  retain. 

3.  When  a  defendant  gets  money  into  his  hands  which  ought 
in  equity  to  belong  to  the  plaintiff,  without  having  had  any  kind 
of  contract  with  him,  and  which  it  were  fraudulent  in  him  to 
retain,  as  in  2  Ld.  Baym.  1007;  Boiler's N.  P.  180;  1KB. 
403,  387;  Cowp.  419, 197;  Burr.  1005;  1  Bay,  66. 

4.  Where  money  has  been  paid  by  compulsion,  or  constraint, 
as  in  Str.  915;  4  T.  B.  485,  it  is  a  fraud  to  retain  it. 

5.  In  cases  of  fraud  apparent  in  the  original  transaction,  as 
in  Skin.  411,  412;  1  Yin.  Ab.  268,  pi.  4;  1  Salk.  22;  11  Mod. 
146, 147;  Cowp.  805;  4  T.  B.  182;  1  H.  Bl.  665;  or  for  money 
got  through  imposition,  extortion,  oppression,  or  undue  advan- 
tage taken  of  the  plaintiffs  situation.  Here  again  is  fraud:  1 
T.  B.  286. 

6.  Where  the  consideration  has  failed  as  for  earnest,  when 
the  bargain  has  fallen  through  on  account  of  a  bargainor's  re- 
refusal,  etc.  Premiums  where  a  ship  did  not  sail  on  her  voy- 
age, etc.:  6  Mod.  161;  Burr.  1005.  In  all  these  cases  it  is 
fraudulent  to  retain  the  consideration,  and  thus,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  Lord  Mansfield,  the  notion  of  fraud  was  at  the  bottom. 

We  will  now  notice  cases  in  which  this  action  was  repelled. 
It  seems  to  be  a  general  principle  pervading  all  the  cases,  that 
it  lies  only  where  the  principles  of  justice  require  it,  and  not 
then,  if  opposed  by  public  policy. 

In  relation  to  the  first,  or  where  justice  did  not  require  it, 
because  both  parties  acted  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts 
and  circumstances,  and  the  consideration  happened  to  fail,  it 
was  determined  that  this  action  would  not  lie:  1  Esp.  Ca.  279; 
4T.  B.  561;  1  Id.  225.  This  rule  equally  holds  where  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  are  equally  innocent,  or  equally  guilty. 
If  the  contract  be  illegal,  and  the  parties  be  equally  guilty,  no 
action  can  be  maintained.  Cases  where  the  parties  have  been 
equally  innocent  may  be  found,  as  in  1  New  Bep.  260.  The 
defendant  had  obtained  a  patent  for  an  invention,  supposing 
himself  to  be  the  first  inventor;  he  sells  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
term  of  fourteen  years,  who  enjoys  the  benefit  of  it  five 
years,  when  it  is  repealed  at  the  instance  of  another  person, 
who  had  previously  invented  it.  This  action  was  brought  for 
the  consideration  paid,  on  account  of  the  failure  in  the  same. 
The  court  conceived  the  action  did  not  lie,  as  both  parties  sup- 
posed the  patent  was  good,  as  there  was  no  fraud  nor  deception, 
and  as  the  plaintiff  had  enjoyed  it  part  of  the  time.    On  the 
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part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  insisted  that  as  the  defendant  was 
not  the  inventor,  he  never  had  a  right  to  the  invention,  and 
therefore  ought  to  refund.  This  decision  is  conformable  to  the 
principle  that  the  plaintiff,  in  ordinary  cases,  can  only  recover 
where  the  defendant  cannot  conscientiously  retain;  and  con* 
formable  to  the  observations  of  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Neal  v. 
Price,  Burr.  1354,  whose  words  are:  "  In  this  action  the  plaintiff 
cannot  recover  the  money,  unless  it  be  against  conscience  in 
the  defendant  to  retain  it,  and  great  liberality  is  always  allowed 
in  this  sort  of  action;"  and  further,  "  it  was  a  misfortune  that 
had  happened  without  fault  or  neglect.  If  there  were  no  neg- 
.  lect  in  the  plaintiff,  yet  there  was  no  reason  to  throw  off  the 
loss  from  one  innocent  man  upon  another  innocent  man."  Be- 
tween two  innocent  men,  a  court  of  law  or  equity  will  always 
be  neutral,  unless  the  law  raises  an  obligation. 

In  the  case  before  the  court,  fraud  is  not  suggested  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant;  it  is  proved  there  was  none.  Both  par- 
ties are  equally  innocent,  as  in  the  case  above,  of  a  patent:  1 
New  Bep.  260.  In  the  case  before  the  court,  the  warrant  turned 
out  to  be  worth  nothing,  but  neither  party  knew  that  when  it 
was  sold,  and  one  had  as  good  an  opportunity  of  knowing  it  as 
the  other.  It  was  also  proved  thaji  the  defendant  purchased 
the  warrant  of  Lytle,  so  that  it  is  clear,  unless  some  other  in- 
gredient exist  in  this  case  than  fraud,  the  plaintiff  cannot  re- 
cover. The  case  of  Gates  v.  Window 1 1  Mass.  65,  if  made  to 
apply  to  personal  contracts,  has  narrowed  the  responsibility  of 
vendors,  contrary  to  the  late  decisions  in  England,  as  will  be 
seen  presently.  The  case  was,  that  the  defendant  had  sold  land 
to  the  plaintiff,  for  which  he  made  a  quit-claim  deed;  the  title 
proved  defective,  and  this  action  was  brought  to  recover  back 
the  consideration  paid.  The  court  said  that  "  where  the  par- 
ties were  equally  guilty,  or  equally  innocent,  melior  est  conditio 
defendenlis,  as  no  fraud  nor  imposition  is  pretended  to  have 
been  practiced  by  the  defendant,  the  court  will  presume  that 
the  parties,  at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  were  on  equal 
grounds.  Any  one  who  had  voluntarily  given  away  a  sum  of 
money,  might  as  well  think  of  recovering  it  back  as  the  plaintiff 
expect  to  maintain  the  present  action/'  and  so,  says  the  book, 
where  money  has  been  paid  voluntarily  and.  understanding^, 
without  fraud,  imposition  or  deceit,  although  it  were  paid  with- 
out consideration,  the  law  will  not  compel  a  payment,  but 
leaves  the  parties  as  it  finds  them.  Strong,  J.,  said  "that  a 
person  who  had  purchased  a  lottery  ticket,  which  happened  to 
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come  tip  a  blank,  might,  with  equal  propriety,  say  that  the 
contract  was  nudum  pactum,  and  bring  his  action  to  recover 
back  the  price  of  the  ticket." 

The  reasoning  of  this  case  is  correct,  if  understood  with  re- 
lation to  sales  of  real  property,  .where  there  is  no  such  thing  as 
implied  responsibility,  or  quasi  contracts,  as  in  the  civil  law. 

By  the  law  of  England,  which  is  believed  to  be  our  law  in 
this  respect,  there  is  a  settled  and  uniform  distinction  between 
the  sales  of  real  and  personal  property.  In  the  first,  a  man  is 
never  liable  in  solemn  contracts,  but  by  express  agreement,  ex* 
cept  a  few  cases  of  implied  warranty,  in  exchange  and  partition 
excepted.  [See  Chism  v.  Woods,  ante,  740.]  In  the  other,  he  is 
often  impliedly  so.  The  reasoning  in  the  case  of  Gates  v.  Wins- 
low,  must  be  referred  to  the  class  of  cases  respecting  real  prop- 
erty, as  in  Bree  v.  Holbech,  Doug.  655. 

The  implied  agreement  in  Gates  v.  Winslow,  was  clearly  that 
the  defendant  should  not  be  answerable,  and  no  action  can  be 
sustained  for  money  had  and  received,  contrary  to  the  express 
or  implied  agreement  of  the  parties.  In  the  cases  hitherto  re- 
viewed, nor  in  the  principles  contained  in  them,  have  we  been 
able  to  discover  any  which  would  authorize  a  recovery  in  this 
action.  All  the  cases  provqthat  it  is  not  the  mere  circumstance 
of  the  consideration  failing  that  will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover; another  important  ingredient  is  necessary,  that  the  de- 
fendant cannot  retain  the  money  consistently  with  equity  and 
good  conscience.  Can  the  defendant  do  so  in  the  principal 
case?  Without  some  principle  of  positive  law,  he  certainly 
can.  He  having  purchased  the  warrant,  sold  it  again  fairly, 
without  fraud,  concealment  or  misrepresentation,  the  defendant 
having  as  complete  an  opportunity  of  knowing  every  thing  re- 
specting it  as  the  plaintiff  had.  Both  parties  equally  knew  thai 
it  was  to  be  laid  before  the  board  for  adjudication,  when  it 
might  be  condemned  or  not. 

Is  there,  then,  any  principle  in  the  law  which  will  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  obtain  a  recovery  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  there  is. 
The  principle  alluded  to  is  laid  down  by  Holt,  C.  J.,  in  the  case 
of  Medina  v.  Stoughion,  1  Salk.  210;  1  Ld.  Ray.  593.  Referred 
to  in  Carthew,  90;  Pasley  v.  Freeman, 3  T.  R.  57.  "Where the 
seller  has  the  possession  of  goods,  the  bare  affirming  them  to  be 
his  makes  a  warranty." 

The  remark  of  Mr.  Justice  Buller,  in  the  case  of  Pasley  v. 
Freeman,  that  this  rule  more  strongly  applies  where  the  seller 
is  out  of  possession,  does  not  come  into  view  in  the  principal 
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case.  But  such  implied  warranty  does  not  extend  to  the  qual- 
ity of  the  thing  sold,  and  to  charge  a  defendant  on  this  ground 
he  must  know  of  a  defect  not  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  which 
he  could  not  know  by  the  exertion  of  common  prudence;  and 
upon  this  principle  it  would  seem,  if  goods  should  turn  out  to 
be  the  property  of  another,  of  which  the  seller  was  ignorant, 
it  shall  be  no  excuse;  he  will  be  liable.  Properly  may  be  in 
action  as  well  as  in  possession;  if  a  person  sells  a  covenant  or 
bond,  affirming  it  to  be  his  own,  the  case  of  Medina  v.  Stoughion 
applies;  he  virtually  warrants  that  it  is  so.  Lord  Holt  is  here 
speaking  of  properly  in  possession;  the  same  principle  applies 
to  that  in  action,  where  the  law  allows  of  its  transference.  The 
plain  sense  of  the  principle  is,  that  the  buyer  should  get  some- 
thing; that  it  should  be  in  reality  what  it  is  said  to  be,  which 
would  be,  as  respects  transferable  choses  in  action,  a  warranty 
that  the  bond  or  obligation  evidenced,  at  the  time  of  its  sale,  a 
bona  fide  subsisting  demand,  as  in  the  case  of  a  forged  bank-bill: 
Marlde  v.  Hatfield,  ante,  446.  "  The  sale  of  a  subject  as  existing 
which  does  not  exist,  is  void ;  the  vendor  cannot  deliver  a  nan  ens, 
and  the  purchaser  is  not  bound  to  pay  the  price  unless  he  gets 
what  he  bargained  for."  These  observations  are  applicable  to 
the  common  case  of  the  assignment  of  a  covenant  from  one  man 
to  another,  and  it  is  conceived  that  the  assignee,  standing  in  the 
shoes  of  the  assignor,  is  subject  to  all  the  objections  which  could 
excuse  the  performance  of  the  covenant  if  in  the  hands  of 
the  obligee;  yet  upon  the  sale,  an  implied  warranty  will  render 
the  seller  liable  if  the  covenant  be  avoided  or  rendered  of  no  ef- 
fect, for  or  on  the  ground  of  any  objections  attached  to  the 
original  transaction,  or  existing  respecting  the  covenant,  previ- 
ously to  the  sale;  but  the  seller  would  not  be  liable  for  any 
subsequent  events,  rendering  the  covenant  fruitless.  Such 
events,  the  obligee,  had  he  retained  and  not  sold  the  obligation, 
would  have  been  subject  to;  and  such  events  the  vendee  would 
have  as  good  a  chance  of  knowing  as  the  vendor.  The  buyer 
purchases  nothing  but  the  right,  and  assumes  the  risk  of 
solvency  of  the  obligee.  It  is  admitted  that  there  exists  no 
difference  between  the  case  of  an  assignment  of  a  warrant  and 
a  common  unnegotiable  bond. 

Our  next  view  is,  the  proceeding  of  the  board  of  commis- 
sioners in  declaring  the  warrant  or  obligation  invalid.  The 
state  of  Tennessee,  by  a  cession  from  North  Carolina  (1804,  c. 
14),  acquired  the  right  of  perfecting  titles  on  bona  fide  land 
claims.  In  order,  therefore,  to  ascertain  these  bona  fide  land 
Am.  Dxo.  Voi*  m— a    • 
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claims,  the  board  was  established;  the  board  authorized  to  dis- 
tinguish those  that  were  bona  fide  and  fairly  obtained  from  the 
state,  from  those  that  were  not,  and  upon  that  ground  to  decide 
on  them,  and  declare  them  valid  or  invalid:  1806,  c.  1,  s.  29,  86; 
1807,  c.  2.  s.  1, 13.  A  warrant  thus  declared  void,  on  account 
of  fraud  praticed  on  the  state  when  obtained,  makes  it  so  ab 
initio.  It  would  be  void  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee  who  pur- 
chased it  subject  to  the  same  objections,  it  would  have  been  in 
the  hands  of  the  assignor;  on  account  of  fraud  the  warrant  was 
in  fact  void  when  sold,  though  not  declared  so  till  afterwards; 
and  thus  it  results  that  the  buyer  in  fact  did  not  get  anything 
for  his  money  when  he  parted  with  it.  The  consideration  hav- 
ing failed  upon  the  principle  of  implied  warranty,  he  ought  to 
recover  it  back  in  this  action.  The  circumstance  of  Lytle's 
having  assigned  the  warrant  instead  of  the  defendant,  who 
really  was  the  seller,  produces  no  difference  in  this  case.  The 
aseignment  creates  no  kind  of  liability  in  the  eye  of  the  law;  it 
is  the  receipt  of  the  consideration  that  generates  a  quasi  con- 
tract. 

I  am  not  unmindful  that  it  is  a  principle  of  law  and  public 
policy  that  lawsuits  should  not  be  multiplied  in  any  event,  fur- 
ther than  the  dictates  of  justice  would  require;  nay,  public 
utility  sometimes  bars  relief,  when  moral  justice  requires  it: 
Kam.  Pr.  Eq.  404-410;  but  the  same  author  says:  "  It  is  a 
great  object  in  society  to  rectify  the  disorders  of  chance,  and  to 
preserve  to  every  man,  as  much  as  possible,  the  fruits  of  his 
own  industry." 

Humphreys,  J.  When  the  question  was  argued  at  the  last 
term,  I  had  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  recover,  but  as 
Judge  Overton  wished  to  advise,  it  stood  over.  Upon  the  sale 
of  such  a  paper,  the  buyer  takes  upon  himself  the  risk  of  sol- 
vency, but  no  further.  Other  circumstances  respecting  an  un- 
negotiable  paper  must  be  supposed  to  rest  in  the  knowledge  of 
the  obligee  or  seller.  At  all  events,  the  buyer  is  net  presumed 
to  know  anything  of  such  circumstances. 
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ABANDONMENT. 
See  Insurance,  7, 14, 18,  1& 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

Br  Feme  Covert.— An  adherence  to  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute 
for  an  acknowledgment  by  a  feme  covert  is  not  essentially  requisite,  and 
the  omission  of  words  deemed  essential  can  be  supplied  by  words  of  , 
equivalent  import  and  signification.  But  where  the  word  "fear,"  as 
required  by  the  statute,  was  omitted  from  the  certificate  of  acknowl- 
edgment, and  no  word  of  similar  import  or  meaning  substituted,  it  was 
held  defective.    ffolUngmoorth  v.  McDonald,  54& 

ACTION. 

Pom  Suborning  a  Witness.— No  action  will  lie  against  a  person  for 
suborning  a  witness  to  swear  falsely  in  a  cause  in  another  state,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  a  judgment  was  given  against  the  defendant  in  the 
latter  state,  contrary  to  the  truth  and  justice  of  the  case.    Smith  v. 

Bee  Common  Carriers,  1;  Contracts,  8;  Covenants,  2j  Executors, 
1, 2;  Sales,  2;  Trespass,  1;  Trover,  2. 

ADMIRALTY. 

1.  Invalid  Sale  by  Prize  Court  in  Neutral  Territory.— A  sale 
of  captured  goods  by  order  of  a  prize  court  of  a  captor  established  in 
a  neutral  country,  does  not  change  the  title  of  the  property,  since  such 
court  is  without  jurisdiction.     Wheelwright  v.  Depeytter,  345. 

SL  Jurisdiction  op  Prize  Court.— The  decision  of  a  prize  court  of  com* 
potent  jurisdiction  is  conclusive  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  property, 
and  a  court  of  common  law  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  question  of  prize, 
but  the  inquiry  may  be  made  as  to  the  competency  of  the  prize  court 
to  give  a  decree,  when  a  condemnation  for  prize  is  set  up  as  a  source  of 
title.    Id. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

L  Bights  of  Assignee  of  Chose  in  Action.— A  purchaser  of  a  chose 
in  action  can  have  no  higher  or  better  title  than  the  person  from  whom 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


772  Index. 

he  buys,  and  he  takes  it  subject  to  all  the  equities  existing  against  it 
in  the  hands  of  his  assignor.  Bebee  v.  Bank  0/  N.  Y^  353. 
1  Satisfaction  of  Judgment  by  Assignor.— Where  the  assignor  of 
a  judgment  had  given  satisfaction  thereof,  and  it  had  been  entered  on 
record,  it  was  held  that  third  persons,  who  on  the  faith  of  such  satis- 
faction lent  money  to  the  debtor,  taking  confession  of  judgment  as  se- 
curity, acting  in  good  faith,  and  in  reliance  on  the  record,  and  without 
notice  of  the  assignment,  were  entitled  to  have  the  assignee  enjoined 
from  proceeding  on  the  judgment,  and  have  him  account  as  trustee  for 
what  he  had  collected.    Id. 

ATTAINDER. 

Estates  upon  Condition,  how  Affected  by  Attainder.— By  the 
act  of  attainder  of  1779,  estates  upon  condition  did  not  become  forfeited 
to  or  vest  in  the  people  of  the  state;  and  accordingly,  where  a  person 
had  purchased  land  at  a  sheriff's  sale,  but  had  not  paid  the  money,  and 
afterwards  became  attainted  under  the  act,  it  was  held  that  the  state 
could  not  perform  the  condition  so  as  to  make  the  deed  which  had  been 
delivered  as  an  escrow  absolute,  and  thereby  acquire  the  right  of  the 
person  attainted.    Jackson  v.  Catlm,  415. 


BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  Tobt  NOT  Assignable.— A  right  of  action  founded  on  a  tort  does  not 

pass  to  the  assignee,  so  that  he  can  sue  upon  it  in  his  own  name,  by 
an  assignment  under  the  bankrupt  act  of  1800.    Bird  v.  Clark,  209. 

2.  Discharge  under  Insolvent  Laws.— A  debtor  residing  in  Rhode 

Island  gave  his  note,  dated  in  Massachusetts,  to  a  resident  of  that 
state.  It  was  held  that  the  debtor's  discharge  under  the  insolvent  law 
of  Rhode  Island  was  not  a  bar  to  a  suit  by  the  creditor  in  New  York, 
as  it  would  be  no  bar  in  Massachusetts.    Smith  v.  Smith,  410. 

2.  Right  of  Foreign  Assignee  to  Sue.— A  suit  may  be  brought  in  this 
state,  in  the  name  of  a  foreign  bankrupt,  and  not  by  his  assignees,  and 
he  may  be  joined  with  the  assignees  of  a  copartner  who  is  bankrupt  in 
this  country.    Bird  v.  Caritat,  433. 

4  Law  of  Forum,  when  Governs. — The  mode  of  proceeding  to  recover 
the  debts  of  a  bankrupt,  whether  in  his  own  name  or  in  that  of  his 
assignees,  is  governed  by  the  law  of  the  forum  where  the  suit  is  in* 
stituted.    Id. 

BONDS. 

1.  Tender.— A  tender  on  a  bond  with  a  penalty  is  no  bar  to  an  action  on 
such  bond.    Manny  v.  Harris,  386. 

1  For  Gaming  Consideration  Void.— The  assignee  of  a  bond  given 
for  a  gaming  consideration  cannot  recover,  although  the  assignment 
was  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  he  had  no  notice  of  the  origin  of 
the  bond;  unless  the  obligor  before  the  assignment  should  induce  him 
to  take  the  bond  by  a  promise  to  pay  the  money  due  thereon.  Wood* 
son  v.  Barrett,  612. 

See  Damages,  6;  Partnership,  6,  7. 
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BOTTOMRY. 
See  Insurance,  l& 

COMMON  CARRIERS. 

Who  has  Right  or  Action  against.— Where  goods  were  shipped 
lor  the  account  and  risk  of  the  consignee,  he  paying  the  freight,  and 
it  was  so  expressed  in  the  invoice  and  hill  of  lading,  a  delivery  to  the 
carrier  is  considered  a  delivery  to  the  consignee,  who  alone  can  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  carrier  for  non-delivery,  as  hy  the  hill  of 
lading  the  property  became  vested  in  him.    Potter  v.  Laming,  310. 

CONSPIRACY. 
See  Criminal  Law,  2. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

Statute  divesting  Property  from  Corporation  Unconstitutional, 
By  the  constitution  it  was  provided  that  the  legislature  should  estab- 
lish schools,  and  "all  useful  learning  shall  be  duly  encouraged  in  one 
or  more  universities. "  Accordingly,  the  legislature  established  a  uni- 
versity granting  to  it  certain  property  escheated  to  the  state;  but  an 
act  was  afterwards  passed  divesting  such  property.  It  was  held  such 
act  was  unconstitutional.     Trustees  v.  Foy,  672. 

CONTRACTS. 

L  When  Valid. — A  bond  given  by  the  husband  to  the  father  of  his  wife, 
for  her  maintenance,  after  a  voluntary  separation,  is  a  valid  contract, 
and  an  action  can  be  maintained  thereon.    Page  v.  Trvfard,  AX. 

8.  With  Minister,  by  Parish.— Where  a  minister  was  called  at  the  in* 
vitation  of  a  parish  and  settled  over  the  congregation  as  its  pastor,  no 
agreement  being  made  as  to  the  period  during  which  he  was  to  con- 
tinue his  services,  it  was  held  that  the  contract  could  not  be  dissolved 
at  the  will  of  the  parish.    Avery  v.  Tyringham,  106. 

a.  Construction  of  Contemporaneous  Instruments.— Where  two 
instruments  are  executed  at  the  same  time,  one  referring  to  the  other, 
and  relating  to  the  same  transaction,  they  must  be  considered  as  in* 
tended  to  affect  the  same  contract,  and  must  be  construed  together. 
Clap  v.  Draper,  215. 

A.  Right  of  Party  to  Rescind.— Where  a  party  to  a  contract  attempts 
to  rescind  a  sale,  or  an  exchange  of  chattels,  for  fraud  practiced  by  the 
other  party,  he  cannot  retain  any  part  of  the  consideration  he  received 
upon  the  sale  or  exchange.    Kimball  v.  Cunningham,  290. 

&  Void  Agreement.— An  agreement  to  indemnify  an  officer  against  a 
voluntary  escape  of  a  prisoner  is  void  as  against  public  policy.  Ayer 
v.  Hutchins,  232. 

6L  Void  against  Public  Policy— A  contract  to  reprint  any  literary 
work,  in  violation  of  a  right  of  copyright  secured  to  a  third  person,  is 
void,  and  the  printer  who  executes  such  contract,  knowing  the  rights 
of  such  third  person,  cannot  recover  for  his  services.  Nkhois  v.  Rug* 
glee,  262. 
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7.  Mobal  Obligation,  when  a  Consideration.— If  *  usurious  security 
be  given  up,  and  a  new  security  taken  for  the  sum  advanced  and  legal 
interest,  the  latter  security  will  be  good;  for  the  borrower's  moral  ob- 
ligation to  pay  the  principal  and  legal  interest,  is  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration therefor.    KUbourn  v.  Bradley,  273. 

&  Action  on  Promise  on  Behalf  of  a  Third  Person.— A  parol 
promise  from  one  person  to  another  for  the  benefit  of  a  third,  will 
enable  such  third  person  to  maintain  an  action  on  the  promise.  Schem* 
erhornv.  Vdnderheyden,  304. 

9L  How  Governed. — The  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is  made, 
and  not  where  the  action  is  brought,  should  govern  in  expounding  or 
enforcing  the  contract,  unless  the  parties  intended  its  execution  else* 
where,  in  which  case  it  is  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 
it  is  to  be  executed.    Smith  v.  Smith,  410. 

10.  Covenant  not  to  Sue  one  of  two  Obligors.— Where  there  are 
two  obligors  or  promisors,  a  covenant  not  to  sue  one  has  not  the  effect 
of  releasing  the  demand,  nor  will  it  protect  the  other  from  suit  Har* 
rison  v.  Close,  444. 

11.  Construction.— It  is  a  general  principle,  admitting  of  few  excep- 
tions, that  in  construing  contracts  made  in  a  foreign  country,  the 
courts  are  governed  by  the  lex  loci  contractus,  as  respects  the  essence  of 
the  contract;  that  is,  the  rights  acquired  and  the  obligations  created 
by  it,  but  the  remedy  or  mode  of  enforcing  it  is  to  conform  to  the  laws 
of  the  country  where  the  action  is  instituted.  Dt  Sobry  v  De  Latere, 
636. 

15L  Validity.— Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  contract,  it  is  to  be  executed  in 
another  country,  there  the  parties  tacitly  adopt  the  laws  of  that  coun- 
try for  its  interpretation,  and  its  validity  is  determined  by  its  laws;  but 
where  a  contract  is  contra  bono*  mores,  as  for  the  price  of  prostitution, 
such  a  contract,  though  legal  in  some  countries,  would  not  be  enforced 
here.    Id. 

IS.  Intoxication  of  Party  Avoids  his  Contract.— A  contract  may 
be  avoided  by  the  legal  representatives  of  one  of  the  parties,  on  the 
ground  of  his  having  been  drunk  when  it  was  made,  although  such  in- 
toxication was  not  occasioned  by  the'  procurement  of  the  other  party; 
Wigglesworth  v.  Steers,  002. 

14  Consideration.— A  tract  of  land  was  conveyed,  as  containing  a  cer- 
tain number  of  acres,  more  or  less.  Some  years  afterwards  it  was  mu- 
tually agreed  between  the  parties,  that  the  land  should  be  surveyed,  and 
if  found  to  contain  more  than  the  quantity  specified  in  the  deed,  the 
vendee  should  pay  ten  dollars  per  acre  for  the  excess,  but  if  it  fell 
abort  the  vendor  was  to  refund  at  the  same  rate.  It  was  held  that  those 
were  mutual  promises,  and  one  was  a  good  consideration  to  support  an 
action  on  the  other.    Howe  v.  O' Molly,  693. 

Iff.  Implied  from  a  Moral  Obligation.  — Where  the  owner  of  a  slave 
had  cruelly  beaten  her,  and  had  driven  her  away  from  his  house  and 
plantation,  exposing  her  to  perish  for  want  of  food  and  from  the 
effects  of  his  cruelties,  and  a  neighboring  physician,  from  motives  of 
humanity,  had  taken  the  slave  under  his  protection,  giving  her  medical 
and  other  relief,  it  was  held  that  an  action  might  be  maintained  against 
the  owner  for  such  medicine  and  attendance,  and  for  the  maintenance 
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of  the  slave  during  her  illness,  even  though  the  defendant  had  forbid- 
den the  plaintiff  to  receive  the  slave  or  give  her  any  assistance.  Fair* 
child  y.  Bell,702. 

ML  What  Constitutes  a  Usurious  Contract.— A  contract  to  be  usu- 
rious must  be  substantially  a  lending  and  borrowing;  and  if  this  be 
understood,  no  shift  or  contrivance  will  enable  the  parties  to  evade  the 
law.     Tardeoeau  v.  Smith,  727. 

17.  Stipulated  Damages. — In  a  contract  the  parties  may  agree  on  a  sum 
as  stipulated  damages  in  case  of  failure;  and  the  jury  are  bound  by 
such  damages  so  ascertained,  though  it  exoeed  legal  interest  on  the 
value  of  property  which  should  have  been  paid.    Id. 


CORPORATIONS. 

L  Vested  Corporate  Rights.  —Rights  legally  vested  in  a  corporation 
cannot  be  controlled  or  destroyed  by  any  subsequent  statute,  unless  a 
power  for  that  purpose  be  reserved  to  the  legislature  in  the  act  of  in* 
corporation.     Wales  v .  Stetson,  39. 

SL  Assent  to  an  Act  op  Incorporation.— Where  an  act  of  the  legis- 
lature incorporated  certain  persons  named,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
a  street,  and  subjected  them  to  assessment  by  the  corporation  for  the 
expenses  of  making  such  street,  it  was  held  that  a  person  named  in  the 
act  could  not  be  bound  unless  he  had  assented  thereto.  Ellis  v.  M  sr- 
shall,  49. 

S.  Stockholder's  Right  to  New  Stock.  —  A  banking  company  was 
incorporated  with  power  to  create  a  capital  stock  not  less  than  a  given 
sum,  nor  greater  than  another  sum;  it  commenced  business  with  the 
smaller  capital,  and  afterwards  it  was  voted  to  increase  the  capital  to 
the  larger  sum.  Those  who  held  stock  in  the  capital  first  raised  were 
held  to  be  entitled  to  subscribe  for  and  hold  the  new  stock  according  to 
their  respective  shares.    Gray  v.  Portland  Bank,  156. 

4  Damages  for  Refusing  to  Receive  Subscription.— Where  a  cor- 
poration refused  to  permit  a  stockholder  to  subscribe  for  the  stock  to 
which  he  was  so  entitled,  it  is  liable  to  an  action  for  damages  for  such 
refusal,  and  the  measure  of  damages  in  such  action  is  the  excess  of  the 
market  value  above  the  par  value  of  the  number  of  shares  he  was  en* 
titled  to,  with  interest  on  such  excess.    Ia\ 

&  Admissions  of  Members  of  a  Corporation.— The  admissions  of  indi- 
vidual members  of  a  corporation,  a  party  to  the  action,  and  which  were 
not  made  in  the  exercise  of  any  corporate  duty,  cannot  be  received  in 
evidence.    Hartford  Bank  v.  Hart,  274. 

C  Corporate  Acts,  how  Performed. — Where  the  act  incorporating  an 
insurance  company,  provided  that  no  losses  should  be  settled  and  paid 
without  the  approbation  of  at  least  four  of  the  directors,  with  the  presi- 
dent or  two  assistants,  or  a  plurality  of  them,  the  acceptance  of  an 
abandonment  made  by  the  insured  for  a  total  loss,  will  not  be  a  valid 
corporate  act,  unless  it  appears  to  have  been  done  at  a  board  of  directors 
constituted  according  to  the  act,  for  a  corporate  body  can  only  act  in 
the  mode  prescribed  by  the  act  of  incorporation.  Beatty  v.  Marine  Ins* 
Co.,  401. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


776  Index. 

COVENANTS. 

L  Assignment  of  Breaches. — In  actions  of  covenant,  the  general  rule 
is,  that  breaches  may  he  assigned  by  negativing  the  words  of  the  cov- 
enant; but  when  such  general  assignment  does  not  amount  to  a  breach, 
the  breach  must  be  specially  assigned.  Covenants  that  the  grantor  is 
seised,  that  he  has  a  right  to  convey,  are  within  this  rule;  but  cove- 
nants for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  against  incumbrances,  are  within  the 
exception,  as  well  as  a  covenant  of  warranty.    Marston  v.  Hobbs,  61. 

&  Action  on  Covenant  of  Warranty.— A  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover on  a  covenant  of  warranty,  though  he  may  have  voluntarily 
yielded  up  his  possession;  provided  the  title  to  which  he  yielded  be 
good,  and  paramount  to  that  of  his  warrantor.    Hamilton  v.  Cutis,  222. 

8.  What  Considered  an  Incumbrance.  —A  paramount  right  is  an  in- 
cumbrance within  the  meaning  of  a  covenant  in  a  conveyance  of  land, 
that  the  same  is  free  from  all  incumbrances.     PreaeoU  v.  Trueman,  246. 

4  Action  on  Covenant  of  Warranty.— The  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
breach  of  covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment  and  warranty,  must  allege  in 
his  declaration  that  he  was  evicted  by  a  person  having  the  legal  title. 
Ortenby  v.  Wticocke,  379. 

&  Covenant  of  Seisin  not  Assignable.— If  the  grantor  was  not 
seised,  the  covenant  of  seisin  is  broken  immediately,  but  no  action 
can  be  brought  by  the  grantee's  assignee  on  such  covenant  against  the 
grantor,  because  after  the  breach  it  is  a  chose  in  action,  and,  therefore, 
not  assignable.    Id. 

See  Lease,  1. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

L  Goods  Stolen  in  one  State  Carried  to  Another.— An  indict- 
ment will  lie  against  the  receiver  of  goods  stolen  in  New  Hampshire, 
and  brought  into  this  state.    Commonwealth  v.  Andrews,  17. 

8.  Conspiracy. — A  conspiracy  to  manufacture  base  and  spurious  indigo, 
with  a  fraudulent  intent  to  sell  the  same  as  good  and  genuine  indigo,  is 
an  indictable  offense,  although  no  sale  be  made  in  pursuance  of  such 
conspiracy.    Commonwealth  v.  Judd,  64. 

8.  Indictment  for  Nuisance,  Defect  in.— On  an  indictment  for  a 
nuisance  for  keeping  fifty  barrels  of  gunpowder  near  the  dwelling- 
houses  of  divers  good  citizens,  and  near  a  certain  public  street,  etc.,  it 
was  held  that  the  allegation,  in  this  manner,  did  not  necessarily  import 
a  nuisance,  otherwise  if  it  had  been  charged  to  have  been  negligently 
and  improvidently  kept.    People  v.  Sands,  296. 

4  Style  of  Court  in  Case  of  Perjury.— In  an  indictment  for  per- 
jury, the  style  of  the  court  before  which  the  perjury  is  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  must  be  correctly  set  out    State  v.  Street,  682. 

DAMAGES. 

L  Measure  of.— Upon  a  breach  of  the  covenant  of  seisin,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  consideration  paid,  and  interest  thereon.  Mareton  v. 
Hobbs,  61. 

&  Breach  of  Covenant  of  Warranty.— In  an  action  upon  a  covenant 
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of  warranty,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  land  at  the 
time  of  the  eviction.    Gore  v.  Brazier,  182. 

a.  Breach  of  Covenant  against  Incumbrances.— In  an  action  on  a 
covenant  against  incumbrances,  if  the  plaintiff  has,  at  a  fair  price,  ex- 
tinguished the  incumbrance,  such  price  shall  be  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages; but  if  he  has  not  removed  the  incumbrance  he  shall  recover  only 
nominal  damages.    PrescoU  v.  Truetnan,  246. 

4  Deficiency— Measure  of  Damages.— Where  land  is  sold  with  war- 
ranty, and  there  is  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity,  the  purchaser  is  en- 
titled to  compensation  for  such  deficiency,  the  value  being  estimated 
at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and  not  at  the  time  when  the  deficiency 
was  discovered.    Nelson  v.  Matthews,  620. 

&  Same.  -If  several  adjoining  tracts  of  land  be  sold  for  a  gross  sum,  and 
no  specification  be  made  at  the  time  of  the  contract  of  the  quality  or 
separate  value  of  each  parcel,  and  there  be  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity 
of  each  tract,  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to  compensation  for  the 
deficiency,  according  to  the  average  value  of  the  whole  tract,  and  not 
of  the  several  tracts  taken  separately.    Id. 

6.  Penalty,  Limit  of  Recovery. — In  an  action  upon  a  penal  bond,  the 

plaintiff  cannot  recover  damages  beyond  the  penalty.  Warden  v.  NeU- 
son,  691. 

7.  Damages  on  Failure  to  Deliver  Property.— The  value  of  any 

personal  property  at  the  time  when  it  was  to  be  delivered,  with  legal 
interest  thereon,  is  the  most  equitable  general  rule  for  estimating  the 
damages  in  case  of  a  failure  to  deliver  the  property.  Pope  v.  Camp* 
beU,l%L 
8ee  Contracts.  17;  Corporations,  4;  Libel,  4,  5;  Real  Estate,  14, 
15;  Seduction,  1;  Sheriffs,  1. 

DEEDS. 

1.  Monuments  when  to  Control.— Land  was  conveyed  by  a  deed 

which  described  it  as  measuring  forty-five  feet,  and  bounded  by  certain 
known  and  visible  monuments;  but  the  distance  between  the  monu- 
ments was  sixty-five  feet.  It  was  held  that  the  purchaser  should  hold 
according  to  the  monuments,  and  not  by  the  measure  as  described. 
Howe  v.  Bass,  59. 

2.  Delivery  of.— A  deed  signed,  sealed,  acknowledged  and  delivered 

to  the  custody  of  a  third  person  as  the  deed  of  the  grantor,  to  be  de- 
livered over  to  the  grantee,  on  some  future  event,  takes  effect  presently 
as  the  deed  of  the  grantor,  the  third  person  being  a  trustee  of  it  for 
the  grantee.     WJieelwright  v.  Wheelwright,  66. 

8.  Same. — If  delivered  to  a  third  person  as  the  writing  or  escrow  of  the 

grantor  to  be  delivered  on  some  future  event,  it  is  not  the  grantor's 
deed  until  the  second  delivery;  and  if  possession  of  it  be  obtained  by 
the  grantee  before  the  happening  of  the  event,  the  grantor  may  gen- 
erally avoid  it  by  pleading  non  est  factum.  Id. 
4  When  a  Mortgage.— A  bond  conditioned  to  reconvey  an  estate,  which 
had  been  conveyed  by  deed  of  the  same  date,  on  payment  of  a  sum  of 
money,  is  a  defeasance  of  the  deed,  which  will  be  considered  as  a  morfc 
gage.    Ershme  v.  Townsend,  71. 
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&  Consideration— Action  to  Recover  Back.— A  grantor  by  bargain 
and  sale,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  sold  land  with  warranty,  the 
grantee  to  hold  from  the  grantor's  death.  It  was  held  that  during 
the  grantor's  life  no  action  would  lie  to  recover  back  the  consideration; 
although  an  action  on  the  covenant  would,  after  death  of  the  grantor, 
if  a  title  to  the  land  were  not  made  to  the  grantee  or  his  heirs. 
WalUs  v.  Waltis,  210. 

0.  Covenant  to  Stand  Seised.— If  such  bargain  and  sale  be  made  by  a 
rather  to  his  son,  a  consideration  of  natural  affection  from  the  relation 
of  the  parties  will  be  presumed  in  addition  to  the  valuable  considera- 
tion expressed  in  the  deed;  and  it  will  be  construed  as  a  covenant  of 
the  grantor  to  stand  seised  to  his  own  use  during  life,  and  after  his 
death  to  the  use  of  the  grantee.    Id. 

7.  Unrecorded  Deed  as  Notice. — A  deed  of  conveyance,  though  not 
acknowledged  or  registered,  will  be  good  against  a  second  purchaser 
with  notice,  and  this  notice  may  be  either  express  or  implied.  Fans- 
worth  v.  ChUds,  249. 

&  SAME.  —Where  a  second  bona  fide  purchaser  had  read  a  prior  deed,  but 
the  grantee  had  neglected  for  two  years  to  record  it,  and  had  permitted 
the  grantor  to  remain  in  the  open  possession  and  occupation  of  the 
land,  the  first  purchaser  was  held  not  entitled  to  relief,  and  the  second 
entitled  to  claim  the  land.    Id. 

9.  Escrow. — Where  the  sheriff  executed  a  deed  for  land  sold  at  auction, 

and  delivered  it  to  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  to 
be  by  him  delivered  to  the  grantee  as  soon  as  the  purchase-money 
should  be  paid;  it  was  held  to  be  an  escrow,  and  that  until  the  condi- 
tion be  performed  the  estate  continued  in  the  judgment-debtor.  Jack- 
son  v.  CatUn,  415. 

10.  Interpretation.— Where  a  deed  may  inure  in  different  ways,  the 
grantee  shall  have  his  election  which  way  to  take  it;  and  an  exception 
in  a  deed  is  always  to  be  taken  most  favorably  for  the  grantee.  Jack* 
son  v.  Hudson,  600. 

1L  Agreement  to  Convey. — An  instrument  in  the  form  of  articles  of 
agreement  to  convey,  and  concluding  with  a  penalty  for  non-perform- 
ance, though  containing  words  of  bargain  and  sale;  or  a  conveyance  in 
prassenU  to  a  party  and  his  heirs,  is  no  more  than  an  agreement  to 
convey.    Jackson  v.  Myers,  604. 

12.  Intent  to  Control.— The  intent,  when  apparent  and  not  repugnant 
to  any  rule  of  law,  will  control  technical  terms;  for -the  intent,  and  not 
the  words,  is  the  essence  of  every  agreement.    Id. 

IX  Operative  Words. — The  words  "for  value  received,"  in  a  deed,  im- 
port a  sufficient  consideration  to  raise  a  use  in  the  bargainee  under  the 
statute  of  uses;  and  the  words  "  make  over  and  grant,0  are  sufficiently 
operative  to  convey  lands  by  way  of  a  use.    Jackson  v.  Alexander, 

m. 

See  Evidence,  21. 

DELIVERY. 
See  Deeds,  2,  3,  9;  Personal  Property,  L 
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DESCENT. 
MAXIM  SEISINA  FACIT  STIPITBM.— The  maxim  sMna  facit  sUpUem  has 
never  been  adopted  in  Connecticut,  bnt  on  the  death  of  the  ancestor, 
the  descent  k  cast  upon  the  heir  without  any  reference  to  the  seisin  of 
such  ancestor.    HUihouse  v.  Chester,  260. 

DOWER 

L  NONE  Df  Momentary  Seisin.— A  father  conveyed  land  to  his  four 
sons  in  fee,  who  on  the  same  day  mortgaged  the  same  land  to  the 
father  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  and  the  maintenance 
of  the  father  during  life;  it  was  held  that  there  was  only  an  instanta- 
neous seisin  in  the  sons,  and  therefore  the  wife  of  one  had  no  claim  to 
dower  in  the  land.    Holbrooh  v.  Finney,  243. 

SL  Bar. — A  devise  was  made  by  a  husband  to  his  wife  of  certain  articles 
of  personal  property  and  forty  pounds  in  money,  "in  lieu  and  stead  of 
every  other  claim  and  pretension  to  his  estate. "  It  not  appearing  that 
the  wife  had  accepted  this  bequest  in  lieu  of  dower,  it  was  held  that 
it  was  no  bar  to  her  right  to  dower  at  law.  Larrabee  v.  Van  Alstyne, 
833. 

DURESS. 

What  Constitutes.— Menaces  which  induce  a  fear  of  life, -of  mayhem, 
or  of  imprisonment,  may  avoid  a  deed;  but  a  menace  to  commit  a 
battery,  to  burn  a  house,  or  spoil  goods,  is  not  sufficient  Edwards  v. 
HandUy,  74& 

EASEMENTS. 

L  Right  op  Wat  over  Another's  Land.— Where  a  judgment-cred- 
itor levied  on  a  part  of  the  debtor's  land,  leaving  the  latter  no  passage 
from  the  remaining  portion  to  the  highway,  the  debtor  has  necessarily 
a  right  of  way  over  the  land  levied  upon.    Pernam  v.  Wead,  43. 

SL  Extent  of. — Where  a  grant  was  made  with  a  reservation  of  a  right  of 
egress  and  regress,  or  of  fishing  and  fowling  upon  the  land,  this  did 
not  give  the  right  of  taking  wood,  grass,  or  anything  appurtenant  to 
the  ownership  of  the  soil.    Emans  v.  TurnbuU,  427. 

S.  Right  op  Fishing— Limitation  of.— A  right  of  fishing  in  any  water 
gives  no  right  over  the  adjoining  land,  nor  any  right  to  erect  huts  on 
the  shore  for  that  purpose.     Cortelyou  v.  Van  Brandt,  439. 

4  Prescriptive  Right.— A  right  to  erect  a  building  on  another's  land 
can  in  no  case  be  acquired  by  prescription  which  applies  only  to  in- 
corporeal hereditaments.    Id. 

EJECTMENT. 

L  Defendant's  Title. — Where  the  defendant  in  ejectment  sets  up  an 
outstanding  title,  it  must  be  a  present,  subsisting  and  operative  title; 
otherwise  it  will  be  presumed  that  such  title  in  a  stranger  has  been  ex- 
tinguished.   Jackson  v.  Hudson,  500. 

1  Evidence  of  Possession.— When  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  claims  to 
recover  on  the  ground  of  prior  possession,  that  possession  must  be 
clearly  and  unequivocally  proved.  The  payment  of  taxes  and  the  ex- 
ecution of  partition  deeds  are  not  evidence  of  an  actual 
though  they  may  show  a  claim  of  title.  Jackson  v.  Myers,  BOL 
See  Mesne  Profits,  1;  Mortgages*  & 
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equity. 

1.  Equitable  Title  of  Vendee  Protected  against  Judgment.— A 

contract  for  the  purchase  of  land  made  bona  Jide  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration vests  the  equitable  interest  in  the  vendee  from  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  contract,  although  the  money  is  not  then  paid.  A 
judgment  obtained  by  a  third  person  against  the  vendor  between  the 
making  the  contract  and  the  payment  of  the*  money,  during  which  the 
vendee  was  in  possession,  cannot  defeat  the  equitable  interest  thus  ac- 
quired, nor  is  it  a  lien  on  the  land  affecting  the  right  of  the  vendee. 
Hampton  v.  JSdelen,  530. 

2.  Ignorance  of  Law  no  Ground  for  Relief.-- Ignorance  of  the  law, 

as  to  the  legal  effect  of  accepting  the  bond  of  one  partner  for  a  simple 
contract  debt  due*  by  the  firm,  is  not  a  ground  for  relief  in  equity. 
Williams  v.  Hodgson,  663. 

a.  Party  Bound  to  Do  Equity.— It  is  a  rule  that  he  who  seeks  equity 
must  do  equity;  and  therefore,  if  a  person  having  contracted  for  a  lease 
upon  certain  stipulations,  enters  upon  the  land,  and  fails  to  perform 
the  stipulations,  he  cannot  compel  a  lease  to  be  made  to  him,  either 
by  the  original  lessor  or  his  assignee.    Jones  v.  Roberts,  576. 

4  Belief  in  Equity  against  Judgment  at  Law.— A  court  of  equity 
cannot  relieve  against  a  judgment  at  law,  merely  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  erroneous,  and  though  the  plaintiff  at  law  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover, or  not  entitled  in  that  form  of  action,  and  the  judgment  was  ob- 
tained by  default  To  grant  relief  in  such  cases,  there  must  be  some 
suggestion  of  fraud  or  surprise,  or  some  good  reason  assigned  for  the 
failure  to  make  a  defense  at  law.     Turpin  v.  Thomas,  615. 

&  Specific  Performance,  when  Denied.— Equity  will  not  decree  a 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  obtained  under  unfair  advantages  or 
circumstances  of  hardship  not  amounting  to  legal  duress.  Edwards  v. 
Handley,  745. 

6L  Waiver  of  Equity. — If  a  party  having  a  good  equitable  defense  to  a 
contract,  afterwards  confirm  the  same,  without  fear  or  duress,  and  with 
full  knowledge  of  his  rights,  it  is  a  waiver  of  his  equity.    Id. 

7.  Equitable  Relief  Denied.— If  a  party  to  a  suit  at  law  neglect  to 
•  move  for  a  new  trial  therein,  having  a  right  and  a  fair  opportunity  to  do 
so,  he  has  no  right  to  relief  in  equity.    Id. 

&  Conveyance,  when  Denied.— Equity  will  not  compel  a  party  to  re- 
ceive a  conveyance  of  land  in  lieu  of  damages,  if  the  complainant  can- 
not show  a  clear  title,  and  although  there  be  no  other  objection.    Id. 

See  Fraudulent  Conveyances,  1,  2;  Marriage  Articles,  2. 

ESCROW. 
See  Deeds,  3, 9. 

ESTOPPEL. 

TITLE  BY. — If  one  party  agrees  in  writing  with  another  that  he  shall  own 
and  hold  a  piece  of  land  to  him  and  his  heirs,  and  delivers  him  posses* 
uion,  which  possession  is  held  and  enjoyed  beyond  the  memory  of  man, 
he  is  concluded  from  disputing  the  title.    Emans  v.  TumbuU,  427. 
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EVIDENCE. 

1.  Books  of  Account.— Shop  books  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  party, 

though  not  kept  regularly  in  the  manner  of  a  day-book,  may  be  given 
in  evidence  to  the  jury,  who  are  to  judge  of  their  credit  Cogswell  v. 
DoBfeer,  45. 

2.  Ouster. — In  an  action  upon  a  covenant  of  warranty,  parol  evidence  i* 

inadmissible  to  show  an  ouster.    Hamilton  v.  Cults,  222. 

81  Deposit  of  Letter  in  Post-office  Notice  to  Party.— Depositing 
a  letter  in  the  post-office  is  a  fact  from  which  the  jury  may  infer  thAt 
the  person  to  whom  it  was  addressed  had  notice  of  its  contents.  Bart- 
ford  Bank  v.  Hart,  274. 

4k  Consideration  in  Deed. — Where  the  consideration  is  recited  in  a 
deed,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  showing  that  a  different  considera- 
tion than  that  expressed  was  intended.  Schemerhorn  v.  Vanderheyden, 
904 

&  Proof  of  Foreign  Laws. — The  common  law  of  a  foreign  country 
may  be  proved  by  respectable  and  intelligent  witnesses,  but  foreign 
statutes  cannot  be  proved  by  paroL    Kenny  v.  Clarkson,  336. 

6.  Record  of  former  Suit.— In  order  that  the  record  of  a  former  suit 
should  be  received  as  conclusive  evidence  to  any  point,  it  should  ap- 
pear that  such  point  was  put  in  issue.  Extrinsic  evidence  cannot  be 
received  showing  that  a  particular  matter,  not  in  issue  on  the  record, 
was  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury.    Manny  v.  Harris,  386. 

7*  Declarations  of  Testator.— Parol  evidence  of  a  testator's  declara- 
tions made  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  shortly  before 
his  death,  are  not  admissible  to  show  that  he  executed  the  will  through 
fear  and  duress.    Jackson  v.  Kniffcn,  390. 

tt.  Promissory  Note. — A  resident  of  Rhode  Island  gave  his  promissory 
note,  dated  in  Massachusetts,  to  a  pereon  residing  there,  by  which  he 
promised  to  pay  forty  pounds  in  certain  lands,  at  nine  shillings  per 
acre.  Afterwards,  the  maker  obtained  his  discharge  under  an  insol- 
vent act  of  Rhode  Island,  and  removed  to  New  York.  He  admitted 
to  the  representatives  of  the  payee  that  he  would  not  convey  the  land, 
and  promised  to  settle  the  note.  In  an  action  brought  against  him  for 
money  lent  and  advanced,  it  was  held  that  the  note  was  admissible  in 
evidence  under  the  money  counts,  and  as  connected  with  the  acknowl- 
edgment it  was  sufficient  evidence  of  consideration.  Smitii  v.  Smith, 
410. 

0.  Evidence  of  Usage.— Evidence  of  a  usage  is  inadmissible  to  explain 
the  language  of  a  deed  not  ambiguous  or  equivocal  Cortdyou  v.  Van 
Brundt,  439. 

10.  Same.— Where,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  the  defendant  pleaded  the 
general  issue,  and  gave  notice  that  he  would  offer  in  evidence  a  pre- 
scriptive right  of  fishing  in  the  sea  adjoining  the  locus  in  quo,  and  of 
using  and  occupying  the  shore  for  that  purpose,  he  cannot  give  evi- 
dence of  any  prescriptive  right  to  erect  huts  on  the  shore  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fishing,  but  such  a  custom  should  be  pleaded  or  mentioned  in 
the  notice.    Id. 

11.  Parol,  Inadmissible  against  Release.— Where  a  release  was 
given,  expressing  a  release  of  all  demands,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissi- 
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ble  to  show  that  a  particular  debt  was  not  intended  to  be  released. 
Pierson  v.  Booker f  467. 

12.  When  Will  Entitled  to  be  Read.— In  order  to  entitle  a  will  to 
be  read  in  evidence  without  proof  by  the  subscribing  witnesses,  it 
must  be  at  least  thirty  years  old,  reckoned  from  the  testator's  death. 
Jackson  v.  Blanshan,  485. 

13.  As  to  Quantity  op  Land  Conveyed.— Where  a  deed  was  executed 
and  delivered  conveying  a  certain  number  of  acres  of  land,  it  was  held 
that  no  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  a  mistake  in  the  quan- 
tity mentioned  in  the  deed;  and  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  for 
money  had  and  received,  to  recover  the  money  paid  for  the  number  of 
acres  alleged  to  be  deficient    Howes  v.  Barker,  526. 

14  Pboop  op  Copy  op  Will  in  Foreign  Jurisdiction.  —  Where  a 
will  executed  in  Philadelphia  was  transmitted  by  the  testator  to  Mar- 
tinique, where  it  was  deposited,  according  to  the  laws  of  that  island, 
with  a  notary,  it  was  held  that  a  copy  of  the  will  made  by  the  notary, 
whose  signature  was  certified  by  the  colonial  officer  of  the  island,  was 
sufficiently  authenticated.    Dt  Sobry  v.  De  Latere,  535. 

15.  Admission  op  Letters.— The  letters  of  a  witness  may  be  read  in 
evidence,  to  impeach  his  credit  as  to  what  he  had  sworn  to  on  exami- 
nation under  a  commission,  but  not  as  evidence  of  any  other  facts.  Id. 

16L  Evidence  to  Charge  Defendant  in  Assumpsit.— If  the  plaintiff; 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  files  an  account  in  court  containing  the  item 
of  his  claim  against  the  defendant,  he  is  precluded  from  going  into  evi- 
dence to  establish  his  claim  in  a  manner  different  from  that  in  whick 
he  has  elected  by  his  account  to  consider  the  defendant  his  debtor.  H 

17.  Proof  of  Foreign  Laws.— The  laws  of  a  foreign  country  are  to  hi 
proved  by  evidence,  and  the  court  is  to  decide  what  is  the  proper  evi 
dence  of  such  laws,  and  to  judge  of  the  applicability  of  such  laws  whe* 
proved  to  the  case  before  the  court;  but  such  laws  are  matters  of  fact 
to  be  found  by  the  j  ury .    Id. 

1&  Records  of  Foreign  Notary.— The  minutes  of  the  proceedings  ot 
a  foreign  notary  public  in  protesting  a  bill  of  exchange  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  records  by  the  courtesy  of  nations,  and  a  copy  of  such  min- 
utes under  the  hand  and  notarial  seal  of  the  notary,  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  protest  of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  for  non-acceptance. 
Bryden  v.  Taylor,  554. 

10.  To  Charge  one  as  Partner.— Where  a  defendant  proved  that  a 
person  was  frequently  seen  in  the  counting-house  of  the  plaintiff,  trans- 
acting business  as  a  principal,  and  was  generally  supposed,  believed 
and  understood  to  be  a  partner  in  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  which  was 
carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  only,  it  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  such  person  was  a  partner  of  the 
plaintiff:    Id. 

tO.  Admissions  of  Counsel.— Admissions  of  counsel  of  certain  facts  in 
a  special  verdict  taken  at  a  former  trial  between  the  same  parties  in 
the  same  action,  are  not  evidence  in  a  new  trial  of  the  same  cause. 
Dorsey  v.  Gassaway,  557. 

fL  Proof  op  Contents  of  Lost  Deed.  —Where  a  deed  is  lost,  or  is 
not  in  the  power  of  a  party  to  produce  it,  it  is  only  necessary  to  show 
an  exemplified  copy,  or  to  prove  the  contents  of  the  deed.    Id. 
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22.  Proceedings  IK  Chancery.  —  Proceedings  in  chancery,  under  an 
insolvent  law,  are  not  evidence  in  favor  of  the  person  who  had  ohta:ned 
the  benefit  of  that  law,  to  prove  an  acknowledgment  and  admission  by 
him  on  his  application  for  the  benefit  of  the  law.  A  bill  in  chan- 
cery, with  all  the  proceedings  and  decree  thereon,  cannot  be  read  in 
evidence  in  an  action  between  parties  other  than  those  named  in  the 
proceedings.  An  answer  in  chancery,  made  by  the  respondents  from 
information  derived  from  the  present  defendant,  is  not  admissible  in 
evidence;  but  the  declarations  of  the  defendant  are  admissible  evidence, 
and  a  witness  may  refer  to  the  answer  to  refresh  his  memory  as  to  tne 
declarations  made  to  him  by  the  defendant.    Id. 

23.  Impeaching  Patent  in  Ejectment.  —In  an  action  of  ejectment, 
evidence  showing  that  a  patent  was  irregularly  obtained,  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted to  impeach  such  patent.     WUherington  v.  McDonald,  603. 

24.  Admission  of  Parol.  —  Evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict 
a  written  agreement;  nor  to  detract  from  or  add  to  any  part  of  the  con- 
tract, within  the  view  of  the  parties,  but  parol  evidence  is  admissible 
relative  to  a  collateral  matter  to  the  contract.  So,  if  on  the  sale  of  a 
slave,  a  bill  of  sale  be  given  warranting  the  title,  in  an  action  brought 
for  a  defect  in  the  health  of  the  slave,  parol  evidence  may  be  aamitted 
showing  unsoundness  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  that  it  was  known  to 
the  vendor  and  concealed  by  him.    MeFarlane  v.  Moore,  752. 

See  Foreign  Judgments,  1;  Promise  op  Marriage,  1;  Slander,  1, 
2, 3, 10;  Trusts,  2. 

EXECUTIONS. 

L  Corn  Growing  considered  a  Chattel.— Wheat  or  corn  growing 
is  considered  a  chattel,  and  as  such  may  be  taken  in  execution. 
Whipple  v.  Foot,  4412. 

2>  Levy  on  Growing  Crops.— To  make  a  valid  levy  of  an  execution  on 
growing  crops,  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  mannal  possession  should  be 
taken,  and  it  is  sufficient  merely  to  declare  that  the  subject  is  levied 
on  under  the  execution.    Id. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS. 

h  Foreign  Administrators.— An  administrator  who  has  taken  letters 
of  administration  under  the  authority  of  one  state,  is  not  entitled  to 
prosesnte  or  defend  an  action  in  the  courts  of  another  state  by  virtue 
of  such  letters  of  administration.    Goodwin  v.  Jones,  173. 

2.  Same. — Letters  of  administration  granted  under  the  authority  of  one 
state,  are  of  no  validity  to  give  a  right  of  action  to  the  administrator 
in  another  state.    Riley  v.  Riley,  260. 

&  Assets,  Administration  of. — Any  fund  of  a  deceased  person  in  the 
hands  of  his  ancillary  executor  in  a  state,  is  liable  to  all  creditors,  with- 
out reference  to  their  citizenship  or  residence,  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  state  where  the  executor  acts,  and  any  surplus  which  remains  in 
the  hands  of  an  ancillary  executor  after  payment  of  creditors,  goes  into 
the  mass  of  the  estate,  to  be  distributed  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
country  where  the  testator  was  domiciled.  Dt  Sobry  v.  Dt  Laistre,  53ft. 

4  Promise  bt  Executor  no  Bar  to  Act  op  Limitations.  — On  the 
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trial  of  an  issue  on  the  assumpsit  of  the  testator  within  five  yean,  re- 
peated promises  by  the  executor  cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  to  pre* 
vent  the  operation  of  tne  act  of  limitations.    Fisher  v.  Duncan,  605. 

FEMES  COVERT. 
See  Acknowledgment,  L 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENTS. 

RaooBDS  of  Fokeion  Judgment.— Where  a  copy  of  a  record  of  a  judg- 
ment  in  Martinique  was  authenticated  by  the  signature  and  seal  of 
office  of  the  grand  judge  of  the  island  and  colony  of  Martinique,  it  was 
held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  prove  the  signature  and  seal 
of  office  of  such  judge,  and  that  he  had  sole  authority  by  the  laws  of 
the  island  to  authenticate  judicial  proceedings.  A  seal  of  a  foreign 
court  does  not  prove  itself,  but  must  be  proved  by  testimony.  Where 
an  official  copy  of  a  foreign  judgment  is  produced,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  it  is  a  full  copy.    De  Sobry  v.  De  Laittrt,  635. 

FRAUD. 
See  Grant,  5,  & 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCES. 

L  Limitation  of  Rule,  Potior  est  Conditio  Defendentis.— Where 
a  creditor  had  availed  himself  of  his  power  over  the  debtor,  and  by 
misrepresentation  induced  him  to  unite  in  a  fraudulent  conveyance  to 
him  of  certain  property,  it  was  held  that  a  court  of  equity  ought  to 
take  cognizance  of  the  situation  of  the  debtor,  as  not  being  so  culpable 
as  the  creditor,  and  apportion  the  relief  granted  to  the  degree  of  crimi- 
nality in  both  parties.    Austin  v.  Winston,  583. 

2,  Relief  Refused  to  Party  to  Fraud.— A  debtor,  while  a  suit  was 
pending  against  him,  in  order  to  defeat  a  recovery  that  might  be  had 
against  him  in  that  suit,  conveyed  his  property  by  an  absolute  deed, 
purporting  to  be  for  a  valuable  consideration.  An  agreement  was 
made  at  the  same  time  that  the  party  should  reconvey  the  property 
whenever  requested.  A  recovery  against  the  debtor  not  being  had,  he 
then  filed  a  bill  to  compel  the  party  to  whom  he  conveyed,  to  reconvey 
according  to  his  agreement  It  was  held  that  equity  wouldjnot  enforce 
this  agreement  on  account  of  its  moral  turpitude.  Jackson  v.  Marshall, 
695. 

GIFTS. 

L  Requisite  of  Gift  Inter  Vivos.— To  constitute  a  valid  gift,  there 
must  be  an  immediate  delivery  of  possession  of  the  thing  given  to  the 
donee,  or  what  is  equivalent  to  actual  delivery,  as  the  delivery  of  a  key, 
or  some  such  means  of  obtaining  the  use  and  command  of  the  subject. 
Hobler.  SmUh,m. 

9l  Gift  not  Complete.— Where  a  person  told  another  he  gave  the  latter 
the  corn  growing  in  a  certain  field  belonging  to  him,  it  was  not  suffi- 
cient without  a  delivery  to  the  donee;  and  if  the  latter  afterwards, 
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when  the  corn  is  ripe,  enter  the  field  and  cnt  and  carry  away  the  corn, 
he  will  be  considered  a  trespasser.    Id. 


GRANTS. 

1*  Limitation  of  Fishery  Grant.— A  grant  of  a  dam  and  a  weir  upon 
a  river,  with  the  exclusive  right  to  take  fish  from  the  river  below  the 
dam,  is  held  under  the  limitation  that  a  sufficient  and  reasonable  pas- 
sage-way shall  be  allowed  for  the  fish  in  their  passage  up  the  river; 
and  this  limitation  being  a  public  right,  is  not  extinguished  by  any 
inattention  or  neglect  in  compelling  the  owner  to  comply  with  it. 
Stougkton  v.  Baker,  236. 

2.  Government  to  Protect  such  Public  Right.  —  The  government 
may  compel  the  private  owners  of  dams  to  allow  this  free  passage  as  a 
public  right,  but  any  injury  suffered  by  the  private  owners  in  conse- 
quence of  such  interference  may  be  compensated  for  by  an  action  at 
law.    Id. 

a.  Liability  and  Authority  of  Legislative  Committee.  —  A  com- 
mittee appointed  to  make  alterations,  uuder  their  direction,  of  a  pri* 
vate  fishery  grant,  are  not  personally  liable  to  those  whom  they  em- 
ploy, and  as  the  exercise  of  their  authority  is  personal,  such  authority 
cannot  be  delegated  even  to  one  of  their  own  number.    Id. 

4  Impeachment  op  Grant  from  State.— At  law,  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible showing  that  the  officers  of  the  state  have  issued  a  grant  for 
lands  forbidden  by  law  to  be  entered  and  granted,  and  that  such  grant 
is  therefore  void.  But  where  a  grant  has  irregularly  issued,  the  party 
wishing  to  avoid  it  must  have  recourse  to  a  court  of  equity.  &troth*r 
v.  Cathey,  683. 

6.  Impeachment  fob  Fraud.— In  ejectment  between  adverse  claimants 
of  land,  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  the  grant  upon  which 
the  interest  of  one  of  the  parties  depends  was  obtained  by  fraud.  Smith 
v.  Winton,  75& 

6.  Impeachment. — A  subsequent  grantee  cannot  avoid  a  prior  grant  on 

account  of  fraud  practiced  on  the  state  in  obtaining  it  Dodson  v.  Coche, 
757. 

7.  Presumptioxs  AFTER  Grant  Issues.— It  will  be  presumed  that  after 

a  grant  has  issued,  it  has  been  regularly  obtained,  and  the  entry  is 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  payment  of  the  consideration*    Id. 

See  Real  Estate,  4, 5. 

HIGHWAYS. 

L  Turnpike-gate  Obstructing  Public.— The  proprietors  of  a  turn- 
pike road  have  no  authority  to  erect  a  gate  upon  an  existing  public 
highway,  unless  specially  authorized  by  the  legislature.  Wales  v. 
SUUon,  39. 

2.  Title  in. — The  grant  or  laying  out  of  a  highway  gives  only  a  right  of 
way  to  the  public;  but  the  fee  or  right  of  soil  remains  in  the  owner, 
and  an  action  of  trespass  will  lie  for  any  exclusive  appropriation  of  the 
soiL     Cortelyou  v.  Van  Brandt,  439. 
AM.  Dae.  Vol.  1II—5Q 
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HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Power  of  Husband  over  Wife's  Property.— A  husband  dying  in 

the  lifetime  of  his  wife  has  no  right  to  dispose  of  slaves  by  will,  to 
which  she  is  entitled  in  remainder  or  reversion,  the  particular  estate 
not  having  expired;  though  he  may,  in  his  lifetime,  sell  his  and  her 
interest  in  them  for  a  valuable  consideration.    Upehaw  v.  Update,  632. 

2.  Election  by  Wife  under  Husband's  Will.— Where  the  husband 

made  a  devise  of  slaves  to  other  parties,  in  which  his  wife  had  a  re- 
mainder, and  a  devise  of  other  property  to  herself  for  life,  with  remain- 
der over  to  others  in  fee  simple,  and  she  took  possession  of  the  estate 
devised  to  her,  held  it  for  many  years,  and  then  disposed  of  part  of  it 
to  those  entitled  in  remainder  in  consideration  of  their  enlarging  her 
interest  in  the  residue  to  a  fee  simple,  she  thereby  makes  her  election 
to  accept  the  provision  made  for  her  in  the  will,  and  precludes  her  from 
also  holding  the  slaves;  these  circumstances,  together  with  her  taking 
possession  of  property,  being  sufficient  evidence  of  her  having  such 
knowledge  of  the  two  funds,  so  as  to  make  her  election  obligatory.  Id. 
See  Marriage  Settlements,  4. 

INSURANCE-FIRE. 

L  Alienation  of  Property  Insured.— A  conveyance  of  an  undivided 
half  of  the  property  insured,  with  a  reservation  of  a  term  of  seven 
years  therein,  and  a  reconveyance  in  mortgage  of  such  half,  is  not  such 
an  alienation  as  will  prevent  a  recovery  for  a  loss  occurring  within 
the  seven  years,  although  the  insured  had  also  leased  the  premises  for 
the  same  period.    Stetson  v.  Mass.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  217. 

%.  Alteration  of  Building. — An  insured  represented  at  the  time  of  ap- 
plication for  insurance,  that  the  building  was  connected  with  other 
buildings  on  one  side  only,  but  before  the  loss  happened  it  became  con- 
nected on  two  sides;  the  policy  was  not  thereby  avoided,  unless  the 
jury  find  that  the  risk  was  increased,  beoause  there  was  nothing  in  the 
policy  rendering  the  same  void  by  any  mere  alteration.    Id. 

INSURANCE— MARINE. 

h  Recovery  for  a  Partial  Loss.— A  vessel  was  insured  from  Spain 
to  Teneriffe,  and  thence  to  Jamaica;  she  was  captured  during  the  voy- 
age by  a  French  corvette,  but  retaken  by  a  British  privateer  and  car- 
ried into  Antigua,  and  there  libeled  in  admiralty,  which  decreed  a 
restoration,  on  payment  of  one-half  the  value  as  salvage;  but  upqn  the 
representation  of  the  master,  a  part  owner,  that  he  was  unable  to  pay 
the  salvage,  the  court  ordered  the  vessel  sold.  The  master  became  the 
purchaser,  and  on  his  return  delivered  the  vessel  to  the  former  owners. 
The  insured  then  offered  to  abandon  to  the  insurers  the  proceeds  of  the 
eale  at  Antigua,  but  refused  to  abandon  the  ship;  but  the  underwriters 
refused  to  accept  this  abandonment  It  was  held  that  the  insured 
were  entitled  to  recover  only  for  a  partial  loss.  Oliver  v.  Newburyport 
Ins.  Co.,  77. 

1  Insurable  Interest. — A  part  owner  of  a  vessel,  who  has  chartered 
the  remaining  portion,  with  a  covenant  to  pay  the  value  in  case  of  a 
loss,  may  insure  the  whole  vessel  as  his  property.    Otiser  v.  Greene,  9& 
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S.  Total  Loss,  when  Determined. — An  insurance  w&s  effected  upon  a 
ship  and  freight,  from  Boston  to  one  or  more  ports  beyond  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  and  at  and  from  thence  to  a  port  of  discharge  in  Europe  or 
in  the  United  States.  On  her  return,  within  three  days'  sail  of  Lisbon 
the  vessel  was  captured  by  a  British  frigate,  carried  to  Bermudas,  and 
libeled  in  the  admiralty  court  as  prize.  When  the  insured  had  notice 
of  the  capture,  and  while  the  vessel  was  detained,  he  made  an  abandon- 
ment to  the  insurers,  who  refused  to  accept  The  ship  and  cargo  were 
afterwards  restored  and  arrived  safely  in  New  Yorlc,  where  the  cargo 
was  landed  in  good  order.  The  insured  was  held  entitled  to  recover 
for  a  total  loss  of  the  ship  and  freight;  the  fact  of  the  total  loss  to  be 
determined  at  the  time  of  the  abandonment,  and  not  by  subsequent 
events.    Lee  v.  Boardman,  134. 

4.  When  Policy  attaches.— A  policy  was  effected  on  a  ship,  cargo  and 
freight,  each  being  distinctly  valued,  at  and  from  Calcutta  to  a  port  of 
discharge  in  the  United  States.    At  the  time  the  policy  was  taken,  the 
insured  represented'  that  the  ship  was  at  Calcutta  in  July,  and  would 
probably  sail  in  August    She  sailed  in  August;  but  proving  leaky  as 
soon  as  she  went  to  sea,  and  the  leaks  continuing,  she  returned  to  Cal- 
cutta, and  relanded  her  cargo;  and  upon  a  survey  it  was  found  that  the 
leak  arose  from  causes  existing  at  the  time  the  cargo  was  put  on  board, 
and  that  she  was  not  seaworthy  at  the  time  of  her  sailing.    She  was 
then  thoroughly  repaired,  the  cargo  reladen,  and  sailed  again  the  fol- 
lowing February,  arriving  home  in  safety.    In  an  action  for  the  pre- 
mium it  was  held  that  the  policy  attached  on  the  vessel,  cargo  and 
freight,  while  in  port,  and  before  the  sailing  in  August;  and  that  the 
insurers  continued  liable  after  her  return  to  port,  and  during  the  sub- 
sequent homeward  voyage,  and  therefore  they  had  a  right  to  the  pre- 
mium.    Taylor  v.  Lowell,  141. 
ik  Warranty  of  Ownership.— A  policy  of  insurance  was  effected  on 
goods  from  New  York  to  France,  warranted  as  American  property. 
The  goods  were  purchased  and  shipped  in  an  American  vessel,  by 
American  merchants  to  French  merchants,  under  an  agreement  that 
the  former  were  to  deliver  the  goods  at  St  Vallery,  for  which  they 
were  to  be  allowed  a  certain  commission,  taking  on  themselves  all 
risks;  the  consignees  were  to  pay  the  freight  on  delivery,  and  also  for 
the  amount  of  cargo,  in  bills  on  London,  guaranteed  by  a  commercial 
house  in  that  city.    During  the  voyage,  the  goods  were  captured  by 
the  British,  and  condemned  as  French  property.    It  was  held  that  the 
property  of  the  goods  remained  in  the  consignors  until  delivery  in 
France,  and  that  the  warranty  in  the  policy  was  not  broken  in  regard 
to  the  neutral  character  of  the  property,  so  as  to  vitiate  the  policy. 
Ludlow  v.  Bourne,  277. 
6.  What  Considered  a  Loss.— Insurance  was  effected  on  the  cargo  of  a 
vessel  at  and  from  New  York  to  a  port  or  ports  in  the  island  of  Cuba, 
thence  back  to  New  York.    The  policy  contained  the  usual  clause  to 
be  free  from  any  loss  arising  in  consequence  of  illicit  trade,  eta    The 
vessel  arrived  at  her  port  of  destination,  but  was  not  allowed  entrance, 
and  after  waiting  twenty  days,  sailed  for  another  port  in  the  island; 
meeting  on  the  way  adverse  winds,  she  was  compelled  to  put  into  a 
port  of  safety,  but  fearing  pirates,  then  she  went  to  Port  Republican, 
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in  St.  Domingo,  where  the  cargo  was  forcibly  taken  oat,  and  disposed 
of  at  great  loss.  On  receiving  advice  of  this  circumstance,  the  in- 
sured abandoned  for  a  total  loss,  and  in  their  letter  assigned  as  a  cause 
that  the  vessel  had  been  refused  entry  at  her  port  of  destination,  and 
the  voyage  was  therefore  defeated.  It  was  held  that  the  denial  of 
entry  was  not  a  loss  within  the  policy.  Suydam  v.  Marine  In*.  Co., 
307. 

7.  When  Abandonment  made,  Cause  to  be  Assigned.— When  the 

insured  makes  an  abandonment,  he  must  assign  the  true  cause.  If  he 
assign  an  insufficient  cause,  he  is  bound  by  it,  and  cannot  take  ad- 
vantage of  a  subsequent  event,  without  a  new  abandonment.    Id\ 

8.  A  Blockade  a  Peril  within  a  Policy.— If  the  port  of  destination 

be  actually  blockaded,  the  insured  may  abandon  as  for  a  total  loss. 
The  interdiction  of  commerce  by  means  of  the  blockade  is  a  peril 
within  the  policy;  and  going  to  another  port  subsequently  to  deliver 
the  goods,  will  be  considered,  after  the  abandonment,  as  done  for  the 
benefit  of  the  insurer.  The  acceptance  of  the  goods  at  another  port 
by  the  consignee,  under  such  circumstances,  is  for  the  advantage  of  all 
concerned,  and  will  not  prevent  a  recovery  for  a  total  loss  on  the 
abandonment.  Schmidt  v.  United  Ins.  Co.,  319. 
9L  Insurable  Interest. — A  British  vessel  was  purchased  from  merchants 
in  Jamaica,  but  the  purchaser  being  unable  to  pay  the  entire  purchase- 
money,  it  was  agreed  that  she  should  remain  in  the  name  of  the  original 
owners,  until  the  balance  was  paid,  when,  they  should  give  a  regular 
bill  of  sale.  The  purchaser  took  possession,  and  appeared  as  owner  of 
the  vessel.  In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  effected  on  the  ves- 
sel in  the  name  of  the  purchaser,  it  was  held  that  he  had  an  insurable 
interest    Kenny  v.  Clarkeon,  336. 

10.  Right  to  Insure  when  Bottomry  Bond  Exists.— The  owner,  al- 
though there  be  a  bottomry  bond  on  the  vessel,  may  insure  his  interest 
generally,  but  the  holder  of  a  bottomry  bond  must  specially  insure  his 
interest.    Id. 

11.  Presumption  of  Unseaworthiness.— A  vessel  sailed  with  a  fair 
wind  and  moderate  weather,  and  in  the  evening  of  the  same  day  sud- 
denly sprung  a  leak,  in  consequence  of  which  she  foundered  without 
any  apparent  cause  or  extraordinary  accident  to  account  for  the  leak. 
It  was  held  in  an  action  on  the  policy,  that  the  loss  would  be  presumed 
to  have  arisen  from  her  unseaworthiness  at  the  time  of  sailing,  and 
therefore  the  insured  could  not  recover.  Taleot  v.  Commercial  Ins.  Co., 
406. 

12.  Insurable  Interest. — A  vessel  was  chartered  for  a  voyage  from  New 
York  to  Jeremie  and  return,  the  charterer  paying  sixteen  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars  within  sixty  days  after  arrival  at  Jeremie,  and  eight  hun- 
dred dollars  on  the  delivery  of  the  return  cargo.  The  charterer  insured 
freight  for  eighteen  hundred  dollars,  being  "two- thirds  the  value  of 
the  freight,"  on  a  voyage  "from  Jeremie  to  New  York,  upon  the  freight 
of  goods  laden  or  to  be  laden,"  etc  The  vessel  having  been  captured 
on  her  return  voyage,  and  condemned,  it  was  held  that  the  charterei 
had  not  an  insurable  interest;  for  the  policy  being  on  freight  generally, 
it  could  not  be  considered  as  on  freight  earned.    Cheviot  v.  Barker,  437. 

13.  Policy  when  Explicit  must  Control.— Where  the  terms  of  s 
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policy  are  clear  and  explicit,  the  court  will  not  hear  any  suggestion  or 
proof  of  mistake,  as  that  an  insurance  on  freight  generally  was  in- 
tended to  cover  freight  earned.    Id. 

14.  Right  to  Abandon.— A  policy  was  made  on  freight  from  New  York 
to  Barcelona.  The  vessel,  while  proceeding  out  of  the  harbor  on  the 
voyage  insured,  was  stranded,  and  the  cargo,  consisting  of  flour,  was 
so  damaged  that  it  would  not  be  worth  the  freight  to  carry  it  to  its 
place  of  destination.  Information  was  given  to  the  insurers  at  the 
time  of  the  accident,  and  two  days  afterwards  the  insured  abandoned 
as  for  a  total  loss.  The  vessel  was  repaired  in  seventeen  days,  enab- 
ling her  to  prosecute  the  voyage,  at  an  expense  of  one  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars.  The  cargo,  which  was  insured  by  others,  had  also  been 
abandoned  and  accepted  by  the  insurers,  and  sold  at  auction  at  a  loss 
of  about  twenty-seven  per  cent.  It  was  held  that  the  insured  on  the 
freight  had  no  right  to  abandon,  but  should  have  offered  to  the  owners 
of  the  cargo  to  carry  it  to  its  place  of  destination,  so  as  to  entitle  them 
to  the  freight    Qriswold  v.  IT.  7.  Ins.  Co.,  490. 

1&  Deviation. — A  vessel  was  insured  from  New  York  to  Bordeaux,  and 
had  French  passengers  on  board;  and  the  owners  instructed  the  mas- 
ter to  proceed  through  the  Sound,  so  as  to  avoid  the  risk  of  detention 
by  British  cruisers  then  off  Sandy  Hook.  The  master  accordingly 
went  through  the  Sound,  instead  of  going  through  the  Narrows,  the 
ordinary  and  least  dangerous  route  for  vessels.  This  was  held  to  be 
no  deviation.    Reads  v.  Commercial  Ins.  Co.,  49& 

16.  Liability  of  Insurers  to  Pay  Bottomry  Bond.— A  vessel  being 
insured  from  New  York  to  Bordeaux,  was  consigned,  with  a  part  of 
the  cargo  belonging  to  the  owner,  to  a  person  at  Bordeaux,  on  whom 
bills  were  drawn  to  the  full  amount  of  the  goods  and  freight.  The 
master  applied  to  the  consignee  there  to  make  necessary  repairs  for 
the  return  voyage,  and  the  consignee  made  an  advance  of  money,  tak- 
ing a  bottomry  bond  for  the  amount  It  was  held  that  the  insurers* 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  were  not  bound  to  pay  the  bot- 
tomry bond,  but  only  for  the  repairs.    Id. 

17.  Liability  for  Freight.— If  the  owner  of  a  ship  and  cargo  abandon 
to  the  insurers  as  for  a  total  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea,  and  part  of  the 
goods  be  saved,  the  insurers  are  liable  for  .the  freight  pro  rata  to  the 
owner.     Teasdale  v.  Charleston  Ins.  Co.,  705. 

18.  Notice  of  Abandonment.-— Reasonable  notice  of  an  intention  to 
abandon  must  be  given  to  the  insurers  after  the  receipt  of  information 
justifying  an  abandonment;  if  not,  the  right  of  abandonment  will  be 
forfeited.    Id. 

19.  Time  of  Abandonment.— The  insured  has  no  right  to  wait  to  aseer* 
tain  the  extent  of  the  loss  on  the  sale  of  damaged  property  before  mak* 
ing  the  abandonment;  for  the  right  to  abandon  cannot  depend  upon 
events  subsequent  to  the  peril.    Id. 

80.  Insurers'  Liability.— The  insurers  are  not  liable  for  remote  or  con- 
sequential damages,  nor  for  the  neglect  of  the  master  when  he  acts  di- 
rectly under  the  insured.    Id. 

JUDGMENTS. 

Of  Another  State,  Validity  of.— If  the  judgment  of  another  state 
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be  founded  upon  the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  or  service  of  procees 
be  actually  made  upon  him,  such  judgment  is  conclusive,  except  so  far 
only  as  it  could  be  impeached  in  the  courts  of  the  state  where  it  was 
rendered.  But  where  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and  had  construc- 
tive notice  only,  as  by  attachment  or  publication,  the  judgment  is  not 
conclusive,  but  may  be  inquired  into  and  impeached.  £oger§  v.  CWs- 
«aa,  733. 

See  Assignment,  2;  Equity,  l,  4 

JURY. 
8ee  Statute  of  Limit atiohb,  & 

LEASE. 
L  Breach  of  Covenant.— A  lease  contained  the  covenant  that  "in  ease 
the  lessee  should  suffer  or  permit  more  than  one  family  to  every  hun- 
dred acres,  to  reside  on,  use  or  .occupy  any  part  of  the  premises,  the 
lease  should  be  void,"  etc.  It  was  held  that  letting  parts  of  the  prem- 
ises to  persons  for  a  year  to  cultivate  for  shares,  constituted  such  per- 
sons tenants;  and  there  being  more  than  one  such  tenant  to  each  hun- 
dred acres,  the  lease  became  thereby  void.  Persons*  occupying  the 
land  in  this  manner  have  an  interest  in  the  land,  and  are  not  mare 
laborers  or  servants  of  the  lessee.    Jackson  v.  Brownell,  326. 

2.  Destruction  op  Leased  Premises. — In  an  action  for  rent  due  on  a 

lease,  it  was  held  that  the  destruction  of  the  demised  premises  by  fire 
did  not  excuse  the  payment  of  rent  by  the  lessee,  according  to  his  cov- 
enant.   HatleU  v.  Wylie,  467. 

LEGISLATURE. 

L  Freedom  of  Debate  in  Legislative  Bodies.— The  freedom  of  de- 
liberation, speech  and  debate  assured  by  .the  constitution  to  each 
branch  of  the  legislature,  is  particularly  the  privilege  of  the  individual 
member  rather  than  of  the  house  as  an  organized  body;  and  being  de- 
rived from  the  will  of  the  people,  the  members  are  entitled  to  thii 
privilege,  even  against  the  will  of  the  house.    Coffin  v.  Coffin,  189. 

3.  Same. — The  constitutional  provision  securing  such  freedom  should  be 

construed  liberally,  so  its  full  design  may  be  answered;  thus  extend* 
ing  it  to  every  act  resulting  from  the  nature  of  the  member's  office,  and 
done  in  the  execution  of  it,  and  exempting  him  from  a  liability  for 
everything  said  or  done  by  him  as  a  representative,  whether  according 
to  the  rules  of  the  house  or  not    Id. 

LIBEL. 

1.  Justification. — In  a  criminal  prosecution  for  a  libel  the  truth  is  ne 
justification;  but  the  defendant  may  show  the  purpose  of  the  publica- 
tion to  have  been  justifiable,  and  then  give  the  truth  in  evidence  to 
negative  the  malice  and  intent  to  defame.    Commonwealth  v.  Clap,  212. 

%  On  Public  Officers.— Publications  of  the  truth  regarding  the  char- 
acter of  a  public  elective  officer,  and  referring  to  his  qualifications  for 
such  office,  made  with  intent  to  inform  the  people,  are  not  libelous* 
Id. 
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S.  Sake,  when  Libelous. — Because  of  the  important  public  interests  in- 
volved in  the  el  action  of  public  officers,  the  publication  of  falsehood 
and  calumny  against  public  officers  and  candidates  for  public  office  is 
a  very  high  offense.    Id. 

4.  Mitigation  of  Damages. — Judgment  by  default  was  taken  in  an  ac- 

tion for  libel,  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  to  assess  damages  was  had  before 
the  court  A  motion  being  made  to  set  aside  the  assessment  of  dam- 
ages for  misdirection  of  the  judge,  it  was  held  that  by  the  interlocutory 
judgment,  the  fact  of  publication,  and  the  truth  of  the  innuendoes  were 
admitted,  and  that  the  defendant  could  not  have  the  attention  of  the 
jury  called  to  other  paragraphs  of  the  publication,  showing  a  different 
meaning  of  the  libelous  words,  nor  could  he  offer  in  evidence  in  miti- 
gation of  damages  the  recovery  of  damages  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant  in  another  action  for  a  libel  published  in  one  of 
a  series  of  numbers  published  in  the  same  paper,  and  which  contained 
the  same  libelous  words  as  were  charged  in  the  present  suit.  TiUotson 
v.  Cheetham,  459. 
&  Exemplary  Damages.— The  jury  in  assessing  damages  in  anaction  for 
libel  may  properly  take  into  consideration  the  position  of  the  plaintiff 
and  his  character  as  a  public  officer,  with  the  view  of  giving  exemplary 
damages. 

MANDAMUS. 

h  Who  Entitled  to. — The  writ  of  mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy  to 
restore  a  clerk  of  a  court  ousted  from  his  office  by  the  illegal  appoint- 
ment of  another  person.    Dew  v.  Judges,  639. 

5.  Parties  to  Writ. — The  person  occupying  the  office  ought  to  be  made 

a  party  to  the  rule,  or  to  the  conditional  mandamus,  or  such  rule  ox 
mandamus  ought  to  be  served  upon  him,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  defend 
his  right  before  the  peremptory  mandamus  issues;  but  if  it  appear  from 
the  record  that  he  was  apprised  of  the  proceedings  and  defended  his 
right,  it  is  sufficient  Id. 
&  Proceedings  on  Writ.— If  the  original  rule  be  to  show  cause  why  a 
mandamus  should  not  issue  to  admit  the  clerk,  the  subsequent  rule,  or 
the  mandamus  founded  thereon,  may  nevertheless  be  to  restore  him  to 
the  said  office;  for  such  rules  may  be  changed  and  modified  so  as  to 
conform  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  promote  the  justice  of  the 
Id. 
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MARRIAGE  ARTICLES. 

1.  Nature  of. — Marriage  articles  are  to  be  taken  only  as  the  heads  or 

minutes  of  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the  parties,  upon  a  valu- 
able consideration,*  and  being  in  their  nature  executory,  ought  to  be 
construed  and  moulded,  in  equity,  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties.     Tabb  v.  Archer,  657. 

2.  Interest  of  Issue. — Children  of  the  marriage  are  considered  as  pur- 

chasers by  virtue  of  marriage  articles;  and  after  marriage,  their  rights 
cannot  be  affected  by  either  of  the  parties  to  the  articles;  a  court  of 
equity  will  interfere  in  the  behalf  of  those  for  whose  benefit  the  articles 
were  made.    Id. 
t.  Construction. — The  intention  of  the  parties  in  marriage  articles  should 
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be  Collected  from  the  nature  of  the  agreement,  the  language  and  con- 
text, the  usage  in  such  cases,  and  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties,  as 
they  existed  before,  and  would  have  existed  after  the  marriage  if  no 
agreement  had  been  made;  parol  evidence  cannot  be  resorted  to,  un- 
less there  be  some  latent  ambiguity,  or  unless  there  is  some  omission 
through  fraud  or  accident    Id. 

«,  Rights  Under.— The  husband  should  not  be  deprived  of  any  of  his 
legal  rights,  except  such  as  he  must  be  understood  and  intended  to  have 
given  up;  and  the  same  construction  ought  to  be  made  in  relation  to 
the  wife's  legal  rights,  either  accruing  on  the  marriage,  or  existing  an- 
tecedent  thereto,  and  independent  of  it    Id. 

5.  Construction  of  Particular  Agreement.— It  having  been  agreed 
by  marriage  articles  that  all  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  the  wife 
should  remain  in  her  right  and  possession  during  the  marriage,  and  the 
profits  only  to  go  to  the  support  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  issue, 
if  any;  and  further,  that  the  husband  would  never  sell  or  dispose  of 
any  part  of  the  estate,  but  that  it  should  always  be  held  as  an  inviola- 
ble fund,  for  their  support  and  that  of  their  issue,  the  first  clause  was 
construed  as  containing  a  declaration  of  the  uses  of  the  estate  during 
the  coverture  only,  and  the  second  as  declaring  the  uses  afterwards. 
The  husband,  therefore,  as  well  as  the  wife,  was  held  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  these  uses  for  life.    Id . 

MESNE  PROFITS. 

Recovery  of,  after  Ejectment.  —  After  a  recovery  in  ejectment  by 
default,  against  the  casual  ejector,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  may  main- 
tain trespass  for  the  mesne  profits  against  the  tenant,  and  may  recover 
costs  in  the  action  of  ejectment;  and  the  defendant  cannot  offer  any 
evidence  against  the  demands  of  the  plaintiff;  which  he  could  have  set 
up  in  the  original  action.    Baron  v.  Abeel,  615. 

MORTGAGES. 

1.  Entry  by  Mortgagee.— A  mortgagee  in  fee  may  enter  immediately 

on  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  eject  the  mortgagor,  and  receive  the 
profits,  there  being  no  agreement  to  the  contrary;  when  the  mort- 
gagor refuses  to  give  possession,  the  mortgagee  may  maintain  tres- 
pass against  him,  or  recover  against  him  as  a  disseisor.  NewaUv. 
WrigJd,fi8. 

2.  Merger. — A  loan  was  secured  by  mortgage  to  be  paid  in  five  years,  in- 

terest payable  annually;  at  the  same  time  a  lease  was  made  of  the 
same  premises  by  the,  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee  for  the  same  period, 
reserving  rent.  It  will  be  presumed  that  the*  mortgage  was  first  exe- 
cuted, and  such  mortgage  does  not  bar  a  recovery  of  the  rent  due  on 
the  lease.    Id. 

S.  Right  of  Mortgagor  to  Maintain  Ejectment.  —  A  mortgagor 
cannot  maintain  ejectment  for  the  land  mortgaged,  unless  he  can  show 
that  the  mortgage  has  been  satisfied  previous  to  the  commencement  of 
the  suit    Beatt  v.  Harwood,  532. 

4.  What  Considered  a  Mortgae.— No  particular  words  or  form  of  con- 
veyance are  necessary  to  give  the  contract  the  qualities  of  a  mortgage. 
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It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  role,  subject  to  few  exceptions,  that 
wherever  a  conveyance  or  assignment  of  an  estate  is  originally  intended 
as  a  security  for  money,  whether  this  intention  appear  from,  the  deed 
itself,  or  any  other  instrument,  it  is  always  considered,  in  equity,  as  a 
mortgage.     Wilcox  v.  Morris,  678. 

See  Deeds,  4;  Payment,  & 

NECESSAME& 
See  Parent  and  Child,  & 

NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS. 

h  Special  Indorsement.— A  payee  of  a  note  indorsed  it  specially  thus: 
"  For  value  received,  I  order  the  contents  of  this  note  to  be  paid  to  A. 
B.  at  his  own  risk."  Such  special  indorsement  transfers  the  property 
in  the  note  without  impairing  its  negotiable  quality  to  the  indorsee. 
£ke  v.  Stearns,  129. 

2.  Demand  of  Payment  when  Excused.— In  an  action  by  an  indorsee 
against  an  indorser  of  a  promissory  note,  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to 
prove  a  demand  on  the  promisor,  where  it  appears  that  the  latter  had 
absconded  before  the  maturity  of  the  note.    Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  206. 

&  Fraudulent  Issue  of.— Where  a  merchant  had  intrusted  blank  in- 
dorsements  to  his  clerk,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtained  and  used 
them-,  such  fraudulent  use  is  not  a  forgery,  nor  such  a  fraud  as  will  dis- 
charge the  indorser,  as  against  an  innocent  indorsee.    Id. 

«,  Collateral  Agreement  Affecting.— Where  the  payee  of  a  note 
payable  at  a  certain  date  agreed,  at  the  time  the  note  was  given,  not 
to  demand  payment  until  a  certain  time  after  maturity,  this  is  a  col- 
lateral promise,  for  the  breach  of  which,  if  a  consideration  appear,  an 
action  will  lie,  but  it  cannot  bar  an  action  on  the  note  when  it  becomes 
due. '  Dow  v.  Tuttle,  226. 

&  Defenses  against  Note  in  Hands  of  Indorsee.— Where  an  indorsee 
of  a  promissory  note  receives  it  under  circumstances  which  might 
reasonably  create  suspicions  that  it  was  not  good;  as  receiving  it  aftei 
payment  has  been  refused,  or  some  time  after  it  is  payable,  or  when 
the  indorser  is  not  to  be  liable  on  his  indorsement;  it  will  be  subject, 
in  the  hands  of  the  indorsee,  to  any  legal  defense  which  might  be  made 
against  the  payee.    Ayer  v.  Huichins,  232. 

&  Payment  by  Note.— If  a  negotiable  note  or  bill  of  exchange  be  given 
for  a  simple  contract  debt,  the  party  cannot  recover  on  the  original 
contract,  unless  he  proves  the  loss  of  the  note,  or  produces  and  cancels 
it  at  the  trial    Holmes  v.  De  Camp,  293. 

7.  Note  Takes  Effect  from  Delivery.— Notes  delivered  after  the 
time  on  which  they  aro  dated  are  valid  only  from  the  day  of  delivery, 
and  are  to  be  considered  as  drawn  on  that  day.    Lansing  v.  Qaine,  422. 

&  Defenses  against  Overdue  Note.— Where  a  note  is  transferred 
after  it  has  been  dishonored,  the  holder  takes  it  subject  to  all  defenses 
against  it  in  the  hands  of  the  original  payee.    Id\ 

9.  Indorsement  by  One  not  a  Payee.— Where  a  person,  not  a  payee, 
indorsed  his  name  in  blank  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  without  any  con- 
sideration, and  prior  to  its  indorsement  by  the  payee,  it  was  held  he 
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was  no1  liable  as  an  indorser,  but  otherwise  if  there  had  been  a  con- 
sideration for  the  indorsement.  Fitzhugh  v.  Love,  668. 
la  Rights  of  Holder  of  Promissory  Note.— The  holder  of  a  prom- 
issory note  payable  to  bearer,  is  not  bound  to  prove  that  he  came  by 
the  note  fairly  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  unless  some  evidence 
is  given  to  raise  a  suspicion,  at  least,  that  he  did  not  come  fairly  by 
the  note.    Jones  v.  WestcoU,  704. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  When  Damages  Excessive.— When  the  damages  found  by  the  jury, 
in  an  action  of  tort,  are  so  great  that  it  may  reasonably  be  presumed 
that  in  estimating  them  the  jury  did  not  exercise  a  sound  discretion, 
but  were  influenced  by  passion,  partiality,  prejudice,  or  corruption,  the 
court  may  set  aside  the  verdict  and  award  a  new  trial  Coffin  y.  Cof- 
fin, 190. 

%  Ground  for. — The  rule,  both  at  law  and  equity,  is  to  refuse  a  second 
trial  where  the  propriety  of  a  verdict  is  not  impeached  as  against  law 
or  evidence,  though  there  be  material  evidence  for  the  party  against 
whom  the  verdict  had  passed  which  was  not  adduced;  unless  it  be 
shown  to  have  been  discovered  after  the  trial,  or  unless  the  verdict  hat 
been  obtained  by  fraud  or  surprise.    Bebee  v.  Bank  of  N.  Y. ,  353. 

3.  Same.— In  actions  of  a  penal  or  vindictive  nature,  the  court  will  not 

grant  a  new  trial  merely  because  the  verdict  is  against  the  weight  of 
evidence,  unless  some  rule  of  law  has  been  violated.  Jarms  v.  Hathe- 
way,  473. 

4.  Same.— The  fact  that  the  defendant  in  ejectment,  against  whom  a  ver- 

dict has  been  obtained,  has,  since  the  trial,  discovered  that  the  grant 
under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  was  fraudulently  obtained  from  the 
state,  and  that  a  prior  grant  had  issued  to  a  third  person,  is  not  suffi- 
cient ground  for  a  new  trial.    Smith  v.  Wimton,  75& 
See  Criminal  Law,  3;  Equity,  7. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

1.  Obligation  of  Father  for  Support  of  Child.— Where  an  infant 

child  escaped  from  its  father  through  fear  of  personal  violence  and 
abuse,  and  could  not  safely  five  with  him,  the  father  was  held  liable 
for  necessary  support  and  education  furnished  to  the  child  by  a  stran- 
ger.   Stanton  v.  WUUon,  256. 

2.  Same. — Where  the  wife  had  obtained  alimony,  in  lieu  of  all  claims  of 

dower,  and  was  made  sole  guardian  of  the  children,  it  was  held 
the  father  was  liable  for  their  support,  furnished  in  the  first  place  by 
her  as  guardian,  and  then  by  a  stranger  with  whom  she  intermarried 
Id. 

3.  What  are  Necessaries. — What  articles  are  necessaries  must  depend 

upon  the  circumstances  of  the  party  for  whom  they  are  furnished;  and 
when  these  circumstances  are  ascertained,  the  court  will  only  instruct 
the  jury  as  to  the  classes  of  articles  which  are  considered  as  neces* 
saries.    Id\ 

PARTNERSHIP. 
1.  Suit  by  Firm  after  a  Partner's  Decease.— Where  a  partner  had 
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.  died,  and  the  surviving  partners  had  continued  to  trade  under  the  firm 
name,  and  then  an  account  between  a  debtor  and  the  firm  was  stated, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  a  balance  was  due  by  the  debtor  for  goods 
sold  in  the  lifetime  of  the  deceased  partner;  it  was  held  that  the  sur- 
viving partners  could  recover  this  balance,  without  alleging  the  death 
of  the  other  partner  and  the  survivorship;  as  the  stating  of  the  account 
was  in  the  nature  of  a  new  promise  to  the  survivor.  Holme*  v.  De 
Camp,  293. 

2.  Notice  of  Dissolution.— Notice  of  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership  in 
a  newspaper  is  sufficient  notice  to  all  persons  having  previous  dealings 
with  the  firm.    Lansing  v.  Game,  422. 

&  Power  of  Partner  after  Dissolution.— Where  a  partner,  after 
dissolution,  issues  notes  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  the  other  partner  is 
not  liable  thereon,  for  the  power  to  bind  the  firm  ceases  with  the  part- 
nership.   Id. 

4  Special  Power  of  Partner.— When  a  partnership  is  formed  for  a 
special  purpose,  and  is  limited,  and  a  partner  gives  the  firm  notes  for 
his  individual  obligation,  the  other  partner  is  not  liable,  if  the  notes 
are  issued  without  his  knowledge  or  consent,  and  the  person  receiving 
them  is  aware  that  they  are  not  issued  for  a  firm  debt    Id. 

ft.  Release  bt  one  Partner. — If  one  partner  execute  a  deed  of  release 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  in  the  firm  name,  of  a  debt  due  the  firm,  it 
extinguishes  the  debt,  and  the  release  is  binding  on  the  firm.  Pierson 
v.  Hooker,  467. 

&  Bond  by  One  Partner  for  Firm  Debt.— A  bond  given  by  one 
partner  for  a  simple  contract  debt  due  to  a  creditor  of  the  firm,  and 
accepted  by  him,  is  in  law  a  release  of  the  other  partner,  and  an  ex- 
tinction of  the  simple  contract  debt  at  law  and  in  equity.  Williams  v. 
Hodgson,  563. 

7.  SAME.— Such  a  bond,  although  not  binding  on  the  party  who  does  not 
join  in  its  execution,  is,  however,  obligatory  on  the  one  executing 
it    Id. 

See  Evidence,  19. 

PAYMENT. 

h  Less  Sum  no  Accord.— The  payment  of  a  leas  sum,  though  accepted 
in  full,  where  there  is  a  certain  amount  due,  cannot  be  taken  as  a  good 
accord  and  satisfaction.    Harrison  v.  Close,  444. 

&  Forged  Bank-bills.— The  vendor  sold  and  delivered  cattle,  and  re- 
ceived  payment  in  bank-notes,  which  he  afterwards  paid  away  to  a 
third  party,  who  discovered  one  of  the  notes  to  be  forged.  Neither 
the  vendor  nor  vendee  knew  that  the  note  was  bad.  In  an  action 
brought  by  the  vendor  against  the  vendee,  on  the  original  contract, 
for  cattle  sold  and  delivered,  it  wad  held  that  a  forged  note  or  bill 
which  proves  worthless  is  no  payment,  and  that  the  party  may  treat 
it  as  a  nullity,  and  resort  to  the  original  contract.  Markle  v.  Hatfield, 
446. 

I  Application  of  Payments.— Payments  made  by  a  mortgagor  are  not 
to  be  applied  to  discharge  a  debt  due  on  the  mortgage  in  favor  of  a 
purchaser  of  part  of  the  property  mortgaged,  who  had  not  paid  for  it, 


K 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


796  Index. 

and  who  had  made  a  gift  thereof  to  hie  eon  to  defraud  hie  creditom. 
Dorsey  v.  Qassaway,  067. 
4.  Payment  of  Property,  where  Made.— The  residence  of  the  dehtoi 
ie  the  place  where  payment  in  property  ie  to  be  made,  where  no  other 
place  ie  agreed  upon.    grant  v.  QrosMon,  725. 

See  NEOOTIABLB  INSTRUMENTS,  2,6. 

PERJURY. 
See  Criminal  Law,  4 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

L  When  Right  of  Pbopebty  Passes— Delivery.— A  party  agreed  to 
eell  certain  goods  on  credit,  with  the  condition  that  the  vendee  should 
furnish  security  for  the  price;  he  delivered  the  goods,  however,  with- 
out this  security,  declaring  that  he  should  not  consider  them  as  sold 
until  the  security  had  been  given.  The  property,  it  was  held,  re- 
mained in  the  vendor,  notwithstanding  the  delivery.  Hussey  v.  Thorn* 
ton,22i. 

%  How  Distributed.— The  personal  property  of  a  testator  is  to  be  dis- 
tributed according  to  the  laws  of  the  testator's  domicile.    Dt  Sobry  v. 

&  Possession  an  Indicium  of  Ownership.— A  father,  when  there  was 
no  statute  of  frauds,  delivered  certain  slaves  to  his  sod,  which  by  parol 
evidence  alone  were  shown  to  have  been  loaned  for  an  indefinite 
period,  and  the  son  having  retained  uninterrupted  possession  for  many 
years,  used  the  property  as  his  own,  acquiring  credit  by  reason  of  such 
possession.  In  a  controversy  between  the  father,  or  volunteer  claim- 
ante  under  him,  and  creditors  of  and  purchasers  from  the  son,  the  father 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  given  him  the  slaves,  and  on  general  princi- 
ples of  law  and  equity,  independent  of  any  statutory  provision,  the 
title  of  such  creditors  or  purchasers  will  be  protected;  and  the  met  that 
the  father  afterwards,  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  bequeathed  the 
slaves  to  his  son  for  life,  remainder  to  his  children,  makes  no  differ- 
ence in  the  case.    Fitahugh  v.  Anderson,  626. 

See  Damages,  7;  Executions,  I,  2;  Payment,  4 

PLEADING  AND  PRACTICE. 

1 .  Pleading  a  Promise. — In  a  declaration  in  assumpsit,  the  word  "  prom* 

ised"  is  not  necessary;  any  other  intelligible  word  of  similar  import, 
as,  for  instance,  "agree,"  is  sufficient.    Avery  v.  Tyrmgham,  10& 

2.  Joint  Trespass,  Recovery.— Where  separate  suits  are  brought  against 

several  defendants  for  a  joint  trespass,  a  separate  recovery  may  be  had 
against  each;  but  the  plaintiff  can  have  but  one  satisfaction,  and  he 
may  elect  de  meliortbus  damnis,  and  issue  his  execution  therefor  against 
one  of  the  joint  trespassers.  Livingston  v.  Bishop,  330. 
8.  Equitable  Relief  under  General  Prayer.— A  party  will  not  be 
denied  relief  by  a  court  of  equity  merely  because  he  is  mistaken  in 
the  specific  relief  prayed  for,  but  if  his  bill  contains  a  prayer  for  general 
relief,  the  court  will  give  the  relief  required  by  the  nets  of  the 
Bebee  v.  Bank  of  New  Tork,  353. 
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4  Plea  of  Payment,  when  Bad.— Where  the  defendant  alleged  in  his 
plea,  that  on  the  statement  of  an  account,  he  delivered  certain  nego- 
tiable notes  to  C.  on  account  and  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  did 
not  aver  that  C.  was  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs,  nor  that  the  notes 
were  accepted  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  debt,  the  plea 
was  held  bad.    Bird  v.  Caritat,  433. 

&  Issuing  Writ,  Commencement  op  Action.— An  allegation  that  prior 
to  the  suing  out  of  the  writ,  the  defendant  settled  and  discharged  the 
debt  of  the  plaintiffs,  is  sufficient  as  to  the  time;  for  the  suing  out  of 
the  writ  is  considered  as  the  commencement  of  the  suit    Id. 

&  Pleading  Fraud  and  Deceit.— In  an  action  on  the  case  for  deceit  in 
the  sale  of  a  newspaper  establishment,  it  was  alleged  that  the  defend* 
ants  affirmed  the  number  of  subscribers  to  be  nine  hundred,  and  the 
profits  to  be  three  thousand  dollars  per  annum,  whereas,  in  fact,  the 
number  of  subscribers  was  only  six  hundred,  and  the  profits  nothing, 
the  declaration  then  concluded:  "and  so  the  said  S.  B.  saith  that  he, 
by  reason  of  the  said  affirmation  of  the  said  R.  M.  and  S.  M.,  was 
falsely  and  fraudulently  deceived,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
at  the  city  and  county  aforesaid.  Wherefore,  he  saith  he  is  made 
worse,  and  hath  damage  to  the  value  of,"  etc  This  was  held  to  be  a 
sufficient  allegation  that  the  defendants  made  the  affirmations  falsely 
and  fraudulently,  especially  after  verdict     Bayard  v.  Malcolm,  450. 

7.  Assumpsit  of  Testator.— On  the  trial  of  an  issue  upon  the  assumpsit 
of  the  testator,  evidence  is  not  admissible  showing  a  promise  or  engage- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  executor.    Quarle*  v.  LUtlepage,  637. 

8*  Admission  of  Debt. — The  mere  admission  of  a  debt  is  not  sufficient 
to  charge  the  defendant  with  the  whole  demand  of  the  plaintiff;  he 
must,  nevertheless,  prove  the  amount  due.    Id. 

9l  Aleloino  Demand  and  Refusal.— Where  a  debt  is  payable  on  a 
particular  day,  the  plaintiff  need  not  allege  in  his  declaration,  a  de- 
mand and  refusal  at  the  residence  of  the  defendant  If  the  defendant 
were  really  ready  and  willing  to  pay,  he  should  specially  plead  it 
Orant  v.  Qroshon,  725. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
Duty  of  Agent  to  Insure.— An  agent  is  bound  to  insure  the  goods  of 
his  principal,  if  so  directed,  after  entering  upon  the  agency.  But  if 
he  is  a  special  agent,  and  has  no  particular  instructions,  he  is  not 
bound  or  authorized  to  insure,  unless  there  is  a  usage  otherwise. 
Shirtitfv.  Whitfield,  701. 

PROMISE  OF  MARRIAGE. 

Breach  of  Evidence  of  Plaintiff's  Character.— In  an  action  for  a 

breach  of  promise  of  marriage  and  for  seduction,  the  defendant  cannot 

.   give  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  general  bad  character  between  the  time 

of  the  promise  and  the  breach,  in  mitigation  of  damages.    BoyrUon  v. 

Kellogg,  122. 

QUESTIONS  OF  LAW  AND  FACT. 
Sufficiency  of  Evidence  for  Jury.— The  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
ought  to  be  left  wholly  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury;  so,  where  the 
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court  instructed  the  jury  that  "from  the  whole  testimony  before  then, 
the  demand  of  the  plaintiffs  was  not  barred  by  the  act  of  limitations,'' 
it  was  held  that  the  instruction  was  erroneous.    Fisher  v.  Duncan,  60S. 

See  Statute  of  Limitations,  & 

REAL  ESTATE. 

L  Ownership  of  Alluvial  Land.— Whatever  addition  is  made  to  the 
shores  of  rivers  or  streams  by  alluvion,  from  natural  causes,  or  from  a 
union  of  natural  and  artificial  causes,  belongs  to  the  riparian  owners  of 
the  shores.    Adams  v.  Frothmgham,  151. 

8.  Extent  of  Claim  under  Advebsb  Title.— When  one  enters  on 
land,  claiming  a  right  to  it,  and  gains  a  seisin  by  such  entry,  the  seisin 
shall  extend  to  the  whole  tract  which  he  claims;  but  when  one  enters 
without  a  claim  of  right,  his  seisin  can  extend  no  further  than  his  ac- 
tual possession.    Kennebec  Purchase  v.  Springer,  227. 

3.  What  Constitutes  a  Disseisin.— To  constitute  a  disseisin  of  the  owner 

of  uncultivated  lands,  the  entry  and  possession  of  the  disseisor  must 
be  such  that  the  owner  shall  be  presumed  to  know  that  there  is  a  claim 
adverse  to  his  title.    Id. 

4.  Grant  of  Inheritance  in  Trees,— A  grant  to  one,  his  heirs  and  as- 

signs, of  all  the  trees  and  timber  standing  and  growing  on  certain 
lands  forever,  with  liberty  to  cut  and  carry  them  away,  conveys  an 
estate  of  inheritance  in  the  trees  and  timber,  and  the  grantee  can  main- 
tain trespass  quare  clausumfregit  against  the  owner  of  the  soil  for  cut- 
ting down  the  trees.  Clap  v.  Draper,  215. 
&  Presumption  as  to  Ancient  Grant.  —  An  agreement  relative  to 
lands,  which  had  existed  for  more  than  one  hundred  years,  providing 
that  it  should  be  owned  and  held  by  the  parties  in  parcels,  and  which 
was  evidently  intended  to  convey  a  fee,  and  where  there  has  been 
under  it  uninterrupted  possession,  will  not  be  technically  construed, 
and  a  regular  grant  will  be  presumed.   Emans  v.  TwrnbuU,  ASH. 

6.  Ownership  of  Accretion  to  Land.  —  Sea-weed  which  has  been 

thrown  upon  land  by  the  sea  is  considered  an  accretion,  and  belongs  to 
the  owner  of  the  soil    Id. 

7.  Possession  by  Indians  not  Adverse.— A  possession  by  native  In- 

dians, existing  as  an  independent  nation,  is  not  such  an  adverse  pos- 
session as  will  render  void  alienations  by  patentees  to  whom  the  lands 
were  granted  by  the  state,  and  cannot  be  set  up  against  the  validity  of 
the  patent,  or  conveyances  under  it.  •  Jackson  v.  Hudson,  600. 

&  When  Life  Estate  Created.— A  bargain  and  sale  of  land  to  A., 
"to  hold  the  same  for  A.  in  trust  for  B.  and  C,  their  respective  heirs 
and  assigns  forever  in  fee-simple,"  creates  only  a  life  estate  in  A.,  and 
at  his  death  the  legal  estate  reverts  to  the  heirs  of  the  grantor,  and  B. 
and  C.  can  resort  only  to  a  court  of  equity  to  have  the  trust  enforced. 
Jackson  v.  Myers,  504. 

H  Conveyance  by  Feme  Covert.— A  feme  covert  cannot  transfer  her 
interest  in  land  unless  by  fine,  common  recovery,  or  deed,  executed 
and  acknowledged  according  to  the  mode  prescribed  by  statute.  HoU 
Ungswortk  v.  McDonald,  545. 

Ui  Words  Necessary  to  Create  Particular  Estates.— In  a 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Index.  799 

vcyance  of  a  freehold  or  legal  estate,  technical  words  arc  necessary  for 
the  creation  or  limitation  of  particular  estates,  as  to  create  an  estate 
in  fee,  the  limitation  must  be  to  the  grantee  and  his  heirs,  and  to 
create  a  fee-tail  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  but  the  latter  words 
are  not  indispensably  necessary,  but  maybe  supplied  by  words  of  sim- 
ilar import    Id. 

11.  Quantity  op  Land  Sold  Deficient— Relief. —A  vendor  who  con- 
veys a  tract  of  land  with  a  general  warranty  as  containing  an  esti- 
mated quantity,  more  or  less,  when  his  own  title  papers  were  for  less 
than  such  specified  quantity,  is  bound  to  make  good  the  difference  to 
the  purchaser.  But  a  deficiency  of  eight  acres  in  a  tract  of  Bve  hun- 
dred and  fifty-two  acres,  is  no  more  than  a  purchaser  who  buys  for 
more  or  less  may  reasonably  expect    Nelson  v.  Matthew*,  620. 

12.  Indian  Title,  Nature  of.— The  title  of  the  Indians  to  lands  is  re- 
garded by  the  European  and  American  governments  as  a  mere  posses- 
sory right    Strother  v.  Cathey,  68& 

18.  Contract  to  Convey.— If  a  person  agree  to  convey  five  hundred 
acres  out  of  one  of  two  tracts  of  land,  it  is  erroneous  to  decree  a  con- 
veyance of  two  hundred  and  fifty  acres  out  of  each  tract  McConmll  v. 
Durdap,  723. 

14.  Part  Failure  of  Title— Damages.— On  a  contract  for  a  tract  «f 
land,  if  the  vendor  be  able  to  convey  but  a  part  only,  the  vendee  may 
at  his  election  compel  a  conveyance  of  that  part,  and  recover  damages 
for  the  deficiency,  or  he  may  refuse  to  take  such  part,  and  recover 
damages  for  the  whole.    Id, 

1&  Want  of  Title— Damages.— A  vendor  commits  a  fraud  in  selling  a 
specified  tract  of  land,  knowing  he  has  no  title.  In  this  case  the  dam- 
ages should  be  the  value  of  the  land  estimated  at  the  time  of  the  trial, 
it  not  appearing  when  the  contract  was  to  be  performed.    Id. 

REDEMPTION. 

RIGHT  of.— A  creditor  agreed  with  a  debtor  to  levy  an  execution  on  the 
whole  of  the  debtor's  property,  and  to  purchase  it  in  at  the*eale,  and 
hold  it  as  a  security  for  the  debt;  it  was  held  equity  would  give  a  right 
to  redeem  as  against  the  creditor,  but  not  as  against  purchasers  for  a 
•  valuable  consideration  without  notice  of  this  trust  WiUox  v.  Morrii, 
678. 

RENT. 

When  Suspended.— Where  a  lease  was  made  for  a  term  of  years  reserv. 
ing  rent,  and  afterwards  the  lessor  mortgaged  the  same  property  to 
the  lessee  in  fee,  and  the  mortgagee  refused  to  pay  the  rent,  the  rent 
is  suspended  until  the  condition  is  performed,  or  the  estate  redeemed, 
and  during  the  suspension,  the  lessee  must  account  for  the  income  as 
mortgagee  to  be  applied  in  the  discharge  of  the  principal  and  interest 
of  the  debt  If  rent  is  voluntarily  paid,  he  cannot  afterwards  be  ac- 
countable as  mortgagee  for  the  income  of  such  period.    NewaU  v. 

Wright,  98. 

See  Lease,  2. 

REPLEVIN. 
L  Part  Owner  cannot  Maintain.— An  action  of  replevin  cannot  be 
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maintained  bj  a  part  owner  of  a  chattel  for  hie  undivided  part;  and 
when  it  appears  from  the  plaintiff's  own  showing  that  he  is  merely  a 
part  owner,  the  court  will  abate  the  writ  ex  officio.  Hart  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 75. 

2.  Damages. — In  an  action  of  replevin  the  jury  may  give  such  damages  as 

they  think  the  plaintiff  is  justly  entitled  to,  as  an  equivalent  for  the 
injury  sustained.    Doney  v.  Qaeeaway,  557. 

RIPARIAN  GRANT& 

Extent  of.— A  proprietary  grant,  in  1680,  of  "a  piece  of  land  below 
high-water  mark,  to  set  a  shop  upon,  not  exceeding  forty  feet  in 
width,"  was  construed  to  include  the  land  as  far  as  low-water  mark. 
Adams  v.  Frothmgham,  151. 

SALES. 

JL  Wabbanty  of  Title.—- In  a  sale  of  personal  property  there  is  an  im- 
plied warranty  in  respect  to  the  title  of  the  vendor;  but  it  is  otherwise 
as  to  the  quality  or  soundness  of  the  thing  sold.  Defreeze  v.  Trumper, 
-329. 

&  Pabol  Wabranty.— Where  the  parties  to  a  bill  of  sale  of  a  ship  re- 
duced their  agreement  to  writing  by  a  bill  of  sale,  it  was  held  that  no 
action  would  lie  on  a  parol  warranty  made  at  the  time  of  sale,  and 
when  no  fraud  was  alleged.    Mumford  v.  JfcPherson,  339. 

3.  Title  of  Purchaser, — There  being  no  market  overt  here,  a  purchase 

for  a  valuable  consideration  and  without  notice  vests  no  higher  title 
in  the  vendee  than  was  possessed  by  the  vendor,  and  in  the  case  of  a 
purchase  made  in  a  foreign  country,  the  general  principle  of  law  ap- 
plies, unless  some  local  law  be  shown  which  would  affect  the  property. 
Wheelwright  v.  Depeyster,  345. 

4.  Warranty.— If  a  seller  of  goods  affirms  them  to  be  of  a  particular 

quality,  and  the  buyer  receives  them  upon  the  credit  of  such  affirms- 
tion„and  they  afterwards  appear  to  be  of  a  different  quality,  the  pur- 
chaser may  return  the  goods  and  recover  back  the  money  had  and 
received;  or  he  may  have  his  action  without  a  return  of  the  goods,  if 
he  gives  notice  to  the  seller  where  they  are  deposited.  And  the  same 
rule  exists  where  there  is  a  warranty  of  soundness.  Butter  v.  Blake, 
650. 

&  Subsequent  Title  of  Vendor  Available  to  Vendee.— A  mort- 
gage of  slaves  subsisted  when  the  mortgagor,  claiming  full  title,  sold 
them  for  a  full  consideration;  though  as  to  the  mortgagee,  the  sale 
transferred  only  an  equitable  interest;  yet,  as  between  the  vendor  and 
vendee,  the  sale  passed  the  absolute  title  to  the  vendee,  and  therefore, 
when  subsequently  the  mortgagor  obtained  his  discharge  under  the 
insolvent  law,  and  purchased  the  slaves  from  the  mortgagee,  the  title 
thus  acquired  will  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  vendee.  Doreey  v.  Gasea- 
way,  557. 

&  Warranty. — A  vendor  who  affirms  his  goods  to  have  a  certain  quality 
which  they  do  not  possess,  and  when  such  quality  would  increase  their 
value,  is  liable  to  an  action,  although  he  did  not  know  the  affirmation 
to  be  false.     Thompeon  v.  Tate.  678. 
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7.  Warranty  Implied  on  Sale.— An  express  warranty  excludes  aa Im- 
plied one.  In  the  contract  of  sale  the  law  implies  no  warranty  as  to 
the  quality  of  the  goods  sold,  although  it  may  imply  a  warranty  of 
title  where  the  vendor  has  possession  at  the  time  of  sale.  Lanier  v. 
Auld,  680. 

&  By  Bailee.— If  a  bailee  sell  property  to  an  innocent  purchaser,  without 
notice,  the  sale  transfers  no  right  of  property  as  against  the  bailor,  and 
the  latter  may  have  recourse  either  to  the  bailee  or  his  vendee.  Chum 
▼.  Wood;  740. 

0.  Warranty  of  Titus  Implied.— In  every  sale  of  personal  property 

by  one  in  possession,  there  is  an  implied  warranty  of  title  by  the 
vendor.    Id. 

10.  Warranty  Implied.— A  vendor  is  liable  in  an  action  on  the  case  for 
unsoundness  of  personal  property,  which  was  known  to  him,  and  not 
disclosed  to  the  buyer,  where  there  is  no  express  warranty,  and  noth- 
ing said  of  the  soundness.    MeFarlane  v.  Moor;  752. 

11.  Warranty  op  Title.— A  warranty  of  title  is  implied  on  the  sale  of 
an  unnegotiable  chose  in  action,  and  the  purchaser  acquires  the  right, 
and  assumes  the  risk  of  its  value;  where  it  is,  in  fact,  void,  the  buyer 
is  entitled  to  recover  the  price,  although  the  seller  was  innocent  of  any 
fraud,  and  ignorant  of  the  defect  Accordingly,  when  a  land  warrant 
was  sold,  and  it  was  subsequently  declared  void,  the  purchaser  may 
recover  back  the  consideration  paid.    Boyd  v.  Anderson,  762. 

See  Shipping,  3. 

SEDUCTION. 

Damages  for. — No  action  can  be  maintained  by  an  unmarried  woman 
for  seducing  her,  under  pretense  of  a  design  to  marry  her,  there  being 
no  allegation  of  a  promise  of  marriage.    Paul  v.  Fraeier,  95. 

SHERIFFS. 

Damages  for  Escape. — In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  an  escape  and 
false  return,  on  mesne  process,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  no  more  than 
he  might  have  done  in  the  original  action,  and  his  actual  recovery 
ought  to  be  the  amount  of  his  loss,  in  consequence  of  the  escape.  Pol- 
ler v.  Lansing,  310. 

SHIPPING. 

1.  Liability  of  Owner  to  Freighter.— The  owner  of  a  ship  carrying 

goods  on  freight  upon  a  circuitous  voyage,  is  bound  to  have  her  in  a  state 
of  repair  at  every  port  where  she  may  be;  and  he  is  liable  to  the 
freighter  for  any  damage  to  the  goods  for  want  of  such  repairs,  no  mat- 
ter whether  the  defect  in  the  ship  was  known  or  unknown  to  the 
ship  owner.  Putnam  v.  Wood,  179. 
1  Shipping  Contract— On  whom  Loss  Falls.— Upon  a  contract  of 
affreightment,  where  the  shipper  assumes  the  perils  of  the  sea,  and  the 
owner  is  to  receive  a  share  of  the  profits  in  lieu  of  freight,  if  damage 
be  caused  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  the  loss  is  to  be  deducted  out  of  the 
profits,  so  as  to  be  sustained  by  the  owner  and  freighter  jointly.  Id. 
Am.  Dkj.  Vol.  Ill— 61 
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3.  Sale  op  Vessel  Good  without  Deliver?.— The  sale  of  a  vessel 

and  cargo,  abroad  at  the  time,  by  a  bona  fide  bill  of  sale,  ia  valid  against 
the  vendor's  creditors,  provided  the  vendee  takes  possession  thereof, 
without  delay,  upon  the  return  of  the  vessel  Portland  Bank  v.  Stacey, 
253. 

4.  Freight,  when  Earned.— A  vessel  was  chartered  from  New  York  to 

St  Domingo  and  return,  the  charterer  to  pay  an  entire  sum  for  the 
whole  voyage,  in  sixty  days  after  the  return  of  the  vessel  to  New 
York.  Arrived  in  sight  of  St  Domingo,  the  vessel  was  turned  away 
by  a  British  cruiser,  because  of  a  blockade  of  that  point;  thereupon, 
she  returned,  with  her  original  cargo,  to  New  York,  where  the  owners 
refused  to  deliver  the  cargo  until  freight  was  paid.  In  an  action  of 
trover  to  recover  the  value  of  the  goods,  it  was  held  that  no  freight  was 
due.    Scott  v.  Libby,  431. 

6.  Charter  Party,  how  Dissolved— A  blockade  of  the  port  of  desti- 

nation dissolves  the  charter  party,  and  thus  ail  claim  for  freight  under 
it  must  be  given  up.  No  pro  rata  freight  can  be  recovered,  unless  the 
goods  have  been  accepted  at  a  place  short  of  the  port  of  destination.  Id. 

SLANDER. 

1.  Evidence  in  Action  of. — In  an  action  for  slander,  the  plaintiff  may 

give  evidence  of  his  own  rank  and  condition  in  life,  to  aggravate  the 
damages;  and  the  defendant  may  also  avail  himself  of  such  evidence 
when  it  legally  tends  to  mitigate  the  damages.  Lamed  v.  Buffimiom, 
185. 

2.  Same.— The  defendant  may  give  in  evidence,  under  the  general  issue, 

facts  tending  to  mitigate  the  damages,  but  this  will  be  refused  when 
he  has  pleaded  the  truth  in  justification.    Id. 

5.  Same.— If,  through  the  fault'of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  at  the  time 

of  speaking  the  words,  and  when  he  pleaded  the  justification,  had 
cause  for  believing  them  true,  he  may  show  this  in  mitigation  of  dam- 
ages.   Id. 

4.  Privileged  Expressions.— A  representative  is  not  liable  for  defama- 
tion when  the  words  charged  were  uttered  in  the  execution  of  his  offi- 
cial duty,  and  although  spoken  maliciously;  nor  if  not  uttered  in  the 
execution  of  his- official  duty,  and  not  maliciously,  or  with  intent  to 
defame.    Coffin  v.  Coffin,  189. 

ft.  Words  not  Actionable.— To  say  of  a  person,  "He  has  sworn 
falsely,"  or  "  He  has  taken  a  false  oath  against  me  in  Squire  Jamison's 
court,"  or  "  He  has  falsely  and  maliciously  charged  and  imposed  on 
me  the  crime  of  perjury,"  is  not  actionable.     Ward  v.  Clark,  383. 

8L  Same. — To  charge  a  married  woman  with  adultry  is  not,  per  se,  action- 
able; and  to  render  such  charge  actionable,  special  damages  must  be 
alleged  and  proved.    Buys  v.  QiUeepie,  404. 

7.  Sake—Question  for  Jury.— If  words  actionable,  per  at,  be  spoken 

between  members  of  the  same  church,  during  religious  proceedings 
connected  with  the  discipline  of  the  church,  and  without  malice,  no 
action  will  lie;  and  the  question  of  malice  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
jury.    Jarvi*  v.  Haiheway,  473. 

8.  Actionable  Words-  False  Swearing.— To  make  the  word  "for- 
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sworn  "  slander,  it  mast  be  introduced  by  a  colloquium  setting  forth  some 
judicial  proceeding  in  which  the  party  was  sworn.  Hence,  in  an  action 
for  slander  where  the  words  charged  were  that  "he  the  said  J.  swore 
false  and  swore  to  a  lie,"  "  nmuendo  meaning  that  the  said  J.  had  taken 
a  false  oath  before  a  magistrate;"  it  was  held  not  to  be  actionable. 
Bheefy  v.  Biggs,  662. 

i.  Office  of  an  Innuendo.— The  office  of  the  innuendo  is  to  explain 
doubtful  words  where  there  is  matter  sufficient  in  the  declaration  to 
maintain  the  action;  but  if  the  words  in  themselves  are  not  actionable, 
their  meaning  cannot  be  extended  by  the  tomueado  to  make  them  ac- 
tionable.   Id. 

UK  Evidence  in  Mitigation.— Where  the  defendant  pleads  not  guilty 
in  slander,  he  may  give  evidence  showing  that  he  only  repeated  the 
words  uttered  by  another,  in  mitigation  of  damages;  all  the  circum- 
stances of  hearing  the  slander  first  published,  and  the  manner  of  re- 
peating it,  ought  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  mitigation  or  aggra- 
vation of  the  damages.    Easterwood  v.  Qukm,  700. 

See  Legislature,  1,  2. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 
See  Equity,  5. 

STATUTES. 

1.  Constitutional  Right  of  Legislature  to  Change  Tenure.— A 

statute  converting  existing  estates  in  joint-tenancy  into  estates  in  com- 
mon is  constitutional,  because  not  impairing  vested  rights,  but  render- 
ing tbe  tenure  more  beneficial.     HoWrooh  v.  Finney,  243. 

2.  Construction.— When  the  legislature  has  used  a  term,  without  defin- 

ing it,  which  has  a  well  settled  meaning  in  the  common  law,  it  must 
be  supposed  that  they  use  it  in  the  same  sense.  HiUhoust  v.  Chester, 
266. 

8.  Effect  of  Private  Statute  on  Third  Parties.— Where  by  a  pri- 
vate act  of  the  legislature  the  property  of  a  person  is  directed  to  be 
sold  or  disposed  of,  and  the  money  realized  to  be  paid  to  certain  cred- 
itors, it  must  be  understood  as  saving  the  rights  of  third  persons,  and 
can  only  amount  to  a  quitclaim  of  the  right  or  interest  of  the  state. 
Jackson  v.  Catlbt,  416. 

i.  (Construction. — In  the  construction  of  a  statute,  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  should  prevail,  and  should  be  collected  from  the  whole 
law,  and  the  circumstances  which  produced  it  Accordingly,  where  a 
statute  recited  that  A.,  who  was  living,  had  only  female  heirs,  and  it 
appeared  that  A.  had  two  daughters,  named  B.  and  C,  and  no  other 
children,  it  was  held  that  by  the  words  female  heirs  were  meant  the 
two  daughters  of  A.    BecUl  v.  Harwood,  532. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  1;  Taxation,  1. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
L  Sheriff's  Deed.— A  sale  of  land  by  the  sheriff  is  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  it  is  necessary  there  should  be  a  deed  or  note  in  writing; 
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specifying  with  certainty  the  lands  sold,  in  order  to  pass  the  estate. 
Jackson  v.  CatUn,  415. 

SL  Consideration  must  bb  in  Writing.— Where  a  statute  of  frauds 
provided  that  "no  person  shall  be  charged  on  any  promise,  etc,  un- 
less the  agreement  on  which  such  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  note 
or  memorandum  thereof  shall  be  in  writing,'*  it  was  held  that  an  agree- 
ment relating  to  the  sale  of  lands  must  have  the  consideration  for  the 
promise,  as  well  as  the  promise  itself,  in  writing.    Sears  v.  Brink,  476V 

8.  Memorandum  Required.— The  form  of  the  memorandum  of  the 
agreement  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds  is  not  material,  but  it  must 
state  the  contract  with  reasonable  certainty,  so  that  the  substance  of  it 
may  be  understood  from  the  writing  itself  without  having  recourse  to 
parol  proof.  An  entry  made  by  the  vendor  in  his  book  of  sales,  of  the 
name  of  the  buyer  and  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  sale,  which  was 
read  to  the  agent  of  the  vendee  making  the  purchase,  and  assented  to 
by  him,  was  held  an  insufficient  memorandum  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  it  not  being  signed  by  the  party  to  bo  charged,  or  by  his  agent. 
Bailey  v.  Ogden,  509. 

4  Delivery  Required. — An  actual  delivery  of  the  goods,  or  a  part  of 
them,  is  not  always  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  but  a  virtual  or 
constructive  delivery  may  be  sufficient  Those  circumstances  which 
ought  to  be  held  tantamount  to  an  actual  delivery,  ought,  however,  to 
be  so  strong  and  unequivocal,  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  the  intent  of  the 
parties.  An  agreement  with  the  vendor  about  the  storage  of  the  goods, 
and  the  delivery  by  him  of  the  import  entry  to  the  agent  of  the  vendee, 
were  held  not  to  be  sufficiently  certain  to  amount  to  a  constructive  de- 
livery, or  to  afford  an  indicium  of  ownership.    Id. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

1.  Pleading  Statute. — In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  executed 

in  New  York  by  parties  inhabitants  of  that  state  at  the  time,  it  was 
held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  New  York  could  not  be  pleaded 
in  bar  to  the  action  in  Massachusetts.    PearsaU  v.  Dwight,  35. 

2.  When  not  Barred  by.— If  any  items  of  an  account  are  within  six 

years,  they  will  also  take  with  them  such  items  as  are  beyond  six  years, 
so  as  to  prevent  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  Cogswell  v<  DoU 
liver,  45. 

8.  Bar  to. — A  fraudulent  concealment  by  the  defendant  that  a  cause  of 
action  had  accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  is  a  good  replication  to  a  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  and  is  sufficient  in  law  to  avoid  the  plea  of  the 
statute.    First  Mass.  T.  Corporation  v.  Field,  124. 

4.  Of  another  State  cannot  be  Pleaded.— The  defendant  in  an  ac- 
tion here  may  set  off  demands  against  the  plaintiff  arising  when  both 
parties  resided  in  Connecticut,  notwithstanding  that  such  demands 
would  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of  that  state,  provided 
six  years  have  not  elapsed  since  the  plaintiff  came  into  this  state. 
Buggies  v.  Keeler,  482. 

i.  Absence  from  State  Prevents  Statute  Ruj.nino.  —  The  saving 
in  the  statute  of  limitations  extends  to  foreigners,  or  those  who  have 
never  resided  in  the  state,  as  well  as  to  citizens  who  may  be  tempo- 
rarily absent.    Id. 
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&  Whbn  not  Suspended.— When  the  statute  of  limitations  once  begins 
to  ran,  its  operation  does  not  cease  by  the  intervention  of  infancy, 
coverture,  or  other  legal  disability.    FUzkugh  v.  Anderson,  625. 

7.  Pbomisb  to  Bab.— To  take  a  case  ont  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  an 

express  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  as  a  debt  then  due,  or  an  express 
promise  to  pay  it,  must  be  proved  to  have  been  made  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  statute.    BeU  v.  Rowland,  729. 

8.  Instruction  to  Jury. — In  such  a  case  the  court  may  either  instruct 

the  jury  as  to  the  law,  and  leave  them  to  determine  the  fact,  or  the 
court  may  take  the  whole  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  true, 
and  the  facts  sworn  to  by  the  witnesses  as  sufficiently  proved,  and  in* 
struct  the  jury  as  to  the  law  arising  on  those  facta.    Id. 
See  Executors,  4. 

TAXATION. 

L  When  Statute  Directory.— A  statute  required  that  a  school  die* . 
trict  tax  should  be  assessed  within  thirty  days  after  the  clerk  of  the 
district  should  certify  to  the  assessors  the  sum  to  be  raised.    This  was 
held  to  be  directory  merely.    Pond  v.  Negus,  131. 

SL  New  Assessment,  when  Firs^Invalid.— If  an  illegal  assessment 
be  made,  the  same  or  succeeding  assessors,  make  a  new  assessment, 
for  which  purpose  the  district  clerk  may  issue  a  second  certificate.    Id. 

8.  Billiard  Table  Liable  to  Tax.— A  billiard  table  erected  and  used 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  amusement  is  liable  to  the  tax  on  "  billiard 
tables,"  in  the  same  way  as  if  used  for  the  purpose  of  gaming*  Seats 
v.  West,  694. 

TENANCY  IN  COMMON. 
Tenancy  in  Common. —A  conveyance  of  a  moiety  of  a  piece  of  land  in 
"quantity  and  quality,"  creates  an  estate  in  common  between  the 
grantor  and  grantee.    Adams  v.  Frothmghdm,  15L 

TRESPASS. 
Who  may  Maintain.— Where  the  owner  of  land  agreed  with  another  to 
cultivate  the  land  on  shares,  they  may  jointly  maintain  an  action  of 
trespass  against  a  third  person  who  cuts  and  carries  off  the  crop.   Foots 
v.  Cokrin,  47a 

See  Pleading,  2. 

TROVER. 

1.  When  not  Maintainable.— An  agent  compromised  a  demand  of  his 

principal  by  receiving  a  negotiable  note  indorsed  to  the  agent  specially; 
it  was  held  that  the  principal  was  not  entitled  to  maintain  trover  for 
the  note  against  the  agent;  bat  the  latter  became  immediately  answer- 
able for  the  amount  liquidated  as  for  so  much  money  received  by  him 
to  the  use  of  his  principal.    Floyd  v.  Day,  171. 

2.  Right  to  Maintain  Trespass  or  Trover.— The  property  of  per- 

sonal chattels  draws  to  it  the  possession,  so  that  the  owner,  although 
not  in  actual  possession,  may  bring  either  trespass  or  trover,  at  his 
election,  against  a  stranger  who  'takes  them  away.    Bird  v.  Clark,  269. 
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S.  Joint  Owner.- -One  joint  owner  of  a  chattel  may  bring  trover  or  tree- 
pees  for  bis  separate  interest,  and  the  defendant  cannot  take  advantage 
at  the  trial  of  the  non-joinder  of  the  other  parties,  but  most  plead  it 
in  abatement     WkstkoritfU  v.  Dtpeyster%  340. 

TRUSTS. 

L  Resulting  Trust.— If  A.  buys  land  with  the  money  of  B.  and  takes 
a  conveyance  to  himself,  he  will  be  considered  a  trustee  for  B.  j  and 
suck  an  implied  or  resulting  trust  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
and  may  be  proved  by  parol,  and  the  land  may  be  sold  on  an  execution, 
under  a  judgment  against  B.,  the  cestui  quo  trust.    Foot*  v.  Cobto,  478. 

2.  Parol  Evidence  Showing  Trust  in  Deed.— A  person  being  subject 
to  intoxication,  and  therefore  fearing  imposition,  conveyed  his  prop* 
erty  by  an  absolute  deed  to  another,  for  the  benefit  of  his  child,  a 
minor;  but  no  declaration  to  this  effect  appeared  in  the  deed.  Parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  trust    Gay  v.  Hunt,  681. 

&  Notice  of  Trust  to  Purchaser.— To  make  the  purchaser  of  a  legal 
title  a  trustee,  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  have  notice  as  to  the 
particular  cestui  quo  trust;  it  is  sufficient  if  he  has  notice  that  the  per- 
son from  whom  he  buys  is  but  aXBaked  trustee;  he  is  then  bound  te 
inquire  and  find  out  the  cestui  quo  trust    Maples  v.  Modti*,  687. 

USURY. 
See  Contracts,  16. 

WARRANTY. 

See  Covenants,  2,  4;  Damages,  2;  Insurance,  6j  Sales,  1, 4, 6,  7,  % 

10,  XL 

WILLS. 

L  Executory  Devise.— A  devise  was  made  in  these  words:  "I  give  unto 
my  three  sons,  A.,  B.  and  C,  all  my  other  lands,  eta  Also,  my  wfll 
is  that  if  either  or  any  of  them  should  die  without  children,  the  sur- 
vivor or  survivors  to  hold  the  interest  or  share  of  each  or  any  of  them 
so  dying  without  children  as  aforesaid. "  It  was  held  that  an  estate  in 
fee-simple  passed,  determinable  on  the  contingency  of  the  children 
dying  without  issue,  and  on  that  contingency  vesting  in  the  survivor 
or  survivors  by  way  of  executory  devise.    Richardson  v.  Noyes,  24, 

1  Devise— Limitation  in  Fee.  —  A  testator,  after  charging  his  estate 
with  the  payment  of  a  debt,  providing  for  his  wife,  etc.,  devised  his  real 
estate  to  his  four  sons  and  a  daughter,  Elizabeth,  and  then  added: 
"Further,  my  mind  and  will  is,  that  if  any  of  my  said  sons,  William, 
Jacob,  Thomas  and  John,  or  my  daughter  Mary,  shall  happen  to  die 
without  heirs  male  of  their  own  bodies,  that  then  the  lands  shall  return 
to  the  survivorsto  be  equally  divided  between  them.'*  It  was  held  that 
these  words  did  not  create  an  estate  tail,  but  a  limitation  over  in  fee 
to  the  survivors,  on  the  failure  of  the  male  heire.  Fosdieh  v.  Cornell, 
940. 
•  Executory  Devise. — A  devise  of  "all  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  to 
his  six  children,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  share  and  share 
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•like;  but  if  any  of  them  died  before  aniTing  at  foil  age,  or  without 
lawful  issue,  then  hie,  her  or  their  part  or  share  should  devolve  upon 
and  be  equally  divided  among  the  surviving  children,  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns  forever,"  was  held  to  be  good  as  an  executory  devise,  and 
that  the  share  of  one  of  the  sons  who  died  without  issue,  after  the 
death  of  four  of  the  other  children  who  left  issue,  went  to  the  only 
surviving  child.    Jackson  v.  Blanshan,  485. 

Revocation. — Less  ceremony  is  required  in  the  revocation  than  in  the 
execution  of  a  will;  the  former  may  be  effected  by  obliteration  or  tear- 
ing, arnhno  revocatuU.    Pringle  v.  McPherwn,  713. 

Obliterating  Exception.  —  An  obliteration  of  an  exception  to  a 
general  clause  in  a  will  does  not  restore  the  operation  of  such  clause, 
without  a  republication,  this  being  considered  a  new  devise.    Id. 

Revocation  undeb  Mistake.— If  the  revocation  be  ineffectual  in  law, 
or  if  a  former  will  be  canceled  under  the  impression  that  a  latter  will 
is  good,  which  proves  invalid,  the  first  will  not  be  revoked;  and  if  the 
devisee,  under  the  latter  will,  is  not  legally  entitled  to  take,  the  devisee 
under  the  first  shall  not  be  affected.    Id. 

See  Evidence,  7, 1%  14 ;  Husband  and  Win,  2. 

WITNESSES. 
Sea  Action,  L 
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NOTES 

ON  THE 

AMEEICAN  DECISIONS. 

CASES  IN  3  AM.    DEO. 


( 


S  AMf.  DEC.  17,  COM.  ▼.  ANDREWS,  2  MASS.  14. 
Jurisdiction  of  larceny  begun  and  completed  in  different  states. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Douglas,  17  Me.  193,  35  A.  D.  248;  State  v.  Simpson,  45  Me. 
611;  Worthington  v.  State,  68  Md.  403,  42  A.  R.  333;  State  v.  Hill,  19  S.  C.  435; 
Simpson  v.  State,  4  Humph.  456;  State  v.  Ellis,  3  Conn.  185,  8  A.  D.  175;  State 
v.  Cummings,  33  Conn.  265,  89  A.  D.  208;  State  v.  Bennett,  14  Iowa,  479;  State 
v.  Underwood,  49  Me.  181,  77  A.  D.  254;  Watson  v.  State,  36  Miss.  593,— holding 
that  larceny  is  considered  as  committed  in  every  county  or  state  into  which  the 
thief  carries  the  goods;  Com.  v.  Rand,  7  Met.  475,  41  A.  D.  455,  holding  it  a  con- 
tinuing larceny  in  the  state  to  bring  in  goods  stolen  elsewhere;  State  v.  Bartlett, 
11  Vt.  650;  People  v.  Burke,  11  Wend.  129, — holding  same  of  a  taking  in  foreign 
country  and  bringing  into  this;  Com.  v.  Macloon,  101  Mass.  1,  100  A.  D.  89;  State 
v.  Underwood,  49  Me.  181,  77  A.  D.  254, — holding  thief  may  be  punished  in  the 
latter  state;  State  v.  Kief,  12  Mont.  92,  16  L.R.A.  722,  29  Pac.  654;  Hemmaker  v. 
State,  12  Mo.  453,  51  A.  D.  172, — holding  same  under  statute;  State  v.  Bryant, 
9  Rich.  L.  113,  same  of  horse  stealing  under  statute;  Com.  v.  White,  123  Mass. 
430,  25  A.  R.  116;  Com.  v.  Beaman,  8  Gray,  497;  Com.  v.  Parker,  165  Mass.  526, 
43  N.  E.  499, — same  as  to  larceny  carried  into  another  county;  Com.  v.  Holder, 
9  Gray,  7  (dissenting  opinion),  to  same  point;  Myers  v.  People,  26  111.  177,  holding 
that  a  recorder's  court  has  jurisdiction  to  try  a  larceny  where  the  stolen  property 
is  found  within  its  jurisdiction. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Uprichard,  3  Gray,  434,  63  A.  D.  762,  holding  that  the 
bringing  into  this  commonwealth  by  the  thief  of  goods  stolen  in  British  Provinces 
is  not  larceny  in  this  state. 

Disapproved  in  Hamilton  v.  State,  11  Ohio,  435  (dissenting  opinion) ;  Simmons 
v.  Com.  5  Binn.  617, — on  power  of  one  jurisdiction  to  punish  for  larceny  com- 
mitted in  another  state. 
Continuing  crimes. 

Cited  in  Philbrick  v.  Shaw,  63  N.  H.  81,  holding  that  embezzlement  is  contin- 
uous and  repeated  from  day  to  day  so  long  as  the  offender  conceals  the  money. 

2*9 
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Extraterritoriality  ot  crimes. 

Cited  in  Archer  v.  State,  106  Ind.  426,  7  N.  E.  225,  holding  that  a  crime  com- 
mitted partly  in  one  jurisdiction  and  partly  in  another,  may  be  punished  in  either 
jurisdiction ;  Phillips  v.  People,  55  III.  429,  holding  that  a  conviction  and  punish- 
ment of  an  accused  in  one  sovereignty  is  no  bar  to  his  conviction  and  punishment 
in  another  in  which  the  offense  was  originally  committed. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  20  A.  D.  74,  on  larceny  of  property  in  other  state. 
Punishment  for  larceny. 

Cited  in  Salisbury  v.  State,  6  Conn.  101,  on  restriction  of  judgment  to  redress 
of  public  offense. 

S  AM.  DEC.  94,  RICHARDSON  ▼.  NOTES,  2  MASS.  56. 
Intention  as  rule  of  construction  of  will. 

Cited  in  Stone  v.  Bradlee,  183  Mass.  165,  66  N.  E.  708;  Dem  ex  dem.  Wardell  v. 
Allaire,  20  N.  J.  L.  6;  Bassett  v.  Nickerson,  184  Mass.  169,  68  N.  E.  25, — holding 
intention  governs  if  it  can  be  carried  into  effect  consistently  with  law;  Loring  v. 
Sumner,  23  Pick.  98, — holding  intention  as  revealed  by  will  governs. 
—  National  customs  and  policy  as. part  of  Intention. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Vandegrift,  3  Binn.  374,  holding  that  in  ascertaining  an  inten- 
tion, the  court  will  look  to  the  manners,  customs,  and  habits  of  the  people;  Den  ex 
dem.  Wardell  v.  Allaire,  20  N.  J.  L.  26,  on  the  policy  of  the  American  law 
touching  the  descent,  devise,  and  alienation  of  real  estate  as  differing  from  that  of 
Great  Britain. 
Fee  with  devise  over  on  death  without  children. 

Cited  in  Charlton  v.  Donnell,  100  Mass.  229;  Den  ex  dem.  Van  Middlesworth  v. 
Schenk,  8  N.  J.  L.  29, — holding  that  limitation  to  survivor  was  an  executory 
devise;  Moody  v.  Walker,  3  Ark.  147;  Brown  v.  Brown,  86  Tenn.  277,  6  S.  W.  869; 
Anderson  v.  Jackson,  16  Johns.  382,  8  A.  D.  330;  Cray  v.  Gray,  20  Ga.  804;  Den  ex 
dem.  Wardell  v.  Allaire,  20  N.  J.  L.  6, — holding  that  devise  over  to  surviving  chil- 
dren, in  event  of  death  of  any  without  issue,  gives  a  fee  simple,  with  a  limitation 
over  by  executory  devise;  Lippett  v.  Hopkins,  1  Gall.  454,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,380, 
holding  same  of  gift  over  if  one  should  so  die  before  age ;  Randall  v.  Josselyn,  59 
Vt.  557,  10  Atl.  577,  same  where  limitation  was  over  to  nephew;  Rothwell  v.  Jami- 
son, 147  Mo.  601,  49  S.  W.  503,  same  as  to  limitation  over  to  aunts ;  Williams  v. 
Graves,  17  Ala.  62,  same  where  slaves  were  so  devised;  Hooper  v.  Bradbury,  133 
Mass.  303,  holding  a  trust  of  the  share  of  one  with  a  provision  for  survivorship, 
was  by  way  of  executory  gift;  Myar  v.  Snow,  49  Ark.  125,  4  S.  W.  381 ;  Whitcomb 
v.  Taylor,  122  Mass.  243, — holding  a  limitation  over  a  fee  on  death  of  devisee  leav- 
ing no  issue,  was  executory  devise;  Sayward  v.  Sayward,  7  Me.  210,  22  A.  D.  191, 
holding  devise  in  fee  but  over  on  a  contingency  within  first  taker's  life,  was  a  fee 
with  an  executory  devise  over;  Wead  v.  Gray,  8  Mo.  App.  515,  holding  devise  after 
life  estate  with  general  power  of  disposal  was  good  as  executory  devise. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  3  A.  D.  490;  42  A.  D.  122, — on  executory  devises; 
41  A.  D.  714,  as  to  when  limitation  over  on  failure  of  issue  is  valid  as  an  executory 
devise;  76  A.  S.  R.  771,  on  limitation  of  executory  devise  on  fee  simple. 
Words  creative  of  devise  in  fee. 

Cited  in  Steele  v.  Thompson,  14  Serg.  &  R.  84;  Smith  v.  Furbish,  68  N.  H.  123, 
47  L.R.A.  226,  44  Atl.  398, — holding  words  of  inheritance  unnecessary  as  in  con- 
veyances; Dunlap  v.  Crawford,  2  M'Cord,  Eq.  171,  holding  words  of  perpetuity  not 
necessary;  Morris  v.  Potter,  10  R.  I.  58,  holding  that  there  is  an  inference  in 
favor  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  where  the  devise  over  is  contingent  upon  the 
death  of  the  immediate  devisee,  without  leaving  issue;  Smith  v.  Furbish,  68  N. 
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H.  123,  47  L.R.A.  226,  44  Atl.  398,  holding  a  testator  cannot  be  supposed  to  know 
the  distinction  between  real  and  personal  property. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  29  A.  D   623,  on  what  words  in  will  carry  a  fee. 
4 'Issue  of  his  body." 

Cited  in  Strain  v.  Sweeny,  163  111.  603,  45  N.  E.  201,  holding  that  the  word* 
""issue  of  his  body"  are  construed  to  mean  "children." 
Determining  conditions  on  vested  estates. 

Cited  in  Buck  v.  Paine,  75  Me.  582,  holding  that  the  happening  of  a  subse- 
quent condition  named  may  defeat  a  precedent  estate  although  a  vested  estate; 
Abbott  v.  Essex  Co.  18  How.  202,  15  L.  ed.  352  (affirming  2  Curt.  C.  C.  126,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  11),  holding  a  devise  to  sons,  with  the  share  of  either  dying  without 
heirs  over  to  the  survivor,  was  a  fee  conditional,  not  an  estate  tail;  Mattock  v 
Lock,  38  Ind.  App.  302,  73  N.  E.  171,  holding  same  of  a  devise  inalienable  before 
specified  age. 

Distinguished  in  Parkman  v.  Bowdoin,   1   Sumn.   359,   Fed.  Cas.  No.   10,763, 
holding  that  a  limitation  over  on  failure  of  issue  of  one  who  was  then  childless, 
the  first  estate  being  to  the  taker  and  children,  was  a  remainder  after  a  fee  tail 
on  indefinite  failure  of  issue. 
Vested  Interests  In  determinable  estates. 

Cited  in  Cowdin  v.  Perry,  11  Pick.  503,  holding  devise  to  A,  when  of  age,  but 
over  if  he  die  before,  is  vested;  Blanchard  v.  Blanchard,  1  Allen,  223,  same  as  to 
shares  of  what  might  be  left  after  death  of  wife  with  gift  over  to  survivors  of  such 
as  predeceased  wife. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  62  A.  D.  316,  on  contingent  remainders. 
Limitations  after  fee. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Cressey,  92  Me.  514,  43  Atl.  118,  holding  conveyance  to  son,  but 
in  case  he  should  die  without  children  then  to  another  named  son,  created  a  fee 
simple  determinable  upon  the  named  condition. 

S  AM.  DEC.  35,  PEARSALL  v.  DWIGHT,  2  MASS.  84. 

Conflict  of  laws. 

Cited  in  Re  Barry,  42  Fed.  113,  136  U.  S.  597  note,  34  L.  ed.  503.  10  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  850,  denying  alien  father's  right  to  habeas  corpus  to  recover  child  from 
mother  entitled  to  custody  thereof,  by  law  of  state  where  she  resides;  Union  Bank 
v.  Smith,  4  Cranch,  C.  C.  21,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,362,  holding  that  law  of  state 
where  administration  granted  governs  order  of  payment  of  debts,  though  contract- 
ed elsewhere;  Morgan  v.  Camden  &  A.  R.  Co.  18  W.  N.  C.  128,  18  Phila.  384,  43 
Phila.  Leg.  Int.  152,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  97,  holding  statute  of  foreign  state  where  acci- 
dent occurred  no  bar  to  action  here  for  personal  injuries  negligently  inflicted; 
Bain  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  120  Wis.  412,  98  N.  W.  241,  sustaining  right  of  recovery 
here  for  personal  injuries  under  statute  of  foreign  state  where  accident  occurred, 
statutes  of  both  states  being  substantially  alike;  Anderson  v.  Milwaukee  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co  37  Wis.  321,  denying  right  of  action  here  against  master  for  injuries 
negligently  inflicted  by  fellow  servant  in  another  state  whose  statutes  give  such 
right;  Pelton  v.  Platner,  13  Ohio,  209,  42  A.  D.  197,  on  giving  effect  to  law  of 
state  where  judgment  was  rendered  if  it  is  proved. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  A.  D.  472,  on  law  governing  validity  of  transfer  of  prop- 
erty. 
—  As  to  contracts  generally. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Godfrey,  28  N.  H.  379,  61  A.  D.  617,  sustaining  right  of  re- 
covery here  for  price  of  liquor  lawfully  sold  elsewhere,  though  vendor  knew  ven- 
dee's intention  to  resell  here  unlawfully;  Davis  v.  Bronson,  6  Iowa,  410,  denying 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 16. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


3  AM.  DEC]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  242 

right  of  recovery  here  for  price  of  liquors  lawfully  sold  elsewhere,  with  intent  to 
enable  vendee  to  unlawfully  resell  here;  Decouche  v.  Savetier,  3  Johns.  Ch.  190,  8 
A.  D.  478,  holding  that  statute  of  this  state  governs  action  here  upon  marriage 
contract  made  elsewhere;  Nute  v.  Hamilton  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  6  Gray,  174,  holding 
provision  in  insurance  company's  by-laws,  subject  to  which  policy  issued,  that 
suit  should  be  brought  in  specified  county  no  bar  to  action  elsewhere. 

—  As  to  interest  or  usury. 

Cited  in  Houghton  v.  Page,  2  N.  H.  42,  9  A.  D.  30,  holding  that  usury  law  of 
foreign  state  will  be  enforced  here  where  similar  .law  exists. 

—  As  to  commercial  paper. 

Cited  in  Titus  v.  Scantling,  3  Blackf.  372,  holding  bond  void  where  made  void 
everywhere;  Cox  v.  Adams,  2  Ga.  158,  holding  extent  of  indorsees  liability  de- 
termined by  laws  of  foreign  state  where  indorsement  made ;  Houghton  v.  Page,  2 
N.  H.  42,  9  A.  D.  30,  holding  note  void  here  when  void  for  usury  in  foreign  state 
where  made  and  to  be  performed;  Broadhead  v.'Noyes,  9  Mo.  56,  denying  right  of 
action  of  covenant  here  upon  written  instrument  regarded  as  sealed  in  foreign 
state  where  made,  but  as  unsealed  here;  McClees  v.  Burt,  5  Met.  198,  holding 
assumpsit  maintainable  here  on  note  regarded  here  as  simple  contract,  though 
specialty  in  foreign  state  where  made ;  Baxter  Nat.  Bank  v.  Talbot,  154  Mass.  213, 
13  L.R.A.  52,  28  N.  E.  163,  holding  oral  evidence  admissible  to  show  indorsement 
in  another  state  not  absolute,  though  otherwise  if  made  here;  Cox  v.  Adams,  2 
Ga.  158,  holding  that  lew  fori  governs  remedy  on  contract  of  indorsement  made  in 
foreign  state  of  note  made  here,  payable  generally;  Foss  v.  Nutting,  14  Gray,  484, 
sustaining  right  of  action  here,  in  payee's  name,  on  note  assigned  without  indorse- 
ment in  foreign  state  whose  laws  require  that  every  action  be  prosecuted  in  name 
of  real  party  in  interest;  Roads  v.  Webb,  91  Me.  400,  64  A.  S.  R.  246,  40  Atl.  128, 
holding  that  laws  of  this  state  where  action  brought  govern  as  to  negotiability  of 
note;  Woodbridge  v.  Wright,  3  Conn.  523,  holding  creditor  entitled  to  execution 
against  debtor's  body  and  estate  on  judgment  recovered  here,  on  contract  made 
in  foreign  state  under  whose  insolvency  laws  debtor  discharged;  Whittemore  v. 
Adams,  2  Cow.  626,  holding  discharge  in  insolvency  exempting  the  person  from 
imprisonment,  of  no  extraterritorial  effect;  Hempstead  v.  Reed,  6  Conn.  480, 
holding  debtor's  certificate  of  discharge  under  foreign  statutes  available  as  de- 
fense to  action  here  on  note;  Ayres  v.  Audubon,  2  Hill,  L.  601,  sustaining  right  to 
arrest  and  hold  party  to  bail  in  this  state,  in  action  here  on  judgment  of  foreign 
state  under  whose  insolvency  laws  defendant  exempted  from  arrest;  Jones  v. 
Dunn,  12  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  L.)  326,  holding  that  laws  of  state  where  action  brought, 
govern  as  to  right  to  imprison  debtor  on  ca.  sa.,  though  contract  made  elsewhere; 
Wood  v.  Malin,  10  N.  J.  L.  208,  denying  right  to  release  from  arrest  on  contract 
upon  filing  common  bill,  though  defendant  discharged  under  insolvency  laws  of 
foreign  state  where  contract  made  and  parties  then  resided ;  Hinkley  v.  Marean,  3 
Mason,  88,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,523,  holding  discharge  under  foreign  insolvency  act  no 
defense  to  action  on  bill  of  exchange  in  state  where  made;  Van  Reimsdyk  v.  Kane, 
1  Gall.  371,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,871,  holding  discharge  under  insolvency  act  of 
Rhode  Island  no  discharge  of  note  made  and  payable  in  foreign  country. 

Distinguished  in  Blanchard  v.  Russell,  13  Mass.  1,  7  A.  D.  106,  holding  dis- 
charge in  bankruptcy  in  another  state  where  debtor  resided  when  contract  made, 
bar  to  action  thereon  here. 

—  As  to  remedy  generally. 

Cited  in  Gibbs  v.  Howard,  2  N.  H.  296,  holding  right  to  set  oft"  against  note 
made  in  foreign  state  determined  by  laws  of  state  where  action  brought;  M'Rae  v. 
Mattoon,  l6  Pick.  49,  as  to  whether  bail  bond  is  assignable  in  foreign  state  so  that 
assignee  may  sue  here  in  own  name ;  Olivier  v.  Townes,  2  Mart.  N.  S.  93,  sustain- 
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ing  creditor's  right  here  to  attach  property  within  state  before  sale  -and  delivery, 
though  otherwise  in  foreign  state  where  debtor  domiciled. 

—  As  to  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  LeRoy  v.  Crowninshield,  2  Mason,  151,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,269,  holding 
statute  of  state  where  contract  made  no  bar  to  suit  thereon  brought  elsewhere; 
Nicolls  v.  Rodgers,  2  Paine,  437,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10.260,  holding  statute  of  state 
where  action  brought  bar  to  recovery  on  note  made  elsewhere;  Medbury  v.  Hop- 
kins, 3  Conn.  472;  Byrne  v.  Crowninshield,  17  Mass.  55;  Atwater  v.  Townsend,  4 
Conn.  47,  10  A.  D.  97, — holding  bar  of  limitations  of  another  state  of  no  avail, 
although  debtor  resides  there;  Jones  v.  Jones,  18  Ala.  248,  holding  statute  of  an- 
other state  where  contract  made  no  bar  to  suit  thereon  brought  here;  Gulick  v. 
Loder,  13  N.  J.  L.  68,  22  A.  D.  711,  holding  that  statute  of  this  state  governs  ac- 
tion here  on  judgment  recovered  elsewhere;  Bacon  v.  Dahlgreen,  7  La.  Ann.  599, 
holding  statute  of  foreign  state  where  note  made  no  bar  to  action  here  against 
surety;  Townsend  v.  Jem i son,  9  How.  407,  13  L.  ed.  194,  holding  statute  of  state 
where  cause  accrued  no  defense  to  action  in  another  state;  Beardsley  v.  South- 
mayd,  15  N.  J.  L.  171,  denying  right  of  action  here  by  one  nonresident  against 
another  on  note  barred  here  by  statute;  Levy  v.  Boas,  Bail.  L.  217,  23  A.  D.  134, 
holding  statute  of  this  state  bar  to  action  here  on  contract  not  barred  by  statute 
of  foreign  state  where  made;  Wilcox  v.  Williams.  5  New  206;  Thibodeau  v.  Le- 
vassuer,  36  Me.  362, — holding  statute  of  this  state  bar  to  action  here  on  note  made 
elsewhere;  Hoyt  v.  McNeil,  13  Minn.  390,  Gil.  362,  holding  action  here  on  con- 
tract not  barred  on  ground  of  bar  in  foreign  state  where  cause  arose,  it  not  ap- 
pearing that  any  statute  there  exists;  Goodman  v.  Munks.  8  Port.  (Ala.)  84,  hold- 
ing bar  created  by  statute  of  foreign  state  where  note  made  and  maker  resided  un- 
til bar  complete,  available  as  defense  to  action  here. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  12  A.  D.  591,  as  to  government  of  case  by  statute  of 
limitations  where  action  is  brought. 

Cited  in  notes  in  13  L.R.A.  565;  5  E.  R.  C.  944. — on  law  governing  limitation  of 
actions;  23  A.  D.  135,  on  lex  fori  regulating  time  of  limitation;  6  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
659,  on  law  governing  limitation  of  actions  on  contract ;  48  L.R.A.  627,  on  statute 
of  limitations  governing  actions  on  contract  in  another  state  or  country,  in  ab- 
sence of  statutory  provisions  in  forum  as  to  effect  of  bar  of  other  state. 
What  must  be  pleaded  —  Foreign  statutes. 

Cited  in  Hoyt  v.  McNeil,  13  Minn.  390,  Gil.  362,  holding  foreign  statute  of  limi- 
tations no  defense  here  on  debt  contracted  elsewhere  unless  set  forth;  Kinney  v. 
Hosea,  3  Harr.  (Del.)  77,  holding  that  foreign  statute  must  be  pleaded  in  action 
for  slander  based  thereon;  Holmes  v.  Broughton,  10  Wend.  75,  25  A.  D.  536,  hold- 
ing that  foreign  statute  must  be  set  forth  when  proceedings  thereunder  relied  upon 
as  satisfaction  of  judgment  here  in  suit ;  Myers  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co. 
69  Minn.  476,  65  A.  S.  R.  579,  72  N.  W.  694,  holding  that  foreign  statute  must  be 
pleaded  when  action  for  wrongful  death  based  thereon;  Becht  v.  Harris,  4  Minn. 
504,  Gil.  394,  holding  that  foreign  act  of  incorporation  must  be  pleaded  in  full. 

—  Statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Adams  v.  Tucker,  6  Colo.  App.  393,  40  Pac.  783,  holding  statute  un- 
available as  defense  unless  pleaded;  Kelly  v.  Wiseman,  2  Disney  (Ohio)  418, 
holding  it  unnecessary  to  plead  statute  as  trial  judge  may  take  notice  of  lapse  of 
time;  Bird  v.  Adams,  7  Ga.  505,  holding  that  statute  must  be  specially  pleaded 
unless,  by  law,  provable  under  general  issue;  Swenson  v.  Walker,  3  Tex.  93  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  availability  of  statute  of  limitations  upon  demurrer;  Butcher 
v.  Hixton,  4  Leigh,  519,  as  to  whether  statute  should  be  specially  pleaded. 

Cited  in  note  in  39  L.  ed.  U.  S.  984,  on  necessity  of  pleading  statute  of  limita- 
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Judgment  en  demurrer. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Allis,  18  Ark.  269,  holding  that  judgment  on  demurrer  should 
be  against  party  making  first  defective  pleading  though  that  demurred  to  he  de- 
fective ;  Ansley  v.  Mock,  8  Ala.  444,  holding  that  court  will,  on  demurrer,  consider 
entire  record  and  give  judgment  for  party  entitled  thereto;  Conto  v.  Silvia,  170 
Mass.  152,  49  N.  E.  86,  to  point  that  demurrers  in  actions  of  law  in  the  Supreme 
Judicial  court  are  heard  by  court  held  by  three  or  more  justices  as  raising  issues 
at  law. 
Statute  of  limitations  as  a  defense. 

Cited  in  Tagart  v.  Indiana,  15  Mo.  209,  holding  that  statute  does  not  begin  to 
run  upon  bond  made  by  nonresident  until  he  comes  into  this  state;  Mason  v.  Walk- 
er, 14  Me.  163,  sustaining  heir's  right  to  maintain  writ  of  right  on  ancestor's 
seisin  within  thirty  years  from  commencement  of  disseisin,  though  ancestor's 
right  of  entry  lost. 
Retroactive  statutes. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Smith,  16  Wend.  425,  holding  that  act  making  presumption  of 
payment  applicable  to  judgments  previously  rendered  attaches  to  all  judgments 
though  life  thereof  abridged;  Scobey  v.  Gibson,  17  Ind.  572,  79  A.  D.  490  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  on  constitutionality  of  statute  providing  for  redemption  of  land  sold 
upon  execution,  as  applied  to  judgments  on  existing  contracts ;  Dicken  v.  Johnson, 
7  Ga.  484,  holding  statute  no  defense  to  action  for  recovery  of  land  unless  pos- 
session for  requisite  period  proved;  Edmonson  v.  Ferguson,  11  Mo.  344,  sustaining 
constitutionality  of  act  which  suspends  suits  and  process  against  volunteers  absent 
from  state  until  regiment  returns. 

S  AM.  DEC.  S9,  WALES  ▼.  STETSON,  2  MASS.  143. 
Validity  of  laws  retroacting  on  vested  rights. 

Cited  in  Bridgeport  v.  Housatonic  R.  Co.  15  Conn.  475,  holding  that  vested 
rights  cannot  be  taken  away  or  impaired  by  a  statute;  Goshen  v.  Stonington,  4 
Conn.  209,  10  A.  D.  121,  holding  that  anterior  vested  rights  ought  not  to  be  im- 
paired by  construction;  Lowe  v.  Harris,  112  N.  C.  472,  22  L.R.A.  379,  17  S.  E. 
539,  holding  that  a  state  has  no  power  to  devest  property  from  one  person  and 
vest  it  in  another  for  private  purposes  without  his  consent;  Denny  v.  Bennett,  128 
U.  S.  489,  32  L.  ed.  491,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  134,  holding  that  it  is  only  those  con- 
tracts which  exist  at  the  passage  of  the  hostile  law  that  are  protected;  Bass  v. 
Columbus,  30  Ga.  845,  as  a  case  denying  the  authority  to  the  judiciary  to  treat 
retrospective  acts  as  void. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  42  A.  D.  728,  on  legislative  grant  as  a  contract  the 
obligation  of  which  cannot  be  impaired;  73  A.  D.  707,  on  power  to  destroy  rights 
vested  in  private  corporation  without  its  consent. 

Cited  in  note  in  120  A.  S.  R.  472,  on  effect  of  statutes  making  pre-existing  con- 
tracts illegal. 
Vested  rights  in  corporate  charter. 

Cited  in  Inland  Fisheries  v.  Holyoke  Water  Power  Co.  104  Mass.  446,  6  A.  R 
247;  Holyoke  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Lyman,  15  Wall.  500,  21  L.  ed.  133;  Greenwood 
v.  Union  Freight  R.  Co.  105  U.  S.  13,  26  L.  ed.  961 ;  Leep  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  & 
R.  Co.  58  Ark.  407,  41  A.  S.  R.  109,  23  L.R.A.  264,  25  S.  W.  75;  State  ex  rel.  Cur- 
tis v.  Brown  &  S.  Mfg.  Co.  18  R.  I.  16,  17  L.R.A.  856,  25  Atl.  246;  Coffin  v.  Ri<*/ 
45  Me.  507,  71  A.  D.  559;  Bailey  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  4  Harr.  (DeU 
389,  44  A.  D.  593;  Bronson  v.  Taylor,  33  Conn.  116;  Derby  Turnp.  Co.  v.  Parks, 
10  Conn  522,  27  A.  D.  700;  People  v.  Kerr,  37  Barb.  357;  Allen  v.  Ajax  Min.  Co. 
30  Mont.  490,  77  Pac.  47;  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward,  4  Wheat.  518,  4  L.  ed. 
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629, — holding  rights  legally  vested  in  a  corporation  not  subject  to  be  controlled  or 
destroyed  by  subsequent  statute  unless  such  power  be  reserved  in  the  act  of  incor- 
poration ;  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge,  7  Pick.  344,  holding  that  where 
there  is  an  existing  franchise,  no  part  of  it  can  be  regranted  unless  there  has  been 
a  forfeiture;  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge,  11  Pet.  420,  9  L.  ed.  773, 
holding  that  the  legislature  has  no  power  to  destroy  or  alter  powers  given  a  cor- 
poration unless  reserved;  Louisiana  State  Lottery  Co.  v.  Fitzpatrick,  3  Woods,  222, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,541,  holding  that  every  concession  of  a  franchise  confers  rights 
which  cannot  be  resumed  without  reservation  of  power  to  do  so  in  the  grant;  Le- 
Clercq  v.  Gallipolis,  7  Ohio,  pt.  1,  217,  28  A.  D.  641,  holding  the  franchises  and 
powers  held  by  a  private  corporation  not  revocable  unless  there  is  a  forfeiture  for 
misconduct  by  the  company;  Young  v.  Harrison,  6  Ga.  130,  holding  that  legisla- 
ture cannot  repeal,  impair,  or  alter  the  charter  of  a  corporation  against  its  con- 
sent or  without  the  default  of  the  corporation,  judicially  ascertained  and  declared. 

—  Reserved  power  in  state. 

Cited  in  Spring  Valley  Waterworks  v.  Schottler,  110  U.  S.  347,  28  L.  ed.  173,  4 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  48;  holding  that  a  state  by  a  reservation  may  save  the  power  to 
control  a  corporation;  Citizens'  Sav.  Bank  v.  Owensboro,  173  U.  S.  636,  43  L.  ed. 
840,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  530,  holding  that  where  there  is  a  provision  reserving  to  the 
legislature  the  right  to  amend  or  repeal  the  charter,  it  is  held  to  be  a  part  of  the 
contract;  Miller  v.  New  York,  15  Wall.  478,  21  L.  ed.  98,  holding  obligation  of 
contracts  not  impaired  by  altering  corporate  charter  if  power  to  do  so  was  reserved 
therein;  State  ex  rel.  Curtis  v.  Brown  &  S.  Mfg.  Co*  18  R.  I.  16,  17  L.R.A.  856,  25 
Atl.  246;  Erie  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Casey,  26  Pa.  287,— holding  that  if  the  power  to 
repeal  in  a  certain  contingency  is  made  a  part  of  the  act  of  incorporation,  an  ex- 
ercise on  that  contingency  does  not  impair  the  obligation  of  contract. 
Construction  of  charter  or  franchise. 

Cited  in  Columbia  Bridge  Co.  v.  Kline,  Brightly  (Pa.)  320,  4  Clark  (Pa.)  47, 
holding  that  a  corporation  for  a  specific  purpose  is  a  corporation  for  no  other  pur- 
pose; McLeod  v.  Burroughs,  9  Ga.  213,  holding  that  any  ambiguity  in  an  act  of 
incorporation  operates  against  the  corporation;  Troy  Laundry  &  Machinery  Co.  v. 
Denver,  11  Colo.  App.  368,  53  Pac.  256;  Moore  v.  Vance,  1  Ohio,  12, — holding  that 
a  statute  should  be  construed  so  that  existing  rights  are  not  infringed  on,  if  it  is 
reasonably  susceptible  of  such  a  construction;  Selman  v.  Wolfe,  27  Tex.  68,  hold- 
ing that  statutes  for  benefit  of  citizens  or  corporations  will  not  be  construed  to  af- 
fect rights  and  privileges  of  others  unless  such  construction  results  from  express 
words  or  necessary  implication. 

—  Conditions  in  grant  of  franchise  or  power. 

Cited  in  Cayuga  Bridge  Co.  v.  Magee,  2  Paige,  116,  holding  that  an  act  granting 
special  power  to  a  company  must  be  construed  strictly  against  the  company ;  Com. 
v.  New  Bedford  Bridge,  2  Gray,  339,  holding  that  a  bridge  company  by  accepting 
an  authorization  to  erect  a  bridge  over  a  navigable  stream  assumes  the  duties  im- 
posed upon  them  by  the  act;  Powell  v.  Sammons,  31  Ala.  552,  on  the  power  of  a 
legislature  to  restrict  a  turnpike  company  to  the  charge  of  a  reasonable  toll. 
Obstructions  in  highways. 

Cited  in  Connecticut  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Olcott  Falls  Co.  65  N.  H.  290,  13 
L.R.A.  826,  21  Atl.  1090,  on  what  is  an  obstruction  in  a  public  highway. 

—  Right  to  abate  obstruction. 

Cited  in  Corthell  v.  Holmes,  88  Me.  376,  34  Ati.  173;  Thwing  v.  Clifford,  136 
Mass.  482, — holding  that  any  traveler  on  a  highway  discommoded  by  a  nuisance 
may  remove  it;  Odiorne  v.  Lyford,  9  N.  H.  502,  32  A.  D.  387 ;  Harrower  v.  Ritson, 
37  Barb.  301  (dissenting  opinion),— on  the  right  of  an  individual  to  abate  an  en- 
croachment on  a  public  highway. 
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Distinguished  in  Har rower  v.  Ritson,  37  Barb.  301,  holding  an  individual  not 
authorized  to  remove  a  fence  on  a  highway  unless  it  hinders,  impedes,  or  obstructs 
the  use  of  the  road. 
Legislative  power  as  to  public  property. 

Cited  in  Connecticut  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Olcott  Falls  Co.  65  N.  H.  290,  13 
L.R.A.  826,  21  Atl.  1090,  on  power  of  legislature  to  extinguish  or  abandon  public 
trusts  or  estates. 
Legislative  discontinuance  of  highway. 

Cited  in  Rowell  v.  Doggett,  143  Mass.  483,  10  N.  E.  182,  holding  an  act  discon- 
tinuing a  highway  constitutional ;  Inferior  Ct.  Justices  v.  Griffin  &  W.  P.  Plank 
Road  Co.  9  Ga.  475 ;  Sherwood  v.  Weston,  18  Conn.  32,— holding  that  legislature 
may  discontinue  highway;  People  v.  Kerr,  37  Barb.  357,  holding  that  legislatures 
have  power  to  obstruct,  modify,  impair,  or  extinguish  a  highway;  State  v.  Hamp- 
ton, 2  N.  H.  22,  holding  that  the  legislature  has  power  to  permit  a  turnpike  cor- 
poration to  lay  out  their  road  upon  an  ancient  highway. 
Construction  of  statutes. 

Cited  in  Com.  ex  rel.  Alberti  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  2  Ashm.  (Pa.)  349, 
holding  that  a  statute  should  receive  a  reasonable  construction  if  the  words  will 
admit  of  it;  Crosby  v.  Hawthorne,  25  Ala.  221  (dissenting  opinion),  on  construc- 
tion of  a  legislative  act. 

3  AM.  DEC.  41,  PAGE  v.  TRUFANT,  2  MASS.   159. 
Validity  of  agreement  for  separate  maintenance  of  wife. 

Cited  in  Carey  v.  Mackey,  82  Me.  516,  17  A.  S.  R.  500,  9  L.R.A.  113,  20  Atl.  84, 
holding  valid  an  agreement  between  a  husband  and  wife  who  have  separated,  or 
are  about  to  do  so,  for  a  separate  support  of  the  wife ;  Bailey  v.  Dillon,  186  Mass. 
244,  66  L.R.A.  427,  71  N.  E.  538;  Fox  v.  Davis,  113  Mass.  255,  18  A.  R.  476, 
holding  similar  agreement  to  pay  through  a  trustee  is  not  against  public  policy; 
Calkins  v.  Long,  22  Barb.  97,  holding  provision  made  for  the  support  of  the  wife, 
in  the  articles  of  separation,  will  be  enforced. 

Cited  in  note  in  1  L.R.A.  512,  on  agreements  between  husband  and  wife 
through  medium  of  trustee. 

Distinguished  in  Foote  v.  Nickerson,  70  N.  H.  496,  54  L.R.A.  554,  48  Atl.  1088, 
holding  that  a  contract  between  husband  and  wife  for  a  separate  maintenance 
for  the  wife,  is  not  enforceable  when  it  forms  an  indivisible  part  of  an  agreement 
for  dissolution  of  the  marital  relation. 
—  Consideration  for  agreement. 

Cited  in  Reed  v.  Gannon,  3  Daly,  414,  holding  that  an.  engagement  by  a  trustee 
to  maintain  wife  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  agreement  in  respect  thereto 
with  trustee. 
Seal  as  importing  consideration. 

Cited  in  Van  Valkenburgh  v.  Smith.  60  Me.  97;  Hudson  v.  Miles,  185  Mass.  582, 
102  A.  S.  R.  370,  71  N.  E.  63;  Healy  v.  Newton,  96  Mich.  228,  55  N.  W.  666; 
Ames  v.  Foster,  3  Allen.  541, — holding  that  solemnity  of  its  execution  imports 
a  consideration  for  bond;  Mather  v.  Corliss,  103  Mass.  568;  Hayes  v.  Kyle,  8 
Allen,  300, — holding  same  as  to  contract  under  seal. 

Cited  in  note  in  95  A.  D.  288,  289,  as  to  whether  and  when  bond  under  sea) 
may  be  enforced  though  without  consideration. 

Distinguished  in  Barrow  v.  Bispham,  11  N.  J.  L.  110,  holding  that  an  obligee's 
fraud  in  obtaining  a  bond  may  be  set  up  in  an  action  by  an  assignee. 
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Contracts  for  Illegal  object. 

Cited  in  Ray  v.  McDevitt,  126  Mich.  417,  86  A.  S.  R.  548,  85  N.  W.   1086 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  the  nonenforcibility  of  an  illegal  contract. 

3  AM.  DEC.  43,  PERNAM  v.  WE  AD,  2  MASS.  203. 
Creation  of  right  of  way  by  necessity. 

Cited  in  Gill  v.  Trout,  Tappan  (Ohio)  251;  Lawton  v.  Rivers,  2  M'Cord,  L.  445, 
13  A.  D.  741, — holding  actual  necessity,  not  mere  inconvenience,  required  to  create 
way  by  necessity;  Trunbull  v.  Rivers,  3  M'Cord,  L.  137,  15  A.  D.  622,  holding  in- 
convenience of  going  to  one's  land  by  water  not  such  necessity  as  will  give  way 
over  land  of  another ;  Cooper  v.  Maupin,  6  Mo.  624,  35  A.  D.  456,  holding  that  way 
from  necessity  from  one  part  of  claimant's  land  to  another,  over  land  of  another, 
cannot  exist;  Schmidt  v.  Quinn,  136  Mass.  575,  holding  that  way  by  necessity  may 
be  created  when  dominant  estate  is  set  off  on  execution  from  servient  estate; 
Kimball  v.  Cochecho  R.  Co.  27  N.  H.  448,  59  A.  D.  387,  holding  when  only  way  of 
access  to  plaintiff's  land  is  over  land  of  his  grantors  or  that  of  strangers  he  has 
a  way  of  necessity  over  grantor's  land;  Ellis  v.  Bassett,  128  Ind.  118,  25  A.  S.  R. 
421,  27  N.  £.  344,  holding  complaint  to  quiet  title  to  right  of  way  need  not 
allege  inability  to  obtain  way  over  land  of  others;  Linkenhoker  v.  Graybill,  80 
Ya.  835,  holding  one  purchasing  land  with  right  of  way  over  land  of  third  party 
cannot  abandon  it  and  have  public  road  established  for  his  exclusive  use  over 
same  land  in  another  direction;  Powers  v.  Harlow,  53  Mich.  507,  51  A.  R.  154, 
19  N.  W.  257,  holding  that  leasing  premises  not  accessible  except  across  lessor's 
land  gives  right  of  way  by  necessity;  Proudfoot  v.  Saffle,  (W.  Va.)  12  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  482,  57  S.  E.  256,  holding  when  one  owning  land  surrounded  by  that  of 
others  purchases  an  adjoining  tract  and  establishes  a  way,  sale  of  original  tract 
carries  with  it  the  right  of  way;  Collins  v.  Prentice,  15  Conn.  39,  38  A.  D.  61, 
holding  sale  by  executors  under  decree  operates  to  create  way  of  necessity  same 
as  if  conveyance  were  made  by  owner;  Cheswell  v.  Chapman,  38  N.  H.  14,  75 
A.  D.  158,  holding  that  committee  appointed  to  partition  lands  of  deceased  person 
may  give  to  share  of  one  tenant  a  right  of  way  over  that  assigned  to  another; 
Blum  v.  Weston,  102  Cal.  362,  41  A.  S.  R.  188,  36  Pac.  778,  holding  when  Jand  is 
allotted  by  court  on  partition  so  that  if  by  deed  one  party  would  be  entitled  to 
way  of  necessity  the  allotment  by  court  will  have  that  effect;  Ritchey  v.  Welsh, 
149  Ind.  214,  40  L.R.A.  105,  48  N.  E.  1031,  holding  when  on  partition  one  tract 
set  off  has  no  access  to  highway  way  by  necessity  attaches  over  land  partitioned 
to  another;  Dudley  v.  Cilley,  5  N.  H.  558,  on  ways  by  necessity. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  59  A.  D.  388,  on  when  way  by  necessity  exists; 
16  A.  D.  417,  on  right  of  way  over  another's  land. 

Cited  in  notes  in  35  A.  D.  464;  85  A.  D.  675, — on  ways  of  necessity:  13  A.  D. 
747,  as  to  when  way  by  necessity  arises;  85  A.  D.  678,  on  cases  in  which  ways  of 
necessity  exist;  12  L.R.A. (N.S.)  482,  as  to  whether  fact  that  sale  of  part  of 
tract  is  involuntary  prevents  the  implication  of  way  by  necessity  over  the  re- 
mainder. 

*  AM.  DEC.  45,  COGSWEMj  v.  DOOjIVER,  2  MASS.  217. 
Account  books  as  evldnece. 

Cited  in  Gurley  ▼.  MacLennan,  17  App.  D.  C.  170;  Bates  v.  Preble,  151  U.  S.  149, 
38  L.  ed.  106,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  277, — admitting  books  of  account  kept  in  regular 
course  of  business  when  supplemented  by  the  oath  of  the  party  wb»  kept  them; 
Case  v.  Potter,  8  Johns.  211,  holding  book  of  account  containing  original  entries 
in  handwriting  of  intestate  inadmissible  for  plaintiff  in  action  by  administrator 
for  money  lent. 
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Cited  in  reference  notes  in  61  A.  D.  299,  on  books  of  account  as  evidence; 
72  A.  D.  629,  on  giving  shop  books  in  evidence;  18  A.  D.  649,  on  admissibility  of 
books  of  account  and  books  of  tradesmen. 

Cited  in  notes  in  52  L.R.A.  576,  on  admissibility  in  party's  favor  of  entries  of 
accounts  original  or  transferred;  52  L.R.A.  583,  on  time  for  making  entries  as 
affecting  admissibility  of  books  of  account  in  party's  own  favor. 

—  Requisites  as  to  nature  and  keeping. 

Cited  in  Hooper  v.  Taylor,  39  Me.  224,  holding  form,  construction,  or  substance 
of  the  book,  if  capable  of  perpetuating  a  record  thereon,  immaterial;  Pratt  v. 
White,  132  Mass.  477,  holding  book  must  appear  to  have  been  honestly  kept  and 
not  intentionally  altered  and  to  have  been  the  daily  business  of  the  party; 
Dunbar  v.  Wright,  20  Fla.  446,  same  as  to  keeping;  Landis  v.  Turner,  14  Cal. 
573,  holding  that  entries  must  be  made  at  or  near  the  time  of  the  transaction  to 
which  they  relate ;  Gibson  v.  Bailey,  13  Met.  537,  holding  laborer's  small  memoran- 
dum book  containing  all  the  charges  sued  for  entered  on  one  leaf  with  no  in- 
tervening charges  admissible  though  written  with  a  pencil;  Davis  v.  Sanford, 
9  Allen,  216,  holding  book  account  inadmissible  which  on  inspection  does  not  ap- 
pear to  be  the  daily  minutes  of  the  party  made  at  or  near  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action; Levine  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  66  Minn.  138,  68  N.  W.  855,  holding  that 
the  mere  existence  of  errors  would  not  necessarily  make  books  incompetent,  bat 
would  affect  their  credibility. 

Cited  in  notes  in  52  L.R.A.  574,  on  effect  of  alterations  and  erasures  in  books 
of  account  on  admissibility  in  favor  of  party;  52  L.R.A.  589,  on  regularity  as  to 
course  of  business  as  affecting  admissibility  of  books  of  account  in  party's  own 
favor. 

—  Court  and  Jury  province*  as  to  books  offered. 

Cited  in  Larue  v.  Rowland,  7  Barb.  107 ;  Riley  v.  Boehm,  167  Mass.  183,  45 
N.  E.  84, — holding  that  whether  record  book  is  of  a  character  to  be  admissible  is 
for  court  to  decide;  Anderson  v.  Ames,  6  Iowa,  486,  holding  competency  of  the 
books  offered  is  for  the  court  to  judge,  and  credibility  for  the  jury;  Taylor  v. 
Tucker,  1  Ga.  231,  holding  credibility  of  the  books  and  of  party  making  the  entries 
is  to  be'weighed  by  the  jury;  Robinson  v.  Dibble,  17  Fla.  457,  holding  that  a  judge 
may,  because  of  erasures,  interlineations,  and  the  like  causes,  refuse  the  sub- 
mission of  books  of  account  to  the  jury. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  L.R.A.  608,  on  preliminary  question  for  court  as  to  ad- 
missibility of  account  books  in  party's  own  favor. 

—  Effect  of  oath  of  party  to  books. 

Cited  in  Vosburgh  v.  Thayer,  12  Johns.  461,  holding  that  the  charges  in  a  book 
account  must  be  sworn  to  by  the  party  claiming  the  benefit  of  such  charges; 
Eastman  v.  Moulton,  3  N.  H.  156,  holding  that  a  party  making  supplementary 
oath  to  book  of  accounts  is  not  a  witness  in  chief;  Leighton  v.  Manson,  14  Me. 
208,  explaining  that  in  early  cases  books  of  account  were  admitted  only  as  founda- 
tion for  the  supplementary  evidence  of  the  oath  of  the  party;  Towle  v.  Blake, 
38  Me.  95,  on  books  of  account  and  the  supplementary  oath  of  the  party  as 
competent  evidence. 

Distinguished  in  Richardson  v.  Emory,  23  N.  H.  220,  holding  that  it  is  the 
book  which  is  the  evidence  and  the  party  testifies  only  to  verify  it. 

—  Matters  provable  by  entries. 

Cited  in  Burnham  v.  Adams,  5  Vt.  313;  Curren  v.  Crawford,  4  Serg.  &  R-  3P 
holding  books  of  original  entry  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  party  admissible 
to  prove  a  sale  and  delivery ;  Inslee  v.  Prall,  23  N.  J.  L.  457,  holding  that  books 
of  account  are  not  admissible  to  show  money  lent;  Dwinel  v.  Pottle,  31  Me.  167, 
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holding  that  to  make  a  book  account  competent  evidence  of  a  sale  and  delivery 
the  party  must  swear  to  the  delivery  of  the  articles  charged. 
Commencement  of  limitations  against  mutual  accounts. 

Cited  in  Costor  v.  Murray,  5  Johns.  Ch.  522;  Wood  v.  Barney,  2  Vt.  369;  Gunn 
v.  Gunn,  74  Ga.  555,  58  A.  R.  447;  Spring  v.  Gray,  5  Mason,  505,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,259;  Kimball  v.  Brown,  7  Wend.  322, — holding  that  if  part  of  an  open  current 
account  be  within  six  years  that  part  draws  after  it  the  articles  beyond  six  years ; 
Lancey  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  72  Me.  34,  holding  that  every  new  item  within  six  years 
is  an  admission  of  an  unsettled  account;  Davis  v.  Smith,  4  Me.  337,  holding  that 
every  new  and  additional  charge  by  one  party  revives  the  account  of  the  other 
party;  Bennett  v.  Davis,  1  N.  H.  19,  holding  the  accounts  must  be  mutual  for  the 
last  item  to  draw  after  it  items  of  a  longer  standing  than  six  years;  Blair  v. 
Drew,  6  N.  H.  235,  on  mutual  accounts  as  exception  to  rule  governing  merchants' 
accounts  and  not  within  ordinary  limitations;  Thomson  v.  Hopper,  1  Watts  &  S. 
467  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  effect  mutual  accounts  between  parties  on  the 
running  of  statute  of  limitations;  Penniman  v.  Rotch,  3  Met.  216,  referring  the  ac- 
crual of  plaintiff's  action  to  the  last  item  on  whichever  side  of  an  account  ac- 
tually mutual;  Chace  v.  Trafford,  116  Mass.  529,  17  A.  R.  171,  holding  same  limi- 
tation applies  where  plaintiff  declares  on  his  own  charges  alone. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  28  A.  D.  569,  on  bar  of  limitations  on  running  ac- 
count; 32  A.  D.  525,  on  time  of  accrual  of  cause  of  action  on  mutual  accounts. 

Cited  in  note  in  89  A.  D.  79,  as  to  how  mutual  accounts  not  between  merchants 
are  affected  by  statute  of  limitations. 
New  promise  to  revive  barred  debt. 

Cited  in  Calloway  v.  Baldwin,  1  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (White  &  W.)  313,  holding 
that  a  verbal  promise  to  pay  a  debt  which  has  been  discharged  in  bankruptcy 
made  by  the  bankrupt  after  his  discharge  is  a  valid  promise  and  can  be  en- 
forced. 
Saving  record  by  exceptions. 

Cited  in  O'Brien  v.  Keefe,  175  Mass.  274,  66  N.  E.  588,  as  an  early  case  where 
a  bill  of  exceptions  was  sealed  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  under  statute  of 
Westminster,  13  Edw.  I,  c.  31;  Tyndale  v.  Stanwood,  186  Mass.  59,  71  N.  E.  83, 
holding  that  a  ruling  of  a  court  could  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  by  a  bill  of 
exceptions  and  revised  on  a  writ  of  error  pursuant  to  statute  of  Westminster, 
2,  (1). 

3  AM.  DEC.  40,  ELLIS  v.  MARSHALL,  2  MASS.  260. 
Assent  as  requisite  to  membership  in  corporation. 

Cited  in  Coffin  v.  Collins,  17  Me.  440,  holding  that  being  named  in  an  act  does 
not  necessarily  prove  an  assent  to  or  acceptance  of  a  power  conferred  by  a  charter 
granted  by  the  act;  Thomas  v.  Dakin,  22  Wend.  9,  holding  that  the  legislature 
cannot  compel  a  citizen  to  be  a  member  of  a  private  corporation;  Stevens  v. 
Rutland  &  B.  R.  Co.  29  Vt.  545,  holding  that  a  member  of  a  corporation  cannot 
be  held  as  a  member  under  a  charter  amended  in  some  vital  and  fundamental 
manner  without  his  consent;  Dunn  v.  Howe,  47  C.  C.  A.  13,  107  Fed.  849,  holding 
one  who  refuses  to  accept  stock  is  not  a  stockholder  even  though  the  secretary 
enters  his  name  in  the  books  as  such. 
—  Sufficiency  of  assent. 

Cited  in  Selma  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Tipton,  5  Ala.  787,  39  A.  D.  344,  holding  assent 
by  implication  to  become  a  member  of  a  corporation  suffices;  Lexington  &  W. 
C.  R.  Co.  v.  Chandler,  13  Met.  311,  holding  that  being  a  petitioner  for  incor- 
poration or  being  described  by  the  act  of  incorporation  and  acting  thereunder 
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ahows  membership;  Charles  River  Bridge  ▼.  Warren  Bridge,  7  Pick.  344,  holding 
that  a  relinquishment  by  a  corporation  of  right  to  collect  a  certain  amount  as 
toll  can  only  be  given  by  a  vote;  Wright  v.  Tukey,  3  Cush.  290,  holding  that  an 
assent  to  a  grant  or  private  act  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence  of  acts  done 
under  it,  though  it  would  not  be  binding  without  such  assent. 
Acceptance  or  refusal  of  legislative  grant  or  permit. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Pearson  v.  Hayes,  61  N.  H.  264;  St.  Louis  v.  Russell, 
"9  Mo.  507, — holding  that  a  person  may  refuse  a  grant  from  the  government; 
Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodworth,  4  Wheat.  518,  4  L.  ed.  629;  Yeaton  v.  Bank  of 
Old  Dominion,  21  Gratt.  593,  holding  that  the  terms  offered  by  the  government  be 
either  acceded  to  or  refused  by  the  body  corporate. 
Application  of  enabling  acts. 

Cited  in  Greer  v.  Bumpass,  Mart.  &  Y.  94,  on  application  of  regulative  laws  to 
persons  generally. 

-3  AM.  DEC.  54,  COM.  v.  JUDD,  2  MASS.  S29. 
Nature  and  criminality  of  conspiracy. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Bacon,  27  R.  I.  252,  61  Atl.  653,  holding  offense  of  conspiracy 
complete  when  confederacy  is  made;  State  v.  Setter,  57  Conn.  461,  14  A.  S.  R. 
121,  18  Atl.  782,  sustaining  conviction  for  conspiracy  to  commit  theft  though 
theft  actually  committed;  Gardiner  v.  Pollard,  10  Bosw.  074,  denying  right  of 
Action  at  common  law  for  merely  conspiring  together  to  injure  a  third  person; 
Cross  v.  Peters,  1  Me.  376,  10  A.  D.  78,  holding  conspiracy  between  two  or  more  to 
obtain  goods  from  another  punishable  as  crime  though  without  any  false  pre- 
tenses; State  v.  Gannon,  75  Conn.  206,  52  Atl.  727,  holding  conspiracy  to  cheat 
and  defraud  another  an  indictable  offense  whether  or  not,  object  or  means  of  execu- 
tion punishable  as  crimes;  State  v.  Norton,  23  N.  J.  L.  33,  holding  conspiracy 
to  cheat  or  defraud  incorporated  bank  of  issue  indictable  offense  though  means 
used  not  in  itself  indictable;  Com.  v.  Hunt,  4  Met.  Ill,  38  A.  D.  346,  holding  com- 
bination of  workhien  not  to  work  with  nonmembers  or  for  employers  who  retain 
same  not  indictable  conspiracy;  State  v.  Murphy,  6  Ala.  765,  41  A.  D.  79,  holding 
conspiracy  whereby  female  deceived  into  false  and  illegal  marriage  for  purpose 
of  seduction  an  indictable  offense;  State  v.  Burnham,  15  N.  H.  396,  sustaining  con- 
viction for  conspiracy  to  obtain  employment  by  insurance  company  executed  by  is- 
sue of  fraudulent  policies  to  procure  votes  at  election  of  directors;  State  v.  De 
Witt,  2  Hill,  L.  282,  27  A.  D.  371,  holding  conspiracy  to  destroy  will  and  thereby  de- 
fraud devisees  indictable;  State  v.  Rickey,  9  N.  J.  L.  293,  holding  conspiracy  to  ob- 
tain money  from  bank  by  drawing  checks  thereon  when  parties  had  no  funds  there 
not  indictable  offense;  State  v.  Dyer,  67  V-t.  690,  32  Atl.  814,  holding  combination 
to  prevent  certain  individual  from  obtaining  work  or  employment  or  continuing  in 
same,  criminal  conspiracy;  State  v.  Buchanan,  5  Harr.  &  J.  317,  9  A.  D.  534,  hold- 
ing to  conspiracy  to  cheat,  defraud,  and  impoverish  officers  of  bank  of  the  United 
States  punishable  offense;  People  v.  Gilman,  121  Mich.  187,  80  A.  S.  R.  490, 
46  L.R.A.  218,  80  X.  W.  4,  sustaining  conviction  under  indictment  for  conspiracy 
to  defraud  particular  individual  who  paid  to  witness  seance  intended  to  deceive 
.general  public;  ODonnell  v.  People,  110  111.  App.  250,  holding  conspiracy  to  pro- 
cure verdict  by  promised  rewards  indictable  though  court  whose  proceedings  at- 
tempted to  be  corrupted  without  jurisdiction  of  cause  affected;  Lambert  v. 
People,  9  Cow.  578,  holding  conspiracy  to  commit  private  fraud  indictable. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  40  A.  D.  531,  as  to  what  constitutes  conspiracy; 
27  A.  D.  376,  on  what  acts  of  conspiracy  are  indictable;  41  A.  D.  84,  on  indictable 
acts  of  conspiracy;  80  A.  S.  R.  492,  as  to  when  conspiracy  to  defraud  is  com- 
plete. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  51  A.  D.  88,  on  nature  of  conspiracy;  21  A.  D.  154,  on  what 
indictable  as  conspiracy;  33  L.  ed.  U.  S.  72,  on  combinations  to  prejudice  of  public 
as  criminal  conspiracies;  2  L.R.A.  33,  on  conspiracies  to  injure  trade. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Harley,  7  Met.  506,  holding  indictment  charging  con- 
spiracy to  defraud  specified  individual  not  supported  by  proof  of  conspiracy  to 
defraud  public  generally. 
Sufficiency  of  Indictment  for  conspiracy. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Pulle,  12  Minn.  164,  Gil.  99,  sustaining  indictment  for  con- 
spiracy to  tar  and  feather  certain  person  though  no  overt  act  alleged;  Fire  Ins. 
•Co.'s  v.  State,  75  Miss.  24,  22  So.  99,  sustaining  sufficiency  of  indictment  charging 
conspiracy  to  injure  public  by  combination  of  fire,  insurance  companies  to  raise 
rates;  Com.  v.  Barnes,  132  Mass.  242,  holding  that  indictment  charging  conspiracy 
to  remove  and  secrete  another's  goods  so  that  he  might  falsely  and  fraudulently  ob- 
tain insurance  does  not  sufficiently  allege  conspiracy  to  assist  in  committing  fel- 
ony ;  People  v.  Arnold,  46  Mich.  268,  9  N.  W.  406,  holding  that  indictment  charging 
•conspiracy  to  cheat  and  defraud  by  false  pretenses  need  not  specify  pretenses  used ; 
State  v.  Grant,  86  Iowa,  216,  53  N.  W.  120;  State  v.  Ormiston,  66  Iowa,  143,  23 
N.  W.  370.  holding  indictment  for  conspiracy  not  bad  for  duplicity  though  com- 
mission of  overt  act  also  charged;  Com.  v.  Bartilson,  85  Pa.  482,  5  W.  N.  C. 
177,  35  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  91,  denying  sufficiency  of  indictment  for  conspiracy  which 
alleges  acts  in  renewal  when  original  conspiracy  not  laid  within  statutory  period; 
Com.  v.  Hunt,  4  Met.  Ill,  38  A.  D.  346  (reversing  Thatcher,  Crim.  Cas.  609), 
holding  that  indictment  for  conspiracy  to  cause  employment  only  of  members  of 
•certain  organization  must  set  forth  means  intended  to  be  used;  McKee  v.  State, 
111  Ind.  378,  12  N.  E.  510,  sustaining  sufficiency  of  indictment  charging  con- 
spiracy to  cheat  and  defraud  divers  citizens  and  public  generally,  without  naming 
particular  persons ;  Com.  v.  Eastman,  1  Cush.  189,  48  A.  D.  596,  denying  sufficiency 
of  indictment  for  conspiracy  to  cheat  and  defraud  unless  facts  set  forth  showing 
criminal  object;  Com.  v.  Kurtz,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  741,  holding  joint  indictment  of 
election  of  officers  holding  different  positions  allowable  for  conspiracy  to  commit 
misdemeanor  of  stuffing  ballot  box. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  5  A.  D.  257,  on  indictment  for  conspiracy  to  cheat. 
Sufficiency  and  effect  of  verdict. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Robinson,  31  S.  C.  453,  10  S.  E.  101,  holding  sentence  for  aggra- 
vated assault  justified  by  verdict  of  guilty  of  aggravated  assault  and  battery 
under  indictment  for  assault  with  intent  to  kill;  Statler  v.  United  States,  157  U.  S. 
277,  39  L.  ed.  700,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  616,  holding  verdict  of  "guilty  in  first  count 
for  having  possession  of  counterfeit  minor  coin"  equivalent  to  general  verdict  of 
guilty  under  first  count  of  indictment  charging  possession  of  counterfeit  coin 
with  intent  to  defraud;  Rogers  v.  Com.  1  Va.  Dec.  798,  19  S.  E.  162,  holding 
general  verdict  of  guilty  and  fixing  punishment  indorsed  on  indorsement  not  bad 
for  failure  to  refer  explicitly  to  indictment. 
Right  to  amend  verdict. 

Cited  in  McKean  v.  Cutler,  48  N.  H.  370,  sustaining  right  to  amend  verdict  by 
inserting  one  cent  damages  where  jury  found  for  plaintiff  in  replevin  without 
assessing  damages;  Foster  v.  Caldwell,  18  Vt.  176,  sustaining  county  court's 
right  to  amend  verdict  in  action  of  assumpsit  by  striking  out  "guilty"' and  insert- 
ing "did  assume  and  promise." 

3  AM.  DEC.  59,  HOWE  v.  BASS,  2  MASS.  380. 
Monuments  as  controlling  quantity  or  distance  in  boundaries. 

Cited  in  Hickman  v.  Tait,  Cooke   (Tenn.)   460;  Smith  v.  Negbauer,  42  N.  J. 
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L.  305;  Doe  ex  dem.  Arden  v.  Thompson,  5  Cow.  371;  Bailey  v.  White,  41  N.  H. 
337 ;  Phillips  v.  Bowers,  7  Gray,  21 ;  Fisher  v.  Bennehoff,  121  111.  426,  13  N.  E. 
150;  Higley  v.  Bidwell,  9  Conn.  447;  Watkins  v.  King,  55  C.  C.  A.  290,  118  Fed. 
524;  Belden  v.  Seymour,  8  Conn.  19;  Long  v.  Merrill,  24  Pick.  157, — holding 
that  ascertained  monuments  prevail,  whether  they  coincide  with  courses,  distances 
and  occupation  or  not;  Percival  v.  Chase,  182  Mass.  371,  65  N.  E.  800,  holding 
monument  governs  measurements;  Fletcher  v.  Phelps,  28  Vt.  257,  holding  that 
lakes  and  creeks  when  called  for  in  a  deed  control  quantity,  lines,  courses  and 
distances;  Coburn  v.  Coxeter,  61  N.  H.  158,  holding  that  line  running  "to  a  stake 
crossing  the  river"  must  he  extended  across  the  river  though  the  length  of  the  line 
be  much  increased;  Stanley  v.  Green,  12  Cal.  148;  Gray  v.  Temple,  35  Mo.  494,— 
holding  description  by  metes  and  bounds  will  control  quantity;  Depue  v.  Sergent, 
21  W.  Va.  326,  holding  conveyance  by  metes  and  bounds  and  described  as  con- 
taining a  specified  acreage  "more  or  less"  is  a  sale  in  gross;  Roat  v.  Puff,  3 
Barb.  353;  Noble  v.  Googins,  99  Mass.  231, — holding  description  by  boundaries 
controls  statement  of  quantity ;  Roat  v.  Puff,  3  Barb.  353,  holding  quantity  not  of 
essence  of  contract;  Crislip  v.  Cain,  19  W.  Va.  438,  holding  same  unless  contract 
shows  different  intention. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  13  A.  D.  153,  on  effect  of  mistakes  in  boundaries; 
12  A.  D.  70,  on  boundaries  in  deed  controlling  in  ascertaining  land  conveyed; 

29  A.  D.  302,  on  controlling  effect  of  boundaries  in  deed  in  ascertaining  land 
conveyed;  11  A.  D.  741,  on  preference  of  monuments  over  courses  and  distances. 

Cited  in  notes  in  22  A.  D.  642,  on  boundaries;  4  L.R.A.  426;  30  A.  D.  737;  31 
A.  D.  154, — on  superiority  of  monuments  over  courses  and  distances. 

—  Description  by  occupancy  or  adjoinment. 

Cited  in  Pickman  v.  Trinity  Church,  123  Mass.  1,  25  A.  R.  1;  Tenny  v.  Beard, 
6  N.  H.  58;  Curtis  v.  Francis,  9  Cush.  427, — holding  that  land  of  an  adjoining 
property  owner  may  be  taken  as  a  monument;  Abbey  v.  McPherson,  1  Kan.  App. 
177,  41  Pac.  978,  holding  in  such  case  that  adjoining  lands  are  a  monument 
prevailing  over  courses  and  quantity;  Hall  v.  Powel,  4  Serg.  &  R.  456,  8  A.  D. 

722,  holding  lease  of  all  of  a  certain  tract  "then  occupied"  containing  " acres 

more  or  less"  is  lease  of  all  named  party  occupies;  Doctor  v.  Hellberg,  65  Wis. 
415,  27  N.  W.  176;  Doctor  v.  Furch,  76  Wis.  153,  44  N.  W.  648,— holding  under 
like  circumstances  quantity  was  not  warranted. 

3  AM.  DEC.  61,  MARSTON  v.  HOBBS,  2  MASS.  433. 
Nature  of  covenants  of  seisin  and  right  to  convey. 

Cited  in  Slater  v.  Rawson,  1  Met.  450,  holding  covenants  of  seisin  and  right  to 

convey  to  be  for  all  practical  purposes  syaonomous;  Mitchell  v.  Hazen,  4  Conn. 

.495,  10  A.  D.  169;  Baynes  v.  Bernhard,  12  Ga.  150;  Boyd  v.  Belmont,  58  How. 

Pr.  514, — holding  these  covenants  broken  as  soon  as  made;   Prescott  v.  Hobbs, 

30  Me.  345;  Wright  v.  Phipps,  90  Fed.  556,— holding  that  they  do  not  run  with 
the  land  and  are  broken,  if  at  all,  when  made. 

Cited  in  notes  in  47  A.  D.  570,  on  covenants  of  seisin;  125  A.  S.  R.  448,  449, 
as  to  covenant  of  seisin  running  with  the  land. 

Disapproved  in  Brandt  v.  Foster,  5  Iowa,  287,  holding  that  a  covenant  of  seisin 
is  a  covenant  for  title. 

—  What  constitutes  "seisin." 

Cited  in  Breck  v.  Young,  11  N.  H.  485,  holding  that  grantor  in  possession 
claiming  the  land  is  seised  and  has  a  right  to  convey;  Cushman  v.  Blanchard, 
2  Me.  266,  11  A.  D.  76,  holding  that  a  person  seised  in  fact  may  lawfully  convey: 
Boothby  v.  Hathaway,  20  Me.  251;  Watts  v.  Parker,  27  111.  224;  Backus  r.  Mc- 
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Coy,  3  Ohio,  211,  17  A.  D.  585, — holding  seisin  in  fact  at  the  time  the  covenant 
is  made  sufficient  to  sustain  the  covenant;  Willard  v.  Twitchell,  1  N.  H.*  177, 
holding  that  covenant  amounts  only  to  a  stipulation  that  grantor  has  such  a 
seisin  that  the  land  will  pass  by  his  deed;  Parker  v.  Brown,  15  N.  H.  176, 
holding  these  covenants  satisfied  if  the  party  had  seisin  by  right  or  wrong; 
Greely  v.  Steele,  2  N.  H.  284,  holding  covenant  of  seisin  not  broken  if  grantor  at 
the  date  of  the  deed  .had  either  title  or  possession ;  Fowler  v.  Poling,  2  Barb.  300, 
on  exclusive  possession  with  claim  of  fee  simple  as  satisfying  covenant;  Vancleave 
v.  Milliken,  13  Ind.  105,  on  actual  possession  under  a  claim  of  title  as  constituting 
seisin;  Raymond  v.  Raymond,  10  Cush.  134,  holding  that  actual  seisin  will  sup- 
port covenants  both  of  seisin  and  right  to  convey  irrespective  or  indefeasibleness 
of  title. 

Cited  in  note  in  125  A.  S.  R.  445,  on  what  satisfies  a  covenant  of  seisin. 

Distinguished  in  Garfield  v.  Williams,  2  Vt.  327,  holding  that  there  is  a  differ- 
ence between  a  covenant  that  the  grantor  is  "lawfully  seised  in  fee"  and  a  cove- 
nant that  he  is  "seised  of  an  indefeasible  estate  in  fee  simple,"  the  latter  requir- 
ing a  seisin  in  law;  Lockwood  v.  Sturdevant,  6  Conn.  373,  holding  that  seisin  in 
fact  must  be  conjoined  with  a  colorable  claim  to  the  fee  simple. 

Disapproved  in  Kincaid  v.  Brittain,  5  Sneed,  119,  holding  that  the  covenant 
of  seisin  in  a  deed  imparts  a  seisin  in  law  and  exacts  a  perfect  title;  Richard- 
son v.  Dorr,  5  Vt.  9,  holding  that  the  covenants  for  title  are  broken  if  the  estate 
conveyed  is  not  the  very  estate  in  quantity  and  quality  which  the  grantor  cove- 
nanted that  he  had  a  right  to  convey. 

—  Sheriff's  op  officer's  deed  as  seisin. 

Cited  in*  Brenner  v.  Quick,  88  Ind.  546,  holding  void  sheriff's  deed  gives  color 
of  title;  Goodell  v.  Starr,  127  Ind.  198,  26  N.  E.  793,  holding  same  of  void  decree 
of  foreclosure  and  sheriff's  sale  thereunder. 

—  Effect  of  registry  of  deed  by  disseisee. 

Cited  in  Bates  v.  Norcross,  14  Pick.  224,  holding  that  the  registry  of  a  deed 
supplies  the  livery  of  seisin  only  where  the  grantor  has  a  right  and  authority  to 
convey. 
Assigning  breach  in  words  of  covenant. 

Cited  in  Staver  Carriage  Co.  v.  Park  Steel  Co.  43  C.  C.  A.  471,  104  Fed.  200, 
holding  that  when  the  general  assignment  of  a  breach  in  the  words  of  the 
covenant  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  the  covenant  has  been  broken  the  breach 
must  be  specially  alleged. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  3  A.  D.  383;  50  A.  D.  766,  on  assignment  of  breach 
of  covenant;  8  A.  D.  282,  on  manner  of  assigning  breaches  of  covenant  contained 
in  deed. 
Pleading  breach  of  covenant  of  seisin. 

Cited  in  Bacon  v.  Lincoln,  4  Cush.  210,  50  A.  D.  765,  holding  the  breach  of  the 
covenant  of  seisin  may  be  assigned  generally;  Woolley  v.  Newcombe,  87  N.  Y. 
605;  Potter  v.  Kitchen,  5  Bosw.  573, — holding  that  breach  may  be  assigned  by 
negativing  the  words  of  the  covenant. 

Pleading   breach   of   covenant   of   warranty   and    quiet   enjoyment   and 
against  encumbrances. 

Cited  in  Patton  v.  McFarlane,  3  Penr.  &  W.  419,  holding  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
negative  the  words  of  the  covenant  of  general  warranty;  Dugger  v.  Oglesby,  3 
111.  App.  94;  Blanchard  v.  Hoxie,  34  Me.  376;  Wait  v.  Maxwell,  4  Pick.  87,— 
holding  that  the  pleader  must  state  the  manner  of  breach;  Walker  v.  Kirshner, 
2  Kan.  App.  371,  42  Pac.  596,  holding  that  assignment  of  a  breach  must  be  special ; 
Jennings  v.  Kiernan,  35  Or.  349,  55  Pac.  443,  holding  it  necessary  to  specify  the 
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encumbrance  or  title  paramount  by  reason  of  which  the  covenantee  or  his  assign* 
have  been  disturbed  in  possession ;  Logan  v.  Moulder,  1  Ark.  313,  33  A.  D.  338; 
Beach  v.  Stearns,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  325, — holding  that  plaintiff  must  aver  and  show  an 
eviction;  Morgan  v.  Henderson,  2  Wash.  Ter.  367,  8  Pac.  491,  on  necessity  of  al- 
leging an  actual  eviction,  or  that  which  is  equivalent  to  it;  Terriss  v.  Harshea, 
Mart.  &  Y.  47,  17  A.  R.  782,  holding  that  the  warrantee  must  show  a  loss  ac- 
tually sustained  to  entitle  him  to  damages;  Glover  v.  O'Brien,  100  Me.  551. 
62  Atl.  656,  holding  that  where  a  general  assignment  of  a  breach  of  a  covenant 
•f  a  deed  does  not  clearly  and  necessarily  show  a  breach  special  averments  are 
required. 
Burden  of  proof  In  action  on  covenants  of  seisin  and  quiet  enjoyment. 

Cited  in  Evans  v.  Fulton,  134  Mo.  653,  36  S.  W.  230,  holding  that  where  de- 
fendant alleges  seisin  in  himself  he  is  bound  in  the  firs.t  instance  to  maintain 
the  affirmative;  Woolley  v.  Newcombe,  87  N.  Y.  605,  holding  that  in  an  action 
upon  a  covenant  of  seisin  the  defendant  is  bound  to  maintain  the  affirmative  of 
his  covenant. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  54  A.  D.  503,  on  onus  probandi  in  action  for  breach 
of  covenant  of  seisin. 

Distinguished  in  Ingalls  v.  Eaton,  25  Mich.  32,  holding  that  the  proof  of  cove- 
nant does  not  cast  the  burden  upon  the  defendant  to  prove  that  he  has  conveyed 
such  a  title  as  he  has  warranted. 
Admission  of  covenants  by  plea  of  performance. 

Cited  in  Drouin  v.  Wilson,  80  Vt.  335,  67  Atl.  825,  holding  that  a  plea  of  per- 
formance admits  all  matters  well  alleged  and  assumes  the  burden  of  proving  per- 
formance;  Pillsbury  v.  Mitchell,  5  Wis.   17,  holding  extinguishment  of  an  en- 
cumbrance a  traversable  fact  which  should  be  set  forth  in  the  declaration. 
Measure  of  damages  on  covenants  for  title. 

Cited  in  Semple  v.  Wharton,  68  Wis.  626,  32  N.  W.  690;  Blackwell  v.  Board  of 
Justices,  2  Blackf.  143;  Caswell  v.  Wendell,  4  Mass.  108;  Collier  v.  Gamble,  10 
Mo.  467;  Ela  v.  Card,  2  N.  H.  175,  9  A.  D.  46;  Sumner  v.  Williams,  8  Mass. 
162,  5  A.  D.  83, — holding  that  the  measure  of  damages  on  the  covenant  of  seisin 
is  the  consideration,  with  interest;  Noonan  v.  Ilsley,  21  Wis.  139,  holding  that  if 
before  suit  is  commenced  on  a  covenant  of  seisin  the  grantor  acquires  the  title 
and  it  inures  to  the  grantee,  damages  are  nominal;  Davis  ▼.  Smith,  5  Ga.  274, 
48  A.  D.  279;  Foley  v.  McKeegan,  4  Iowa,  1,  66  A.  D.  107;  Furman  v.  Elmore, 
2  Nott  &  M'C.  189;  Ware  v.  Weathnall,  2  M'Cord,  L.  413;  Logan  v.  Moulder,  1 
Ark.  313,  33  A.  D.  338;  Baldwin  v.  Munn,  2  Wend.  399,  20  A.  D.  627,— holding 
that  upon  eviction  the  vendee  can  recover  only  the  consideration  paid  with  interest 
for  six  years  and  the  costs  of  defending  the  suit;  Kinney  v.  Watts,  14  Wend.  38, 
holding  that  vendee  cannot  recover  enhanced  value  whether  increased  by  improve- 
ments or  by  general  cause;  Wade  v.  Comstock,  11  Ohio  St.  71,  holding  that  the 
measure  of  the  obligation  of  general  warranty  is  to  be  taken  as  of  the  d<»te  of 
the  grant;  Battle  v.  Griffin,  4  Pick.  6,  as  being  decided  after  and  hence  not  taken 
as  criterion  in  estimating  a  composition  of  a  breach  of  covenant. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  13  A.  D.  59;  17  A.  D.  590;  39  A.  D.  597,— on 
measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of  seisin. 

Cited  in  notes  in  99  A.  D.  73,  on  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of 
seisin  or  good  right  to  convey;  99  A.  D.  74,  on  proof  of  consideration  in  deter- 
mining amount  of  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of  seisin. 
Who  may  sne  on  covenants  for  title. 

Cited  .in  Fowler  v.  Poling,  2  Barb.  300,  holding  covenants  of  seisin  and  right  to 
convey  not  assignable;  Moore  v.  Merrill,  17  N.  H.  75,  43  A.  D.  593,  holding  that 
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these  covenants  do  not  run  with  the  land;  Mitchell  v.  Warner,  5  Conn.  497, 
holding  covenant  of  seisin  suable  only  by  the  covenantee  and  his  legal  repre- 
sentatives; Shelby  v.  Hearne,  6  Yerg.  512,  holding  that  right  to  sue  lessee  for 
prior  breach  of  covenant  does  not  pass  to  the  lessor's  purchaser;  Scott  v.  Twiss, 

4  Neb.  133,  holding  the  covenant  of  seisin  is  real  and  passes  to  an  assignee  where 
grantor  was  at  time  of  making  in  exclusive  possession  and  claimed  title. 

Cited  in  notes  in  125  A.  S.  R.  456,  as  t&  who  may  sue  for  breach  of  covenant  of 
seisin;  125  A.  S.  R.  450,  on  breach  of  covenant  of  seisin  as  nonassignable  chose  in 
action. 

Distinguished  in  Dickson  v.  Desire,  23  Mo.  151,  66  A.  D.  661,  holding  under 
the  statute  that  the  right  of  action  upon  a  covenant  of  seisin  shall  vest  in  the 
assignee  of  the  land. 
What  constitutes  breach  of  covenant. 

Cited  in  Mitchell  v.  Warner*,  5  Conn.  497,  holding  covenant  of  warranty  never 
broken  unless  there  is  a  literal  or  substantial  eviction;  Carter  v.  Denman,  23 
N.  J.  L.  260,  holding  an  ouster  or  eviction  from  a  part  of  the  premises  is  enough ; 
Scott  v.  Kirkendall,  88  111.  465,  30  A.  R.  562,  holding  that  the  covenantee  or 
his  assignee  must  have  been  actually  evicted  or  something  equivalent  thereto. 

Cited  in  notes  in  125  A.  S.  R.  452,  453,  as  to  what  constitutes  a  breach  of  cove- 
nant of  seisin;  17  L.R.A. ( N.S. )  1187,  on  necessity  of  eviction  to  maintenance  of 
action  for  breach  of  covenant  of  seisin  or  right  to  convey. 

Nature  of  action  on  covenant  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  Chapman  v.  Holmes,  10  N.  J.  L.  20;  Townsend  v.  Morris,  6  Cow.  123,^ 
holding  that  a  personal  action  may  be  maintained  against  the  personal  represent- 
atives of  the  warrantor;   Talbot  v.  Bedford,  Cooke    (Tenn.)    447,  holding  that 
action  of  covenant  must  be  brought  on  the  common-law  warranty. 
—  Right  to  recover  other  lands. 

Cited   in  Russ  v.  Alpaugh,   118   Mass.   369,   19  A.  R.   464,  holding  that  the 
common-law  doctrine  that  the  tenant  might  recover  specifically  other  lands  of 
equal  value  has  never  been  adopted. 
Encumbrances  within  covenant. 

Cited  in  Powell  v.  Monson  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  3  Mason,  347,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,356, 
holding  a  possibility  of  dower  not  an  encumbrance;  Fletcher  v.  State  Capita} 
Bank,  37  N.  H.  369,  doubting  the  foregoing  rule. 

5  AM.  DEC.  66,  WHEELWRIGHT  v.  WHEELWRIGHT,  2  MASS.  447. 
Distinction  between  deed  and  escrow. 

Cited  in  Hathaway  v.  Payne,  34  N.  Y.  92,  holding  deed  delivered  as  an  escrow 
requires  a  second  delivery  to  pass  title,  but  deed  delivered  to  trustee  passes 
title  at  the  first  delivery;  Canning  v.  Pinkham,  1  N.  H.  353,  on  distinction  between 
an  absolute  delivery  and  one  in  the  nature  of  an  escrow;  Bodwell  v.  Webster,  13 
Pick.  411,  holding  delivery  of  deed  to  be  delivered  over  in  case  of  the  nonpayment 
a  certain  bond  was  a  delivery  in  escrow,  and  not  a  mortgage. 

Cited  in  notes  in  28  A.  D.  408,  on  escrow;  5  L.R.A.  696,  defining  "escrow." 

Disapproved  in  State  v.  Peck,  53  Me.  284,  holding  a  regularly  executed  bond 
was  in  escrow  though  the  obligor  did  not  state  to  the  depositary  that  it  was  an 
escrow  and  not  yet  a  bond. 
Requisites  of  delivery  of  deed.  , 

Cited  in  Barns  v.  Hatch,  3  N.  H.  304,  14  A.  D.  369,  holding  delivery  either 
actual  or  constructive  is  essential. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in   14  A.  D.   371,  on  what  constitutes  delivery;   40 
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A.  S.  R.  424,  on  sufficiency  of  deed's  delivery;  30  A.  D.  89,  on  necessity  of  delivery 
to  validity  of  deed;  44  A.  D.  707,  on  necessity  and  sufficiency  of  delivery  of  deed. 

Cited  in  notes  in  5  L.R.A.  72,  on  necessity  of  present  delivery  to  complete 
gift;  58  A.  R.  291,  as  to  what  delivery  is  necessary  to  constitute  valid  deed. 

Distinguished  in  Brown  v.  Brown,  66  Me.  316,  holding  it  indispensable  to  de- 
livery that  it  shall  pass  beyond  the  control  or  dqminion  of  grantor. 

—  Delivery  to  third  person. 

Cited  in  Bryan  v.  Wash,  7  111.  557,  holding  that  delivery  to  stranger  on  behalf 
of  the  grantee  must  be  unconditional  and  for  the  express  purpose  of  vesting 
title;  Brown  v.  Austen,  35  Barb.  341,  22  How.  Pr.  394,  holding  that  a  delivery  of 
a  deed  to  a  stranger  to  take  effect  presently  and  irrevocably,  will  pass  title  in- 
stanter,  otherwise  if  the  writing  is  to  become  a  deed  on  some  condition ;  Merrills 
v.  Swift,  18  Conn.  257,  46  A.  D.  315,  holding  that  a  delivery  to  a  stranger  abso- 
lutely and  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantee  is  sufficient;  McCalla  v.  Bane,  45  Fed. 
828,  holding  that  delivery  may  be  to  a  third  person  for  the  grantee  and  to  take 
effect  presently;  Daggett  v.  -Simonds,  173  Mass.  340,  46  L.R.A.  332,  53  N.  E. 
907,  holding  it  not  good  delivery  of  a  note  to  a  servant  of  maker  to  be  held 
subject  to  maker's  control,  otherwise  if  on  a  condition  stated  it  was  to  be  de- 
livered; Guard  v.  Bradley,  7  Ind.  600,  holding  unconditional  delivery  of  bond 
for  use  of  obligees  and  subsequent  acceptance  of  it  is  sufficient;  Steele  v.  Lowry, 

4  Ohio,  72,  19  A.  D.  581,  holding  deed  of  trust  recorded  and  assented  to  by  the 
trustee  sufficiently  delivered;  Cooper  v.  Jackson,  4  Wis.  537,  holding  delivery  for 
record  and  to  be  turned  over  to  the  grantee  was  good  on  the  tatter's  ratification. 

Cited  in  notes  in  8  E.  R.  C.  619,  on  delivery  of  deed  in  escrow;  16  A.  D.  40, 
on  sufficiency  of  delivery  of  deed  to  third  person;  12  L.R.A.  174,  on  sufficiency  of 
delivery  of  deed  to  third  person  as  delivery  to  grantee. 

Distinguished  in  Hulick  v.  Scovil,  9  111.  159,  holding  it  no  delivery  where 
stranger  procured  deed  without  grantee's  knowledge;  Day  v.  Griffith,  15  Iowa, 
104,  where  delivery  to  recorder  was  without  grantee's  knowledge  or  ratification; 
Brown  v.  Brown,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  325,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,994,  holding  deed  from  father 
to  son  and  a  life  lease  from  son  to  father  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person 
sufficiently  delivered. 

—  Effect  of  death  of  grantor. 

Cited  in  O'Neal  v.  Brown,  67  Ga.  707,  holding  death  of  grantor  immaterial  if 
deed  were  previously  left  with  a  third  person  for  use  of  grantee. 

—  Effect  of  reserving  life  estate. 

Cited  in  Martin  v.  Flaharty,  13  Mont.  96,  40  A.  S.  R.  415,  19  L.R.A.  242,  32 
Pac.  287,  holding  deed  by  grantor  who  receives  back  a  life  lease  is  sufficiently 
delivered  though  both  instruments  are  afterwards  deposited  by  grantor  with 
direction  to  redeliver  them  if  called  for  and  in  case  of  death  to  deliver  to  the 
grantee;  Shed  v.  Shed,  3  N.  H.  432,*  holding  same  of  deed  reserving  life  estate 
and  to  be  delivered  to  son  if  grantor  should  not  otherwise  direct. 

Cited  in  notes  in  .53  A.  S.  R.  554,  555,  on  delivery  of  deed  to  take  effect  on  death 
of  grantor;  54  L.R.A.  870,  on  delivery  of  deed  to  third  person  for  delivery  to 
grantee  after  grantor's  death;  7  A.  D.  376,  on  validity  of  delivery  of  deed  to 
third  person  to  be  delivered  after  death  of  grantor.' 

—  Intention  as  evidence  of  delivery. 

Cited  in  Cheswell  v.  Eastham,  16  N.  H.  296,  holding  proof  of  grantor's  inten- 
tion proper*to  characterize  a  manual  tradition  of  a  deed;  Hale  v.  Hills,  8  Conn 
39,  holding  intention  to  deliver  a  deed  immaterial  save  when  it  accompanies  the 
actual  delivery  and  is  part  of  res  gestae;  Hammond  v.  Hunt,  4  Bann.  &  Ard.  111. 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,003,  on  evidence  necessary  to  prove  a  delivery  of  a  deed  under 
various  circumstances. 
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Presumption  of  acceptance  of  deed. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  D.  61,  on  presumption  of  acceptance  of  pro- 
vision for  one's  benefit. 
Escrow  to  be  delivered  at  or  after  grantor's  death. 

Cited  in  Dettmer  v.  Behrens,  106  Iowa,  585,  68  A.  S.  R.  326,  76  N.  W.  853; 
White  v.  Watts,  118  Iowa,  549,  92  N.  W.  660;  Stephens  v.  Huss,  54  Pa.  20; 
Hoffmire  v.  Martin,  29  Or.  240,  45  Pac.  754;  Jenkinson  v.  Brooks,  119  Mich. 
108,  77  N.  W.  640, — holding  that  a  delivery  of  a  deed  to  a  third  party  to  be  by 
him  delivered  to  the  grantee  after  the  death  of  the  grantor  is  valid;  Hatch  v. 
Hatch,  9  Mass.  307,  6  A.  D.  67,  holding  a  conveyance  to  a  son  without  his  privity 
to  be  kept  in  escrow  till  grantor's  death  be  considered  effectually  delivered 
for  use  of  grantee;  Huey  v.  Huey,  65  Mo.  689,  holding  that  delivery  after  death 
must  be  made  by  some  person  holding  the  deed  as  a  trustee  or  as  an  escrow. 

Cited  in  note  in  92  A.  D.  386,  on  miscellaneous  writings  rejected  from  pro- 
bate. 

Distinguished  in  Chadwick  v.  Webber,  3  Me.  141,  14  A.  D.  222,  holding  deed 
placed  in  trunk  to  which  the  grantor  kept  the  key  not  delivered. 

Disapproved  in  Wellborn  v.  Weaver,  17  Ga.  267,  63  A.  D.  235,  holding  deed  to 
be  delivered  at  death  of  grantor,  does  not  operate  as  a  deed  presently  but  is  a 
testamentary  paper;  Cary  v.  Dennis,  13  Md.  1,  holding  same  of  delivery  of  bonds. 
Time  of  taking  effect  of  deed  In  escrow. 

Cited  in  Levengood  v.  Bailey,  1  Wood.  Dec.  275;  Cogger  v.  Lansing,  57  Barb. 
421, — holding  rule  that  a  deed  in  escrow  takes  effect  from  the  second  delivery  in- 
applicable when  justice  requires  otherwise;  Brown  v.  Austen,  3  Barb.  341,  22  How. 
Pr.  394,  holding  same  where  deed  could  not  have  effect  from  second  delivery: 
Martin  v.  Flaharty,  13  Mont.  96,  40  A.  S.  R.  415,  19  L.R.A.  242,  32  Pac.  287; 
Tucker  v.  Magee,  18  Ala.  99;  Hunt  v.  Brent,  1  Va.  Dec.  258;  Prutsman  v.  Baker. 
30  Wis.  644,  11  Am.  Rep.  592;  Hathaway  v.  Payne,  34  N.  Y.  92;  Clark  v.  Gifford, 
10  Wend.  310, — holding  that  a  deed  given  to  third  person  to  be  delivered  by  him 
to  the  grantee  on  some  future  event  is  the  grantor's  present  deed;  Church  v. 
Oilman,  15  Wend.  656,  30  A.  D.  82;  Ball  v.  Foreman,  37  Ohio  St.  132;  Taft  v. 
Taft,  59  Mich.  185,  60  A.  R.  291,  26  N.  W.  426;  Dyer  v.  Skadan,  128  Mich.  348, 
-92  A.  8.  R.  461,  87  N.  W.  277;  Wells  v.  Wells,  132  Wis.  73,  111  N.  W.  llll; 
Foster  v.  Mansfield,  3  Met.  412,  37  A.  D.  154, — holding  same  where  deed  is  to 
be  given  over  on  the  happening  of  some  contingency  and  not  on  the  performance 
of  a  condition;  Shaw  v.  Hayward,  7  Cush.  170,  holding  delivery  to  a  third  person 
for  the  grantee  on  a  future  event  is  good  as  a  present  delivery;  Bury  v.  Young, 
•98  Cal.  446,-  35  A.  S.  R.  186,  33  Pac.  338,  holding  delivery,  in  supposed  last 
sickness,  of  deeds  to  be  turned  over  on  grantor's  death  was  good  though  gran- 
tor recovered;  Timothy  v.  Wright,  8  Gray,  522,  holding  that  a  release  de- 
livered to  a  third  person  to  take  effect  on  a  contingency  takes  effect  from  the  first 
delivery ;  Parker  v.  Dustin,  22  N.  H.  424,  holding  deed  so  delivered  is  the  grantor's 
•deed  presently  and  the  third  person  is  a  trustee  of  it  for  the  grantee;  Harkreader 
v.  Clayton,  56  Miss.  383,  31  A.  R.  369,  on  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  that 
a  delivery  in  escrow  does  not  pass  title  until  the  second  delivery;  Wallace  v. 
Harris,  32  Mich.  380,  on  sufficiency  of  delivery  to  vest  title. 

Cited  in  note  in  54  L.R.A.  900,  901,  on  nature  of  deed  and  time  when  it  takes 
effect. 
—  Where  delivery  depends  on  condition  performable  by  grantee. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Sheldon,  22  Me.  569 ;  Carr  v.  Hoxie,  5  Mason,  60,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,438;  Wall  v.  Hickey,  112  Mass.  171;  Daggett  v.  Daggett,  143  Mass.  516, 
10  N.  E.  311, — holding  that  no  title  passes  until  the  condition  has  been  performed; 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 17. 
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Gammon  v.  Bunnell,  22  Utah,  421,  64  Pac.  958,  holding  that  deed  become* 
absolute  when  the  condition  is  complied  with  and  takes  effect  as  of  the  first  de- 
livery; Bostwick  v.  McEvoy,  62  Cal.  496;  Stanton  v.  Miller.  58  N.  Y.  192,— holding 
that  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  grantor,  and  condition  afterwards  performed,  the 
law  will  give  effect  as  of  the  first  delivery;  Regan  v.  Howe,  121  Mass.  424,  holding 
that  where  the  conditions  have  been  fully  performed  no  subsequent  act  of  grantor 
can  devest  the  estate;  Gandy  v.  Bissell,  72  Neb.  356,  100  N.  W.  803  holding  note 
binding  where  delivered  to  third  person  on  condition  performed  after  maker's 
death;  Ela  v.  Kimball,  30  N.  H.  126,  holding  deed  to  be  delivered  over  on  some 
condition  or  contingency  is  wholly  inoperative  until  the  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion or  the  happening  of  the  contingency. 

Distinguished  in  Jacobs  v.  Alexander,  19  Barb.  243..  holding  delivery  subject 
to  recall  on  recovery  from  illness  was  not  operative. 
—  Doctrine  of  relation  back  to  first  delivery. 

Cited  in  Van  Tassel  v.  Burger,  119  App.  Div.  509,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  273,  holding 
that  second  delivery  relates  back  to  the  first  by  fiction  of  law ;  Schlicker  v.  Keeler, 
61  N.  J.  Eq.  394,  48  Atl.  393;  Schreckhise  v.  Wiseman,  102  Va.  9,  45  S.  E.  746; 
Frank  v.  Frank,  100  Va.  627,  42  S.  E.  666, — holding  that  on  delivery  to  take 
effect  absolutely  on  the  death  of  the  grantor,  a  delivery  after  death  will  relate- 
back  to  prior  delivery;  Tooley  v.  Dibble,  2  Hill,  641,  holding  same  where  deed  was 
to  a  son;  Crain  v.  Wright,  36  Hun,  74;  Ruggles  v.  Law  son,  13  Johns.  285,  7 
A.  D.  375, — holding  same  of  deed  to  be  delivered  to  the  sons  of  the  grantor  in 
case  of  the  death  of  the  grantor  without  a  will ;  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  5  Conn.  316, 
holding  such  deed  to  the  children  of  the  grantor  is  when  delivered  pursuant  to 
the  trust  a  deed,  ariti  not  a  testamentary  devise;  Kenney  v.  Parks,  137  Cal.  527, 
70  Pac.  556,  on  the  operation  of  a  deed  to  take  effect  after  death  of  grantor; 
Hunter  v.  Hunter,  17  Barb.  25,  holding  that  an  escrow  takes  effect  if  at  all  from- 
the  first  delivery;  Van  Tassel  v.  Burger,  119  App.  Div.  509,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  273, 
on  the  same  point ;  Berly  v.  Taylor,  5  Hill,  577,  on  relation  of  assent  back  to  crea- 
tion of  a  trust. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  A.  D.  254,  on  application  of  doctrine  of  relation  to  escrows. 
Effect  of  wrongful  delivery  or  taking  out  of  escrow. 

Cited  in  Foreman  v.  Archer,  130  Iowa,  49,  106  N.  W.  372,  holding  estate  under 
such  deed  not  destroyed  by  grantor's  repossession  of  deed;   White  v.  Bailey,  14 
Conn.  271,  holding  delivery  over  without  payment  of  price  was  inefficient. 
Holder  of  deed  in  escrow  as  agent  of  grantee. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  63  A.  D.  246,  on  depositary  of  escrow  as  agent  or 
trustee  of  grantee. 
Plea  of  non  est  factum  to  deed  illegally  taken  out  of  escrow. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  McWilliams,  75  Kan.  243.  89  Pac.  12,  holding  that  where  tbe 
grantee  obtains  the  deed  from  the  trustee  before  the  event  occurs  upon  which- 
the  second  delivery  was  to  be  made  non  est  factum  is  not  a  good  plea. 
Power  to  bar  estate  tail. 

Cited  in  Riggs  v.  Sally,  15  Me.  408,  holding  under  a  like  statute  that  a  tenant 
in  tail  has  power  to  defeat  the  entailment  and  to  convey  in  fee  simple  although 
the  will  was  made  and  approved  before  the  passage  of  the  first  act. 
Consideration  requisite  to  bona  fide  deed. 

Cited  in  Nightingale  v.  Burrell,  15  Pick.  104,  holding  that  a  deed  purporting 
to  be  made  for  a  valuable  consideration  and  actually  received  is  presumed  to  be 
made  bona  fide. 
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3  AM.  DEC.  71,  ERSKINE  v.  TOWNSEND,  2  MASS.  493. 
Nature  of  mortgage. 

(  ited  in  Hurd  v.  Robinson,  11  Ohio  St.  232;  Moore  v.  Wade,  8  Kan.  380,-- 
holding  mortgage  in  fee  an  estate  upon  condition  defeasible  by  the  performance 
of  the  condition;  Flagg  v.  Walker,  113  U.  S.  659,  28  L.  ed.  1072,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
607,  28  L.  ed.  1072,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  697,  holding  mortgage  a  deed  whereby  one 
grants  to  another  lands  upon  condition  that  the  mortgagor  shall  pay  a  certain 
sum  of  money  or  some  other  act  therein  specified,  at  a  day  certain,  when  grant 
shall  be  void;  Micou  v.  Ashurst,  55  Ala.  607,  holding  that  there  must  be  a  con- 
dition on  which  the  conveyance  is  defeasible,  to  have  a  mortgage;  Flagg  ▼.  Mann, 
2  Sumn.  486,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,847,  holding  it  immaterial  whether  the  deed  is  to 
be  void  or  the  condition  is  for  reconveyance. 
Instruments  constituting  mortgages. 

Cited  in  Stoever  v.  Stoever,  9  Serg.  &  R.  434,  holding  that  conveyance  and  de- 
feasance both  taken  together  constitute  a  mortgage;  Shaw  v.  Norfolk  County  R. 
Co.  5  Gray,  162,  holding  that  a  conveyance  defeasible  on  a  condition  annexed 
is  to  be  treated  as  a  mortgage  when  the  condition  has  been  performed;  Porter  v. 
Nelson,  4  N.  H.  130,  holding  same  of  land  put  in  pledge  upon  condition  for  the 
payment  of  money;  Davis  v.  Demming,  12  W.  Va.  246,  holding  same  where  there 
is  a  covenant  to  reconvey  if  debt  is  paid  by  a  given  time;  Bickford  v.  Daniels, 
2  N.  H.  71;  Bodwell  v.  Webster.  13  Pick.  411,— holding  that  whether  an  instru- 
ment is  a  mortgage  must  be  decided  by  the  common  law. 

—  Separate  defeasance. 

Cited  in  Gaither  v.  Mumford,  4  N.  C.  (Term.  Rep.)  167,  holding  bill  of  sale  of 
negro  accompanied  by  bond  to  reconvey  on  payment  of  certain  judgments  by 
specified  time,  a  mortgage;  Murphy  v.  Calley,  1  Allen.  107,  holding  that  an  in- 
strument executed  and  delivered  at  the  same  time  83  a  deed,  between  the  same 
parties,  being  under  seal,  may  be  construed  as  annexed  to  the  deed;  Lund  v.  Lund, 
1  N.  H.  39,  8  A.  D.  29,  holding  that  a  mortgage  may  be  made  as  well  by  a  separate 
deed  as  by  a  condition  in  the  same  deed  which  conveys  the  land;  Second  Ward 
•Bank  v.  Upmann,  12  Wis.  499,  holding  bond  to  reconvey  a  good  defeasance. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  42  A.  D.  246,  on  deed  absolute  on  face  accompanied 
by  defeasance  as  a  mortgage. 

Distinguished  in  Gassert  v.  Bogk,  7  Mont.  585,  1  L.R.A.  240,  19  Pac.  281, 
holding  that  a  deed  and  a  contemporaneous  contract  to  reconvey  do  not  consti- 
tute a  mortgage  unless  the  deed  is  given  as  security  for  the  performance  of  some 
obligation. 

—  Absolute  deed  for  security. 

Cited  in  Cleveland  v.  La  Crosse  &  M.  R.  Co.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,887,  holding  that 
equity  will  consider  an  absolute  deed  a  mortgage  when  intended  merely  as  security 
for  a  debt. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  36  A.  D.  43,  fj  to  when  absolute  deed  considered  as 
a  mortgage;  42  A.  8.  R.  272,  on  deed  with  agreement  to  reconvey  as  mortgage. 

Cited  in  note  in  17  A.  D.  302,  on  absolute  deed  and  agreement  to  reconvey  as  a 
mortgage,  if  intended  as  a  security. 
Rights  under  mortgage  before  default. 

Cited  in  Holman  v.  Bailey,  3  Met.  55,  holding  that  where  the  condition  is  not 
broken  the  rights  between  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  are  legal;  Smith  v. 
Johns,  3  Gray,  517,  holding  that  the  legal  effect  of  a  mortgage  is  to  convey  to  the 
mortgagee  the  legal  estate  subject  only  to  the  right  to  redeem;  Wheelock  v.  Hen- 
shaw.  19  Pick.  341,  holding  that  a  mortgagee  may  maintain  ejectment  or  tres- 
i;  Brown  v.  Cram,  .1  N.  H.  169,  holding  that  the  mortgagee  is  the  owner  of 
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the  premises;  Chamberlain  v.  Thompson,  10  Conn.  243,  26  A.  D.  390;  Hinson 
v.  Smith,  118  N.  C.  503,  24  S.  E.  541;  Gardner  v.  Morrison,  12  Ala.  547,- 
holding  same  as  against  the  mortgagor  and  that  mortgagee  is  liable  to  be  dia- 
,  possessed  only  by  performance  of  the  condition ;  Boyd  v.  Shaw,  14  Me.  58,  hold- 
ing that  any  peaceable  entry  by  the  mortgagee  is  lawful;  Loomis  v.  Pingree, 
43  Me.  299,  holding  where  condition  is  performed  mortgagor  may  maintain  an 
action  at  law  to  recover  possession;  Upham  v.  Brooks,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  407,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,797,  holding  that  the  mortgagee  after  a  discharge  of  the  debt  is  regard- 
ed as  a  trustee  for  the  mortgagor  and  holds  the  premises  under  an  obligation  to 
reconvey. 
Effect  of  tender  to  mortgagee. 

Cited  in  Mitchell  v.  Roberts,  5  McCrary,  425,  17  Fed.  776,  holding  that  at 
common  law  a  tender  after  breach  of  the  condition  does  not  discharge  the  mort- 
gage; McClung  v.  Missouri  Trust  Co.  137  Mo.  106,  38  S.  W.  378,  holding  refusal  of 
tender  does  not  release  the  security  for  the  debt;  Currier  v.  Gale,  9  Allen,  522, 
holding  that  a  tender,  after  condition  broken,  will  not  discharge  the  mortgage. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  29  A.  R.  41,  on  effect  of  tender  or  payment  of  mort- 
gage after  due. 
Possessory  remedy  of  mortgagee. 

Cited  in  Gray  v.  Jenks,  3  Mason,  520,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,720,  holding  mort- 
gagee not  entitled  to  sue  for  possession  after  payment;  Wade  v.  Howard,  11 
Pick.  289,  holding  that  if  the  mortgagee  declares  on  his  own  seisin  generally, 
after  condition  broken  and  before  foreclosure,  the  mortgagor  man  insist  upon 
the  entry  of  a  conditional  judgment;  Swan  v.  Wiswall,  15  Pick.  126,  on  mortgage 
as  defense  to  action  by  mortgagee  for  possession;  Briggs  v.  Sholes,  14  N.  H.  262, 
as  being  overruled  in  Grew  v.  Kemp,  13  Mass.  515,  519;  Campbell  v.  Dearborn, 
109  Mass.  130,  12  A.  R.  671,  holding  that  jurisdiction  of  foreclosure  and  redemp- 
tion of  mortgages  is  limited  to  cases  of  a  defeasance  contained  in  a  deed  or  some 
other  instrument  under  seal. 

Disapproved  in  Green  v.  Kemp,  13  Mass.  515,  7  A.  D.  169,  holding  that  a  mort- 
gagee may  declare  on  his  own  seisin  and  have  judgment  for  possession  even  after 
condition  broken  when  the  object  of  the  suit  is  not  to  foreclose  the  mortgage. 
Notice  to  cut  off  redemption. 

Cited  in  Willard  v.  Henry,  2  N.  H.  120;  Stone  v.  Ellis,  9  Cush.  95,-— holding  no- 
tice to  mortgagor  necessary  tu  cut  off  redemption  where  mortgagee  entered  not  be- 
cause of  condition  broken;  Hunt  v.  Stiles,  10  N.  H.  466,  requiring  notice  where 
entry  was  to  receive  rents  and  profits ;  Ayres  v.  Waite,  10  Cush.  72,  holding  entry 
by  mortgagee  after  condition  broken  is  presumed  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  fore- 
closure; Tucker  v.  Fenno,  110  Mass.  311,  holding  entry  to  foreclose  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  an  adverse  proceeding. 

S  AM.  DEC.  75,  HART  v.  FITZGERALD,  2  MASS.  509. 
Replevin  against  cotenant. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  69  A.  S.  R.  915,  on  replevin  against  cotenant;  50 
A.  D.  804,  on  right  of  tenant  in  common  to  maintain  replevin  for  undivided  share 
of  common  property;  4  A.  S.  R.  313,  on  right  of  one  co-owner  of  chattel  to  main- 
tain replevin.  9 

Cited  in  notes  in  50  A.  S.  R.  840,  on  action  by  cotenant  to  recover  possession 
of  personal  property;  80  A.  S.  R.  751,  on  parties  plaintiff  in  replevin  or  claim 
and  delivery. 
Title  to  support  replevin. 

Cited  in  Bray  v.  Raymond,  166  Mass.  146,  44  N.  E.  131,  holding  that  plaintiff 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


261  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  [71-75 

must  show  sole  ownership;  Hamburg  v.  Wood,  66  Tex.  168,  18  S.  W.  623; 
Huffman  v.  Knight,  36  Or.  581,  60  Pac.  207;  Phipps  v.  Taylor,  15  Or.  484,  15 
Pac.  171;  Heaton  v.  Wilson,  123  N.  C.  398,  31  S.  E.  671;  Hoeffer  v.  Agee,  9  Colo. 
App.  189,  47  Pac.  973;  Spooner  v.  Roes,  24  Mo.  App.  599;  Low  v.  Martin,  18  111. 
286;  Ingals  v.  Ferguson,  59  Mo.  App.  299;  Kimball  y.  Thompsqn,  4  Cush.  441, 
60  A.  D.  799, — holding  owner  of  undivided  share  of  property  cannot  maintain 
replevin;  Kelley  v.  V&ndiver,  75  Mo.  App.  435,  holding  that  one  tenant  in  common 
cannot  sue  another  in  replevin;  Hackett  v.  Potter,  131  Mass.  50,  holding  that 
major  owner  of  vessel  cannot  maintain  replevin  for  his  undivided  part;  Fay  v. 
Duggan,  135  Mass.  242,  holding  that  both  partners  must  be  joined  in  an  action  of 
replevin;  Davis  v.  Lotlich,  46  N.  Y.  393,  holding  that  where  a  cotenant  has  sold 
or  converted  personalty  the  other  cotenant  cannot  compel  a  delivery  of  possession 
to  himself  of  the  whole;  Stanley  v.  Robinson,  14  111.  App.  480,  holding  that  action 
will  not  lie  for  an  undivided  interest  or  share  except  in  cases  of  fraud  or  wrongful 
confusion  of  the  property;  Reinheimer  v.  Hemingway,  35  Pa.  432,  holding  tenant 
in  common  cannot  maintain  replevin  though  the  nonjoinder  is  not  pleaded. 
Joinder  of  owners  In  replevin. 

Cited  in  Ellis  v.  Culver,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  129,  holding  that  all  owners  must  unite 
in  the  action. 
Mode  of  objecting  for  nonjoinder  of  parties. 

Cited  in  Pattison  v.  Adams,  Hill  &  D.  Supp.  426;  Wright  v.' Bennett,  3  Barb, 
451 ;  McArthur  v.  Lane,  15  Me.  245, — holding  it  good  plea  in  abatement  that  the 
property  is  laid  in  plaintiff  and  a  stranger;  Chambers  v.  Hunt,  18  N.  J.  L.  339, 
on  same  point;  Beasley  v.  Allyn,  15  Phila.  97,  39  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  264,  12  W. 
N.  C.  90,  holding  that  a  court  may  abate  an  action  brought  by  one  joint  owner ; 
Fay  v.  Duggan,  135  Mass.  242;  George  v.  McGovern,  83  Wis.  555,  35  A.  S.  R.  77, 
53  N.  W.  899, — holding  that  in  replevin  nonjoinder  of  parties  need  not  be  taken 
in  abatement  but  may  be  pleaded  in  bar;  Pickering  v.  Pickering,  11  N.  H.  141, 
holding  general  issue  not  proper  where  it  appears  from  plaintiff's  own  showing 
that  he  is  but  part  owner;  Garvin  v.  Paul,  47  N.  H.  158,  holding  under  the  statute 
that  in  actions  ew  delicto  nonjoinder  of  a  plaintiff  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of 
by  plea  in  abatement  or  by  way  of  apportionment  of  the  damages  at  the  trial; 
Smoot  v.  Wathen,  8  Mo.  522;  Cain  v.  Wright,  50  N.  C.  (  5  Jones,  L.)  282,  72 
A.  D.  551, — holding  nonjoinder  in  detinue  pleadable  in  demurrer  or  by  general  issue 
or  by  motion  in  arrest;  Johnson  v.  Richardson,  17  111.  302,  63  A.  D.  369,  holding 
where  remedy  seeks  damages  and  not  the  specific  thing  the  nonjoinder  of  a  joint 
owner  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  in  abatement  or  during  trial  in  mitigation 
of  damages;  Morley  v.  French,  2  Cush.  130,  holding  that  in  trover  nonjoinder  of 
administrators  of  two  joint  owners  must  be  pleaded  in  abatement. 

Cited  in  note  in  1  E.  R.  C.  164,  on  necessity  for  taking  advantage  of  non- 
joinder of  plaintiff  in  tort  by  plea  in  abatement. 

Distinguished  in  Butler  v.  Boynton,  117  Mo.  App.  462,  94  S.  W.  723,  holding 
that  in  replevin  and  analogous  actions  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  conversion 
are  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  as  to  the  plea  of  abatement ;  Wright  v.  Bennett, 
3  Barb.  451,  holding  that  where  action  is  to  recover  the  value  of  property  non- 
joinder of  coplaintiff  can  be  objected  to  only  by  plea  in  abatement  or  on  the  trial 
in  mitigation  of  damages. 

Disapproved  in  Brown  v.  Ravenscraft,  88  Md.  216,  44  Atl.  170,  holding  that 
where  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  whole  chattel  nonjoinder  of  a  joint 
owner  is  pleadable  in  abatement  only;  D'Wolf  v.  Harris,  4  Mason,  515,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  4,221,  holding  that  where  action  is  to  recover  the  whole  chattel  nonjoinder  is 
pleadable  in  abatement  only;  Smoot  v.  Wathen,  8  Mo.  522  (dissenting  opinion ), 
on  affect  of  nonjoinder  of  joint  owner  in  actions  ex  delicto. 
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Splitting  causes  of  action. 

Cited  in  Webster  v.  Vandeventer,  6  Gray,  428,  holding  that  when  the  subject  of 
a  suit  is  entire  a  part  thereof  cannot  be  recovered. 
Nature  of  common  Interest  in  chattels. 

Cited  in  Gougli  v.  Bell,  24  N.  J.  L.  441,  on  right  of  cotenant  to  sue  for  share  of 
proceeds  of  common  property  sold  on  execution  against  other  cotenant. 
Extent  of  recovery  for  tort  by  one  of  Joint  sufferers. 

Cited  in  Shaw  v.  Gilbert,  111  Wis.  165,  86  N.  W.  188,  denying  right  of  sur- 
viving partner  to  recover  more  than  his  proportionate  share  for  loss  by  sale  on 
credit  due  to  false  statements  as  to  solvency,  where,  after  sale,  and  before  partner's 

3  AM.  DEC.  77,  OLIVER  v.  NEWBURYPORT  INS.  CO.  3  MASS.  S7. 
Extent  of  liability  of  insurer  where  abandoned  vessel  is  purchased  by  in- 
sured. 

Cited  in  Church  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  1  Mason,  341,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,711,  holding 
that  where  a  vessel  was  stranded  and  afterwards,  before  abandonment,  was  gotten 
off  without  material  injury  but  was  in  the  meantime  sold  by  the  master  and  pur- 
chased by  himself,  the  insurer  would  not  be  liable  for  the  entire  loss. 

Distinguished  in  Webb  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co.  6  Ohio,  466,  on  extent  of  liabil- 
ity under  agreement  of  insurer  to  repair  where  insured  might  have  abandoned, 
death,  he  purchased  his  entire  interest  for  full  value. 
Construction  of  risk  in  marine  policy. 

Cited  in  Ritchie  v.  United  States  Ins.  Co.  5  Serg.  &  R.  501,  holding  an  insurance 
of  the  ship  for  the  voyage  not  an  insurance  of  the  ship  and  the  voyage. 

S  AM.  DEC.  95,  PAUL  v.  FRAZIER.  3  MASS.  71. 
Right  of  woman  to  sue  for  seduction. 

Cited  in  Conlon  v.  Cassidy,  17  R.  I  518,  23  Atl.  100,  holding  that  a  woman 
cannot  maintain  an  action  against  her  seducer  to  recover  damages  for  the  seduc- 
tion; Dennis  v.  Clark,  2  Cush.  347,  48  A.  D.  671;  Hood  v.  Sudderth,  111  N.  C. 
215,  16  S.  £.  397  (dissenting  opinion) ;  Ingwaldson  v.  Skrivseth,  7  N.  D.  388,  75 
N.  W.  772,  on  right  of  a  female  seduced  to  sue  for  her  own  seduction;  Jordan 
v.  Hovey,  72  Mo.  574,  37  A.  R.  447,  holding  that  a  female  servant  had  no  right  of 
action  against  her  master  for  persuading  her  to  have  illicit  intercourse  with  his 
son. 

Cited  in  note  in  44  A.  D.  165,  on  right  of  female  to  sue  for  her  own  seduction. 

Distinguished  in  Weiher  v.  Meyersham,  50  Mich.  602,  16  N.  W.  160,  holding 
that  by  statute  an  injured  woman  may  sue  for  her  seduction ;  Graham  v.  Wallace* 
50  App.  Div.  101,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  372,  holding  that  a  female  ward  may  maintain 
an  action  in  her  own  behalf  on  attaining  her  majority  to  recover  damages  of  her 
personal  guardian  for  her  seduction  by  him  when  she  was  under  the  statutory  age 
of  consent. 
Right  of  action  for  breach  of  promise. 

Cited  in  Wightman  v.  Coates,  15  Mass.  1,  8  A.  D.  77,  upholding  right  of  action 
therefor. 
Seduction  as  damage  in  breach  of  marriage  promise. 

Cited  in  Conn  v.  Wilson,  2  Overt.  233,  6  A.  D.  663;  Goodall  v.  Thurm*D»  * 
Head,  209, — holding  that  plaintiff  may  give  in  aggravation  of  damages  that  si* 
was  seduced  and  got  with  child  by  the  defendant;  Tubbs  v.  Van  Kleek,  12  *JL 
446,  holding  that  seduction  if  in  consequence  of  the  promise  may  be  given  l0 
evidence  in  aggravation  of  damages ;  Hovey  v.  Page,  55  Me.  142 ;  Green  v.  Spen<*1' 
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3  Mo.  318,  26  A.  D.  672;  Whalen  v.  Layman,  2  Blackf.  194,  18  A.  D.  157;  Sauer 
v.  Schulenberg,  33  Md.  288,  3  A.  R.  174;  Coil  v.  Wallace,  24  N.  J.  L.  291;  Wells 
v.  Padgett,  8  Barb.  323;  Sherman  v.  Rawson,  102  Mass.  395;  Wrynn  v.  Downey, 
27  R.  I.  454,  114  A.  S.  R.  63,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  615,  63  Atl.  401,  8  A.  A  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
"912;  Hill  v.  Maupin,  3  Mo.  323  (dissenting  opinion) ;  Espy  v.  Jones,  37  Ala. 
-379,— on  same  point. 

Cited  in  notes  in  5  A.  D.  618,  on  damages  for  seduction;  26  A.  D.  677,  on  ad- 
missibility of  evidence  of  seduction  in  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage. 

Limited  in  Tyler  v.  Salley,  82  Me.  128,  19  Atl.  107;  Cates  v.  McKinney,  48 
Ind.  562,  17  A.  R.  768, — holding  that  evidence  of  seduction  in  an  action  for  breach 
of  promise  to  marry  where  the  complaint  contains  no  allegation  of  seduction  is 
inadmissible  to  enhance  the  damages. 

Criticized  in  Fidler  v.  McKinley,  21  111.  308,  on  right  to  introduce  evidence  of 
reduction  in  breach  of  promise  suits. 

Disapproved  in  Baldy  v.  Stratton,  11  Pa.  316;  Weaver  v.  Bachert,  2  Pa.  St. 
SO,  44  A.  D.  159;  Wrynn  v.  Downey,  27  R.  I.  454,  114  A.  S.  R.  63,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
615,  63  Atl.  401, — holding  that  in  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  to  marry  evi- 
dence of  seduction  is  not  admissible  in  aggravation  of  damages. 

3  AM.  DEO.  96,  OLIVER  v.  GREENE,  3  MASS.  133. 
Insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  Bell  v.  Western  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  5  Rob.  (La.)  423,  39  A.  D.  642. 
holding  that  insurer  who  sold  and  took  back  a  mortgage  on  a  boat  had  an  insurable 
interest  therein;  Page  v.  Western  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  19  La.  49,  holding  bill  of 
lading  to  a  cargo  sufficient  evidence  of  an  insurable  interest;  Clark  v.  Ocean  Ins. 
Co.  16  Pick.  289,  holding  charter  of  vessel  who  carried  a  cargo  for  profit  has  an 
'  insurable  interest  in  the  freight;  Cumberland  Bone  Co.  v.  Andes  Ins.  Co.  64  Me. 
466,  holding  bargainee  of  goods  who  had  advanced  the  price  to  the  seller  had  an 
insurable  interest;  Berry  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  132  N.  Y.  49,  28  A.  S.  R. 
548,  30  N.  E.  254,  holding  that  tenant  who  had  verbally  agreed  with  his  landlord 
to  keep  the  premises  insured  had  an  insurable  interest  to  the  amount  agreed  to  be 
insured;  Shaw  v.  ^Etna  Ins.  Co.  49  Mo.  578,  8  A.  R.  150,  holding  consignee  bound 
to  carry  insurance  has  insurable  interest  to  full  value;  De  Forest  v.  Fulton  F. 
Ins.  Co.  1  Hall,  94,  holding  commission  merchant  has  such  an  interest;  Huth  v. 
New  York  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  8  Bosw.  538;  Eastern  R.  Co.  v.  Relief  F.  Ins.  Co.  98  Mass. 
420, — as  illustration  of  insurable  interest;  Godall  v.  New  England  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.  25  N.  H.  169;  Ohl  v.  Eagle  Ins.  Co.  4  Mason,  390,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,473,—- 
holding  equitable  interest  may  be  an  insurable  interest;  Adams  v.  Pittsburgh 
Ins.  Co.  95  Pa.  348,  40  A.  R.  66£,  38  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  140,  11  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S. 
269,  recognizing  the  usage  or  custom  of  allowing  a  party  in  possession  of  property 
not  the  owner  to  insure  it. 

Cited  in  notes  in  20  A.  D.  515,  516,  on  insurable  interest  of  consignee  or  bailee; 
13  E.  R.  C.  276,  on  insurance  by  part  owner. 
Effect  of  concealment  by  insured. 

Cited  in  Kernochan  v.  New  York  Bowery  F.  Ins.  Co.  5  Duer,  1,  on  effect  of 
concealment  of  material  facts  on  parties'  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  note  in  6  E.  R.  C.  833,  on  effect  of  concealment  of  material  fact  as 
ground  for  rescission  of  contract  of  insurance. 
—  How  interest  may  be  stated  in  policy. 

Cited  in  Tyler  v.  jEtna  F.  Ins.  Co.  12  Wend.  507,  holding  that  a  bona  fide 
equitable  interest  may  be  insured  under  the  general  name  of  property  or  by  a 
description  of  the  thing  insured;  White  v.  Hudson  River  Ins.  Co.  7  How.  Pr.  341, 
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holding  that  while  the  policy  must  state  correctly  what  is  insured  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  particular  interest  in  the  property  be  expressed. 

3  AM.  DEC.  98,  NEWALL  y.  WRIGHT,  3  MASS.  118. 
Possessory  rights  and  remedies  of  mortgagee. 

Cited  in  Stowell  v.  Pike,  2  Me.  387,  holding  that  a  mortgagee  of  lands  may 
maintain  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit  against  a  mortgagor  in  pos- 
session who  cuts  down  growing  timber;  Wheelock  v.  Henshaw,  19  Pick.  34 lr 
holding  that  the  mortgagee  of  real  property  is  the  legal  owner  and  may  enter 
into  possession  at  any  time;  Smith  v.  Jones,  3  Gray,  517;  Southerin  v.  Mendum, 
5  N.  H.  420;  Smith  v.  Moore,  11  N.  H.  55;  Hobart  v.  Sanborn,  13  N.  H.  226,  38 
A.  D.  483;  Fletcher  v.  Chamberlin,  61  N.  H.  438;  Clark  v.  Beach,  6  Conn.  142; 
Brastow  v.  Barrett,  82  Me.  456*  19  Atl.  916;  Carroll  v.  Ballance,  26  111.  9,  79 
A.  D.  354;  Blaney  v.  Bearce,  2  Me.  132;  Doe  ex  dem.  Duval  v.  McLo9key,  1  Ala. 
708, — on  the  same  point;  Wales  v.  Mellen,  1  Gray,  512,  to  the  proposition  that 
unless  there  is  an  agreement  to  the  contrary  a  mortgagee  may  take  possession 
and  eject  the  mortgagor  before  condition  broken ;  Bean  v.  Mayo,  5  Me.  89,  holding 
that  a  mortgagee  may  bar  his  right  to  enter  into  possession  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises by  an  agreement;  McMillan  v.  Richards,  9  Cal.  365,  70  A.  D.  655,  holding  that 
on  mortgagee's  right  to  possession;  Pierce  v.  Brown,  24  Vt."l65,  holding  mort- 
gagee who  entered  as  tenant  entitled  to  say  that  afterwards  he  was  seised  as 
mortgagee  for  condition  broken. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  38  A.  D.  277,  on  right  of  mortgagee  to  collect  rents; 
38  A.  D.  485,  on  rights  of  mortgagee  in  fee  to  possession  and  use  of  premises. 

—  Accountability  for  rents  and  profits. 

Cited  in  Nugent  v.  Riley,  1  Met.  117,  35  A.  D.  355,  holding  that  mortgagee  in 
possession  accountable  upon  redemption  for  the  rents  and  profits ;  Wood  v.  Felton, 
9  Pick.  171;  Burden  v.  Thayer,  3  Met.  76,  37  A.  D.  117,— on  same  point;  Rob- 
inson v.  Robinson,  1  N.  H.  161,  holding  that  no  action  existed  whereby  a  mort- 
gagor could  recover  rents  and  profits  after  redemption  from  the  mortgagee  in 
possession;  Russell  v.  Allen,  2  Allen,  42,  holding  that  a  mortgagee  upon  giving 
notice  to  the  lessees  under  the  mortgagor  of  his  intention  to  claim  rent  from  them 
can  recover  such  rental;  Coffey  v.  Hunt,  75  Ala.  236,  holding  to  similar  effect; 
Mayo  v.  Fletcher,  14  Pick.  525,  holding  mortgagor  in  possession  by  agreement 
may  devise  the  premises  to  a  stranger  for  that  time  and  receive  rental  therefor; 
Georges  Creek  Coal  &  I.  Co.  v.  Detmold,  1  Md.  225,  to  similar  effect. 

—  Nature  of  entry  to  effect  foreclosure. 

Cited  in  Boyd  v.  Shaw,  14  Me.  58,  holding  that  there  must  be  an  actual  entry 
lawfully  made  for  the  purpose;  Mann  v.  Richardson,  21  Pick.  355,  on  entry  neces- 
sary on  condition  broken. 

—  Notice  to  bar  redemption. 

Cited  in  Scott  v.  McFarland,  13  Mass.  308,  holding  mere  claim  by  mortgagee 
of  mortgaged  premises  as  his  own  insufficient  to  affect  mortgagor's  right  to  re- 
deem; Ayres  v.  Waite,  10  Cush.  72,  holding  mortgagee  in  possession  under  a 
lease  must,  if  he  claims  to  hold  afterwards  for  the  purpose  of  foreclosure,  prove 
notice  of  his  intention  to  the  party  entitled  to  redeem;  Howard  v.  Handy,  35 
N.  H.  315,  holding  that  entering  into  possession  of  the  premises  and  declaring 
his  intention  to  foreclose  and  the  mortgagor  taking  a  lease  from  him  was  a 
sufficient  notice;  Dorkray  v.  Noble,  8  Me.  278;  Hunt  v.  Stiles,  10  N.  H.  466,— 
on  necessity  of  notice  when  entry  was  made  by  mortgagee  before  condition  brok- 
en; Bothara  v.  M'Intier,  19  Pick.  346,  on  notice  of  holding  for  condition  broken 
as  sufficient  by  statute  where  mortgagee  is  already  in  possession. 
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Foreclosure  as  satisfaction  of  debt. 

Cited  in  Draper  v.  Mann,  117  Mass.  439,  holding  foreclosure  a  satisfaction  of 
the  debt  pro  tanto  and  if  not  sufficient  an  action  remains  for  the  balance ;  Mount 
▼.  Manhattan  Co.  43  N.  J.  Eq.  25,  9  Atl.  114;  Morgan  v.  Plumb,  9  Wend.  287; 
Dooley  v.  Potter,  140  Mass.  49,  2  N.  E.  935, — to  similar  effect;  Worcester  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Thayer,  136  Mass.  459,  on  mortgagor's  liability  for  balance  due  after 
foreclosure;  Haley  v.  Bennett,  5  Port.  (Ala.)  452;  Porter  v.  Pillsbury,  36  Me. 
278  (dissenting  opinion), — on  foreclosure  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt;  Doe  ex 
dem.  Duval  v.  McLoskey,  1  Ala.  708,  on  foreclosure  and  sale  as  payment  of  the 
debt;  Hedge  v.  Holmes,  10  Pick.  380,  generally  that  where  a  bond  or  simple  con- 
tract is  secured  by  mortgage  and  the  mortgagee  enters  for  condition  broken  and 
proceeds  to  foreclose  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  taken  it  in  payment. 
Presumption  as  to  writings  of  same  date  and  subject-matter. 

Cited  in  Whitehurst  v.  Boyd,  8  Ala.  375,  presuming  they  will  constitute  but 
one  agreement  and  that  the  court  will  presume  such  priority  in  their  execution 
as  will  best  effect  the  interest  of  the  parties;  Doe  ex  dem.  Holman  v.  Crane,  16 
Ala.  570,  to  similar  effect;  Bates  v.  Bank  of  Alabama,  2  Ala.  451,  on  presump- 
tion as  to  priority  of  instruments  executed  at  the  same  time  and  relating  to 
the  same  subject-matter. 
What  is  mortgage. 

Cited  in  Porter  v.  Nelson,  4  N.  H.  130,  holding  land  put  in  pledge  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  is  mortgaged. 

3  AM.  DEC.  105,  AVERY  v.  TYRINGHAM,  3  MASS.  160. 
Power  to  appoint  or  remove  minister  or  church  officer. 

Cited  in  Children  of  Israel  v.  Peres,  2  Coldw.  620,  holding  that  minister  em- 
ployed for  a  given  time  cannot  be  arbitrarily  discharged  though  he  may  be  for 
good  cause;  Peckham  v.  North  Parish,  16  Pick.  274,  on  disability  of  parish  to  dis- 
solve contract  at  pleasure  without  cause;  Sheldon  v.  Congregational  Parish,  24 
Pick.  281,  holding  settlement  of  a  minister  over  a  Congregational  church  and 
society  without  any  limitations  is  a  contract  for  life  determinable  only  in  the 
manner  established  by  law;  Connitt  v.  Reformed  Protestant  Dutch  Church,  4 
Lans.  339,  on  right  to  remove  minister  of  religious  corporation  from  office;  Rob- 
ertson v.  Bullions,  9  Barb.  64,  on  the  right  to  remove  officer  of  religious  corpora- 
tion; Holt  v.  Downs,  58  N.  H.  170,  on  right  of  society  to  elect  their  ministers. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  38  L.R.A.  687,  on  binding  effect  of  contract  for 
services  of  pastor. 

—  Grounds  for  removal. 

Cited  in  Sheldon  v.  Congregational  Parish,  24  Pick.  281,  on  charges  of  mis- 
conduct warranting  discharge  of  minister;  Chaddock  v.  Briggs,  13  Mass.  248, 
7  A.  D.  137,  on  charge  of  intemperance  as  one  for  which  a  minister  might  be 
discharged;  Children  of  Israel  v.  Peres,  2  Coldw.  620,  holding  it  question  of  fact 
whether  cause  existed. 

—  Notice  or  vote  of  dismissal. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Catholic  Cong.  Soc.  5  Pick.  469,  rejecting  evidence  of 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  which  was  not  made  the  ground  of  charge 
against  him  in  the  vote  of  dismissal;   Whitmore  v.  Fourth  Cong.  Soc.  2  Gray, 
306,  to  similar  effect. 
Right  to  remove  officers. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Finlay  v.  Jewett,  6  Cal.  29^,  holding  that  governor 
could  not  remove  notary  from  office  before  the  expiration  of  his  full  term;  Ex 
parte  Hennen,  13  Pet.  230,  10  L.  ed.  138,  holding  that  officer  holds  at  the  will 
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of  either  party  and  incumbency  may  be  terminated  at  the  will  of  the  appointing 
power;  People  ex  rel.  Cline  v.  Robb,  126  N.  Y.  180,  27  N.  E.  267,  holding  that 
where  the  power  of  appointment  to  an  office  is  conferred  in  general  terms  and  the 
term  is  not  fixed  by  the  constitution  or  statute  the  office  is  held  only  during  the 
pleasure  of  the  appointing  power;  Perkins  v.  United  States,  20  Ct  CI.  438,  on 
implied  power  of  removal  incident  to  the  right  to  appoint ;  Standeford  v.  Wingate, 

2  Duv.  440  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  right  of  the  legislature  to  abolish  a 
public  office;  Coogan  v.  State,  1  S.  C.  N.  S.  468,  holding  that  legislature  might 
abolish  public  offices;  Freeman  v.  Bourne,  170  Mass.  289,  39  L.R.A.  510,  49 
N.  E.  435,  on  power  to  dismiss  officers  holding  for  fixed  terms  in  case  of  mis- 
behavior; Freeman  v.  Bourne,  170  Mass.  289,  39  L.R.A.  610,  49  N.  E.  435, 
holding  indictment  and  conviction  of  school  superintendent  for  adultery  though 
reversed  ground  for  dismissal  from  employment. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  L.R.A.  96,  on  right  to  remove  officers  summarily. 
Right  of  discharged  employee  to  recover  for  services. 

Cited  in  note  in  24  L.R.A.  232,  on  effect  of  part  performance  of  contract  for 
services  on  right  to  wages  on  discharge  without  cause. 
Averment  of  "promise"  in  assumpsit. 

Cited  in  Burton  v.  Hansford,  10  W.  Va.  470,  27  A.  R.  671,  holding  that  dis- 
cussing the  necessary  words  of  averment  of  assumpsit;  Sinsheimer  v.  William 
Skinner  Mfg.  Co.  64  111.  App.  151,  refusing  to  set  aside  verdict  in  assumpsit 
for  failure  to  specially  allege  a  promise  to  pay  where  one  might  be  properly  implied 
from  the  allegations;  Nott  v.  Johnson,  7  Ohio  St.  270,  holding  to  same  effect; 
Candler  v.  Rossiter,  10  Wend.  487;  Holt  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Arthur 
Jordan  Co.  25  Ind.  App.  314,  67  N.  E.  575;  Robinson  v.  Welty,  40  W.  Va.  385, 
22  S.  E.  73, — on  necessity  of  averring  promise  either  expressly  or  impliedly. 
Ecclesiastical  courts. 

Cited  in  Stearns  v.  First  Parish,  21  Pick.  114,  discussing  the  nature  of  a  de- 
cision of  an  ecclesiastical  court;  Meeting  House  v.  Pierpont,  7  Met.  495,  on  the 
conclusiveness  of  the  decrees  of  an  ecclesiastical  council;  Re  St.  Mary's  Church, 
7  Serg.  &  R.  517,  on  rights  of  civil  tribunal  to  inquire  into  religious  dissen- 
sions. 
Meaning  of  "teacher." 

Cited  in  Baker  v.  Fales,  16  Mass.  488,  discussing  the  use  of  the  word  "teach- 
er" as  synonymous  with  "minister  of  the  gospel." 

3  AM.  DEC.  122,  BOYNTON  V.  KELLOGG,  3  MASS.  189. 
Admissibility  of  woman's  character  in  breach  of  promise  case. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Andrews,  7  Wend.  142,  holding  plaintiff's  indecent  con- 
duct at  least  grounds  for  mitigation  of  damages;  Johnson  v.  Jenkins,  24  N. 
Y.  252  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  to  show  bad  character  of  plaintiff  in 
mitigation  of  damages;  Butler  v.  Eschleman,  18  111.  44,  holding  that  defendant 
may  show  the  bad  character  of  plaintiff,  if  at  the  time  of  the  promise  it  was 
unknown  to  him,  in  either  bar  of  the  action  or  in  mitigation  of  damages;  But- 
ton v.  McCauley,  38  Barb.  413,  holding  that  evidence  that  plaintiff  drank  to  ex- 
cess alone  was  not  admissible  in  a  breach  of  promise  suit  in  mitigation  of  dam- 
ages; Coolidge  v.  Neat,  129  Mass.  146,  on  rules  of  damages  in  breach  of  promise 
suits. . 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  44  A.  D.  444,  on  action  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage  and  damages  therefor;  44  A.  D.  179,  on  evidence  of  plaintiff's  charac- 
ter in  action  for  breach  of. promise;  1  A.  D.  105,  on  evidence  aa  to  previous  char- 
acter in  breach  of  promise  suit. 
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Cited  in  note  in  14  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  748,  on  evidence  of  specific  instances  to 
prove  character  in  action  for  breach  of  promise  to  marry. 

—  Unchastity  as  defense  or  mitigation. 

Cited  in  Bowman  v.  Bowman,  153  Ind.  498,  55  N.  E.  422,  holding  that  in  a 
suit  for  breach  of  contract  of  marriage  a  plea  of  previous  unchastity  of  the 
plaintiff  must  aver  that  such  fact  was  not  known  to  defendant  when  he  prom- 
ised to  marry  her;  Espy  v.  Jones,  37  Ala.  379,  holding  that  the  fact  that 
plaintiff  had  committed  fornication  with  the  defendant  prior  to  his  promise  to 
marry  the  plaintiff  was  not  admissible  in  mitigation  of  damages;  Van  Storch  v. 
Criffin,  71  Pa.  240,  1  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  612,  29  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  349,  holding 
evidence  of  the  general  bad  character  of  the  plaintiff  for  chastity  previous  to 
promise  admissible  in  mitigation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  26  A.  D.  678,  on  evidence  of  plaintiff's  want  of  chastity 
or  immoral  conduct  in  mitigation  of  damages  for  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage; 26  L.R.A.  431,  on  effect  of  fraudulent  concealment  of  want  of  chastity  to 
avoid  promise  of  marriage. 

—  Admissibility  of  fact  of  seduction  by  defendant. 

Cited  in  Whalen  v.  Layman,  2  Blackf.  194,  18  A.  D.  157,  holding  that  plaintiff 
may  introduce  evidence  of  seduction;  Filer  v.  McKinley,  21  111.  308,  on  right 
to  introduce  evidence  of  seduction  in  aggravation  of  damages  in  a  breach  of 
promise  suit;  Coil  v.  Wallace,  24  N.  J.  L.  291,  holding  seduction  aggravates 
damages  for  breach  of  promise. 

Cited  in  note  in  26  A.  D.  677,  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  seduction  in  action 
for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage. 

Distinguished  in  Wrynn  v.  Downey,  27  R.  I.  454,  114  A.  S.  R.  63,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
615,  63  Atl.  401,  holding  that  in  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  to  marry 
evidence  of  seduction  is  not  admissible  in  aggravation  of  damages. 

Limited  in  Cates  v.  McKinney,  48  Ind.  562,  17  A.  R.  768,  holding  that  in  order 
to  admit  evidence  of  seduction  the  complaint  must  contain  allegations  thereof. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  of  character. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Curtis,  158  Mass.  127,  35  A.  S.  R.  469,  32  N.  E.  1039,  hold- 
ing that  in  an  action  for  an  attempted  indecent  assault  it  was  not  competent  to 
allow  evidence  charging  the  woman  with  previously  making  false  charges  of  assault 
to  extort  money;  Snow  v*  Grace,  29  Ark.  131;  Gaines  v.  Relf,  12  How.  472,  13 
L.  ed.  1071  (dissenting  opinion), — on  the  right  to  impeach  a  witness  on  account 
of  want  of  moral  character;  State  v.  Meadows,  18  W.  Va.  658,  to  the  proposition 
that  general  reputation  is  public  opinion;  State  v.  Forshner,  43  N.  H.  89,  80 
A.  D.  132,  holding  upon  a  trial  for  rape  that  the  previous  bad  character  of  the 
prosecutrix  might  be  shown. 

Cited  in  note  in  41  £.  ed.  U.  S.  470,  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  character. 

—  In  mitigation  of  damages  generally. 

Cited  in  Bennett  v.  Smith,  21  Barb.  439,  holding-  that  evidence  of  the  general 
bad  character  of  the  plaintiff  was  admissible  in  mitigation  of  damages  in  an 
action  against  wife's  parents  for  the  enticing  away  of  wife;  Torre  v.  Summers,  2 
Nott  &  M'C.  267,  10  A.  D.  597,  holding  that  in  criminal  conversation  the  mis- 
conduct of  the  wife  before  her  seduction  by  the  defendant  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence. 

Cited  in  note  in  17  A.  D.  498,  on  evidence  of  plaintiff's  misconduct  in  mitiga- 
tion. 
Acts  of  other  party  mitigating  damages. 

Cited  in  Rob i son  v.  Rupert,  23  Pa.  523,  holding  evidence  that  act  of  trespass 
was  under  great  provocation  admissible  in  mitigation. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


3  AM.  DEC]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONa  26* 

Joinder  of  causes  of  action. 

Cited  in  Gunder  v.  Tibbits,  163  Ind.  591,  55  N.  E.  762,  on  the  right  to  join 
various  connected  acts  in  one  cause  of  action. 

3  AM.  DEC.   124,  FIRST  MASSACHUSETTS  TURNP.  CORP.  ▼.  FIELD, 

3  MASS.  201. 
Fraud  or  concealment  suspending  limitation  of  actions. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  Sherwood  v.  Sutton,  5  Mason,  143,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,782;  Reynolds  v.  Hennessy,  17  R.  I.  169,  23  Atl.  639, — holding  fraudulent 
concealment  a  good  replication  to  a  plea  of  the  statute. 

Cited  in  District  Twp.  v.  French,  40  Iowa,  601;  Harrisburg  Bank  v.  Forster, 
8  Watts,  12, — holding  that  fraud  may  successfully  be  replied  to  the  statute  of 
limitations;  Marsden  v.  Marsden,  15  Phila.  80,  39  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  148,  holding 
that  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  may  be  avoided  by  proof  of  fraud 
in  the  defendant  which  has  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  asserting  his  rights; 
Tyler  v.  Angevine,  15  Blatchf.  536,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,306,  applying  rule  in  action 
by  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy;  Way  v.  Cutting,  20  N.  H.  187;  Vigus  ▼.  CBannon, 
118  111.  334,  8  N.  E.  778;  Phalen  v.  Clark,  19  Conn.  421,  50  A.  D.  253;  Wear  v. 
Skinner,  46  Md.  257,  24  A.  R.  517;  Kane  v.  Cook,  8  Cal.  449,— on  denial  of  the 
plea  to  party  who  by  fraudulent  concealment  has  delayed  the  assertion  of  a  right; 
Mayne  v.  Griswold,  3  Sandf.  463,  on  fraud  as  preventing  bar  of  limitations; 
Deake's  Appeal,  80  Me.  50,  12  Atl.  790,  same  where  a  will  had  been  fraudulently 
concealed  by  a  person  interested  in  its  nonproduction ;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R 
Co.  v.  Atchison  Grain  Co.  68  Kan.  585,  75  Pac.  1051  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Bishop 
v.  Little,  3  Me.  405, — on  right  to  avoid  the  statute  on  ground  of  fraudulent  con- 
cealment; Snodgrass  v.  Branch  Bank,  25  Ala.  161,  60  A.  D.  505,  holding  that 
possession  of  slaves  by  a  fraudulent  vendee  gave  him  no  title  under  the  statute 
of  limitations  as  against  a  creditor  of  the  vendor  who  could  not  by  reasonable 
diligence  have  discovered  the  fraud;  Meyer  v.  Quartermous,  28  Ark.  45,  holding 
that  fraudulent  concealment  by  intestate  may  be  shown  in  answer  to  the  plea  of 
limitations  by  an  administrator;  Lieberman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  2  Penn.  (Del.) 
416,  82  A.  S.  R.  414,  48  L.R.A.  514,  45  Atl.  901,  8  Del.  Ch.  531,  holding  the 
statute  tolled  as  against  sureties  of  a  defaulting  bank  officer;  *Engel  v.  Fischer, 
19  Jones  &  S.  71,  holding  that  debtor  concealing  himself  to  defraud  creditors 
could  not  plead  the  statute;  Homer  v.  Fish,  1  Pick.  435,  11  A.  D.  218,  upholding 
reply  to  plea  of  statute  of  limitations  in  action  of  the  case  for  fraud  that  plaintiff 
did  not  discover  the  fraud  till  within  six  years. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  17  A.  D.  813,  on  conclusiveness  of  statutes  of 
limitations  on  courts  of  equity;  5  A.  D.  691,  on  application  of  statute  of  limita- 
tions in  cases  of  fraud;  22  A.  D.  435;  34  A.  S.  R.  85, — on  running  of  limita- 
tions in  case  of  fraudulent  concealment  of  cause  of  action;  36  A.  D.  107,  on 
ignorance  of  fraud  preventing  running  of  limitations;  11  A.  D.  222,  on  aver- 
ment of  ignorance  of  fraud  where  statute  of  limitation  pleaded. 

Cited  in  notes  in  23  A.  D.  755,  on  limitations  in  equity;  51  A.  D.  583,  on 
statute  of  limitation  in  case  of  fraud;  25  L.R.A.  567,  on  how  far  statutes  of 
limitation  will  be  regarded  as  having  abrogated  the  maxim  that  one  cannot  profit 
by  his  own  wrong;  27  A.  D.  503,  as  to  when  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run 
in  case  of  fraudulent  concealment  of  cause  of  action;  60  A.  D.  513,  on  fraud  at 
law  as  preventing  operation  of  statute  of  limitations;  16  E.  R.  C.  259;  16  E. 
R.  C.  376, — on  concealed  fraud  as  defeating  running  of  statute  of  limitations. 

Disapproved  in  Dozier  v.  Ellis,  28  Miss.  730,  holding  it  not  a  sufficient  an- 
swer to  the  plea  that  the  action  had  been  commenced  within  three  years  after 
the  discovery  of  the  fraud. 
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—Actions  based  on  the  fraud. 

Cited  in  Bailey  v.  Glover,  21  Wall.  342,  22  L.  ed.  636,  holding  that  where  an 
■action  is  intended  to  obtain  redress  against  a  fraud  concealed  by  the  party  or 
-which  from  its  nature  remains  secret,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  com- 
mence to  run  until  the  fraud  is  discovered;  Carr  v.  Hilton,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  230, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,436,  holding  that  the  cause  of  action  for  fraud  does  not  accrue 
-so  as  to  be  barred  by  the  statute  until  the  fraud  is  discovered;  Bates  v.  Preble, 
151  U.  S.  149,  38  L.  ed.  106,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  277,  holding  in  an  action  of 
tort  grounded  on  fraud  of  the  defendant  that  if  the  fraud  was  not  secret  in  its 
nature  there  must  be  some  positive  act  of  concealment;  Gerry  v.  Dunham,  57 
Me.  334,  holding  wilful  perjury  not  only  a  cause  of  action  but  also  a  fraudulent* 
•concealment  of  it;  Harrell  v.  Kelly,  2  M'Cord,  L.  426,  holding  that  when  a  per- 
son obtained  money  fraudulently  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  commence 
to  run  until  discovery;  Wolkins  v.  Knight,  134  Mich.  347,  96  N.  W.  445,  ap- 
plying rule  where  debtor  misrepresented  state  of  accounts  to  creditor's  adminis- 
trator. 

—  What  constitutes  fraud. 

Cited  in  Simmons  v.  Baynard,  30  Fed.  532,  holding  concealment  a  necessary 
element  of  the  fraud;  Bowman  v.  Sanborn,  18  N.  H.  205,  holding  fraudulent 
representation  respecting  facts  which  give  the  other  party  a  cause  of  action  or 
fraudulent  concealment  of  facts  sufficient  to  put  the  statute  of  limitations  in 
operation;  Atlantic  Nat.  Bank  v.  Harris,  118  Mass.  147,  holding  concealment 
by  a  bank  president  of  his  failure  to  pay. a  debt  with  money  intrusted  to  him  for 
that  purpose  by  the  bank  was  a  fraudulent  concealment;  Smith  v.  Newby,  13 
Mo.  159,  adhering  to  statutory  definition  of  circumstances  under  which  fraudulent 
•concealment  would  toll  the  statute. 

Distinguished  in  Nudd  v.  Hamblin,  8  Allen,  130,  holding  that  the  omission  to 
disclose  a  trespass,  there  being  no  fiduciary  relationship  was  not  such  a  fraud- 
ulent concealment  of  the  cause  of  action  as  would  operate  to  take  it  out  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations;  McDonald  v.  Daniels,  58  Wis.  426,  17  N.  \#.  11,  holding  a 
truthful  affidavit  by  one  not  qualified  to  make  it  was  not  a  fraud  because  not  a 
concealment;  Dee  v.  Hyland,  3  Utah,  308,  3  Pac.  388,  holding  that  limitations  be- 
gan to  run  against  claim  and  delivery  for  personal  property  from  the  time  of 
the  commission  of  the  wrongful  act  in  absence  of  fraud  or  concealment  by  the 
possessor;  Andrews  v.  Dole,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  373,  where  there  was  a  want  of  due 
diligence  in  discovering  the  fraud;  Rice  v.  Burt,  4  Cush.  208,  holding  that  the 
fraudulent  concealment  of  property  by  an  insolvent  debtor,  which  if  known 
would  have  allowed  the  creditor  to  avoid  the  debtor's  discharge  was  not  a 
concealment  of  cause  of  action  so  as  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute. 

—  Distinction  between  legal  and  equitable  actions. 

Cited  in  McKneely  v.  Terry,  61  Ark.  527,  33  S.  W.  953;  Bank  of  United  States 
v.  Biddle,  2  Par.  Sel.  Eq.  Cas.  31, — holding  rule  alike  in  law  and  equity;  O'Dell 
v.  Burnham,  61  Wis.  562,  21  N.  W.  635;  Dorsey  Mach.  Co.  v.  McCaffrey,  139 
Ind.  545,  47  A.  8.  R.  290,  38  N.  E.  208,— holding  that  in  suits  of  equity  when 
one  has  been  injured  by  the  fraud  of  another,  the  statute  does  not  run  until 
the  discovery  of  the  fraud;  Fisher  v.  Tuller,  122  Ind.  31,  23  N.  E.  523,  on  equi- 
table origin  of  rule;  Wear  v.  Skinner,  46  Md.  257,  24  A.  R.  517,  holding  that 
under  statute  only  fraud  may  be  replied  to  the  plea  of  limitations  in  action  at 
law;  Longworth  v.  Hunt,  11  Ohio  St.  194,  holding  by  analogy  that  laches  im- 
putable only  from  discovery  of  fraud. 

Distinguished  in  Clarke  v.  Reeder,  1  Speers,  L.  398,  holding  fraudulent  con- 
cealment immaterial  in  trover. 
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Disapproved  in  Campbell  v.  Vining,  23  111.  525,  holding  fraud  does  not  suspend 
statute  as  to  legal  actions  being  not  excepted  by  the  statute. 

—  In  actions  of  assumpsit. 

Disapproved  in  Somerset  County  v.  Veghte,  44  N.  J.  L.  509;     Troup  v.  Smith, 
20  Johns.  33, — holding  defence  of  fraudulent  concealment  not  proper  as  against 
a  plea  of  the  statute  in  assumpsit. 
Fraud  as  avoiding  statutory  rights. 

Cited  in  Encking  v.  Simmons,  28  Wis.  272,  holding  by  analogy  that  a  fraud- 
ulent foreclosure  could  be  avoided  when  discovered. 

3  AM.  DEC.  129,  RICE  v.  STEARNS,  3  MASS.*  225. 
Restrictive  or  special  indorsements  of  paper. 

Cited  in  Freeman's  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Tube  Works  Co.  151  Mass.  413,  21 
A.  S.  R.  461,  8  L.R.A.  42,  24  N.  E.  779,  holding  that  indorsement  on  draft  "we 
enter  for  collection  to  be  used  when  paid"  was  restrictive. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  44  A.  D.  626,  on  transfer  of  property  in  note  by 
special  indorsement  without  impairment  of  negotiable  quality;  53  A.  D.  325,  on 
effect  upon  negotiability  of  omission  of  words  "or  order"  in  indorsement  of  ne- 
gotiable note;  77  A.  D.  103,  on  sufficiency  of  indorsement  to  transfer  property 
in  note  without  impairing  its  negotiability;  55  A.  S.  R.  869,  on  provisions  in 
indorsement  not  affecting  negotiability. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  L.R.A.  371,  on  indorsement  and  transfer  of  commercial 
paper  without  recourse. 

—  Effect  of  special  indorsement. 

Cited  in  Evans  v.  Freeman,  142  N.  C.  61,  54  S.  E.  847,  holding  that  qualified 
indorsement  did  not  impair  negotiability;  Woodworth  v.  Bank  of  America,  19 
Johns.  391,  holding  that  negotiability  might  be  restrained  and  responsibility  of 
indorser  limited  by  special  indorsement;  Watson  v.  Chesire,  18  Iowa,  202,  87 
A.  D.  382,  holding  that  proper  action  against  indorser  without  *  recourse  who 
has  been  guilty  of  fraud  in  assigning  note  is  for  the  consideration  or  its  value  for, 
the  fraud  practiced;  Babcock  v.  Beman,  11  N.  Y.  200,  holding  officer  of  cor- 
poration not  personally  liable  for  note  indorsed  by  him  in  his  official  capacity  on 
behalf  of  corporation;  Mott  v.  Hicks,  1  Cow.  513,  13  A.  D.  550,  holding  that 
indorsement  by  "J.  H.,  agent"  not  binding  on  indorser  personally ;  Lee  v.  Chilli- 
cothe  Branch  Bank,  1  Biss.  325,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,187;  Lee  v.  Chillicothe  Branch 
Bank,  1  Bond,  387,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,186, — holding  that  an  indorsement  "credit 
my  account"  is  not  an  assignment  of  the  security,  but  only  an  authority  to  re- 
ceive the  money;  Underbill  v.  Gibson,  2  N.  H.  352,  9  A.  D.  82,  on  question  of 
liability  of  agent  of  corporation  as  indorser  of  paper  for  corporation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  46  A.  D.  182,  on  effect  of  omission  of  words  "or  his  order" 
in   indorsement  of  negotiable   instrument;    87  A.   D.   389,   390,  on  effect  of  in- 
dorsement "without  recourse." 
Nature  of  promise  by  maker. 

Cited  in  Chickering  v.  Greenleaf,  6  N.  H.  51,  holding  that  the  words  "out  of 
any  property  I  may  possess"  were  not  intended  as  qualification  of  the  promise 
to  pay,  but  a  reservation  collateral  to  the  promise. 
Competency  of  indorser  as  witness  for  indorsee. 

Cited  in  Barretto  v.  Snowden,  5  Wend.  181,  holding  indorser  not  made  liable 
by  notice  of  dishonor  of  note  competent  witness  to  show  note  not  usurious; 
Epler  v.  Funk,  8  Pa.  468,  holding  indorser  when  released  by  indorsee  a  com* 
petent  witness  to  enforce  payment  of  note;  Bank  of  St.  Clairsville  v.  Glasener, 
Tappan  (Ohio)  247,  holding  indorser  not  competent  witness  to  prove  handwriting 
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of  maker  in  suit  by  indorser  against  maker  unless  released;  Kennon  v.  M'Rea, 

2  Port.  (Ala.)  389,  holding  indorser  incompetent  in  respect  to  his  interest  as 
witness  in  favor  of  subsequent  indorsee  to  charge  any  party  to  the  instrument 
whose  liability  is  anterior  to  his  own;  Goodwin  v.  Chadwick,  35  Me.  193,  hold- 
ing that  if  indorser  is  not  interested  he  may  testify  to  original  execution  and 
validity  of  note;  Strang  v.  Wilson,  Morris  (Iowa)  84,  holding  indorser  without 
recourse  competent;  Cowles  v.  Harts,  3  Conn.  516;  Bank  of  Alexandria  v. 
Clarke,  2  Cranch,  C.  C.  464,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  844;  Howe  v.  Thompson,  11  Me.  152,— 
holding  same  to  prove  a  new  promise  within  six  years;  Abbott  v.  Mitchell, 
18  Me.  354,  holding  that  indorser  without  recourse  competent  witness  to  prove 
alteration  of  note;  Reid  v.  Geoghehan,  1  Miles  (Pa.)  204,  as  to  competency  of 
indorser  of  bill  of  exchange  to  prove  handwriting  of  drawer. 

3  AM.  DEC.  131,  POND  v.  NEGUS,  3  MASS.  230. 
Mandatory  and  directory  statutes. 

Cited  in  Dawson  v.  People,  25  N.  Y.  399;  Gale  v.  Mead,  2  Denio,  1G0;  Payne 
v.  Fresco,  17  W.  N.  C.  502,  18  Phila.  637,  43  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  226,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
562,  4  Kulp,  25;  Mullins  v.  McKeel,  109*  Ky.  539,  59  S.  W.  849;  Kingston 
v.  Terry,  24  Misc.  616,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  652;  Spencer's  Appeal,  78  Conn.  301, 
61  Atl.  1010;  Lowell  v.  Hadley,  8  Met.  180;  Williams  v.  Lunenburg  School 
Dist.  No.  1,  21  Pick.  75,  32  A.  D.  243;  Stimson  v.  Higgins,  16  Barb.  658,  9  How. 
Pr.  86;  Johnson  v.  Dole,  3  N.  H.  328;  Birmingham  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  State, 
120  Ala.  403,  25  So.  52;  Wampler  v.  State,  148  Ind.  557,  38  L.R.A.  829,  47  N. 
E.  1068;  State  v.  Perry,  28  Minn.  455,  10  N.  W.  778;  Fanning  v.  Com.  120 
Mass.  388;  Carpenter  v.  Willet,  1  Keyes,  510;  Kennedy  v.  Oregon  Short  Line 
R.  Co.  18  Utah,  325,  54  Pac.  988;  Hiil  v.  Draper,  10  Barb.  454;  State  ex  rel. 
Hamilton  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  113  Mo.  297,  21  S.  W.  14;  Stevenson  v. 
New  York,  1  Hun,  51;  Looney  v.  Hughes,  30  Barb.  605;  Randall  v.  Conway,  63 
N.  H.  513,  3  Atl.  635;  School  Dist.  No.  3  v.  Greenfield.  64  N.  H.  84,  6  Atl. 
484;  State  ex  rel.  Miller  v.  Buchanan,  24  W.  Va.  362;  Woolridge  v.  M'Kenna, 
8  Fed.  650;  Whittier  v.  Way,  6  Allen,  288;  People  v.  Cook,  14  Barb.  259; 
Dishon  v.  Smith,  10  Iowa,  212;  Hill  v.  Wolfe,  28  Iowa,  577;  Abbott  v.  Sartori,  57 
Iowa,  656,  11  N.  W.  626;  State  ex  rel.  Webster  v.  Baltimore  County,  29  Md.  516; 
Walker  v.  Chapman,  22  Ala.  116;  Fraser  v.  Willey,  2  Fla.  116;  Sackett  v. 
State,  74  Ind.  486;  Barnes  v.  Badger,  41  Barb.  98;  Juliand  v.  Rathbone,  39 
Barb.  97;  State  v.  Smith,  67  Me.  328, — holding  statutes  fixing  time  for  per- 
formance of  any  act  directory  unless  some  time  is  fixed  after  which  the  act 
cannot  be  performed;  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wood,  115  Mich.  444,  74 
N.  W.  656,  holding  that  use  of  negative  words  in  a  statute  is  ordinarily  indica- 
tive of  a  legislative  intent  to  make  the  provision  mandatory;  Russell  v.  Hub- 
bard, 6  Barb.  654,  holding  that  a  statute  did  not  intend  to  prescribe  a  form  for 
warrants  of  commitment  and  that  warrant  which  would  be  good  at  common 
law  is  valid  under  the  statute;  Wheeler  v.  Chicago.  24  III.  105,  76  A.  D.  736, 
holding  that  the  word  "shall"  in  a  statute  may  "be  held  to  be  used,  as  directory 
merely,  when  no  advantage  is  lost,  no  right  destroyed,  or  benefit  sacrificed 
by  such  a  construction;  Veazie  v.  Mayo,  45  Me.  560,  holding  recording  of 
highway  proceedings  directory. 

Cited   in  notes   in  27   A.   D.    109.  as  to  when   provisions  of   statute   will   be 
deemed  directory;    12  L.R.A.  358,  as  to  whether  statute  fixing  time  for  doing 
an  act  is  directory  or  mandatory. 
Time  for  assessment  of  tax. 

Cited  in  Pensacola  v.   Bell,  22   Fla.   469,  holding  failure  of  city  assessor  to 
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complete   assessment*  roll  during  year   for   which    taxes   were   levied,   does  not 
defeat  collection  of  such  taxes. 

Distinguished  in  Eames  v.  Johnson,  4  Allen,  382,  holding  that  highway  tax 
cannot  be  assessed  after  the  term  in  which  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  assessor 
to  assess  it. 
Reassessment  for  taxes  after  Invalid  assessment. 

Cited  in  Soule  v.  Seattle,  6  Wash.  315,  33  Pac  384;  Himmelman  v.  Cofran, 
36  Cal.  411, — holding  an  abortive  attempt  to  make  a  valid  street  assessment  does 
not  exhaust  the  power  of  the  proper  authority;  Boody  v.  Watson,  64  N.  E 
162,  9  Atl.  794,  as  to  whether  an  illegal  assessment  can  be  obviated  by  new 
levy. 

Distinguished  in  Eddy  v.   Wilson,  43  Vt.  362,  holding  issuance  of  one  rate 
bill,  whether  valid  or  invalid  does  not  exhaust  the  power  of  taxing  body. 
—  After  valid  assessment. 

Cited  in  Woodbridge  v.  Cambridge,  114  Mass.  485;  Oakham  v.  Hall,  112*  Mass. 
535, — holding  that  when  the  original  assessment  is  valid  reassessment  is  void; 
Inglee  v.  Bosworth,  5  Pick.  498,  16  A.  D.  419,  holding  assessment  against  some 
individuals  who  are  not  liable  to  the  tax  does  not  vitiate  the  tax  as  to  those  who 
are  liable  and  a  second  assessment  made  for  purpose  of  rectifying  the  error  is 
void. 
Liability  for  enforcing  invalid  tax. 

Cited  in  Joyner  v.  School  Dist.  No.  3,  3  Cush.  567,  holding  that  assessors 
would  be  personally   liable  for  collecting  taxes  by  distress  where  the  vote  of 
the  tax  was  never  legally  certified. 
Power  to  rescind  official  action. 

Cited  in  Mitchell  County  v.  Horton,  75  Iowa,  271,  39  N.  W.  394,  holding  board 
of  supervisors  may  rescind  action  taken  for  building  of  a  bridge;  Sawyer  v.  Man- 
chester &  R.  R.  Co.  62  N.  H.  135,  13  A.  S.  R.  541,  holding  that  a  vote  passed  by  a 
town  cannot  be  amended  to  the  injury  of  one  who  relying  upon  it  in  good  faith  has 
acquired  rights  \inder  it. 
Judicial  investigation  of  election. 

Cited  in  Wells  v.  Taylor,  5  Mont  202,  3  Pac.  255,  holding  that  irregularities 
did  not  invalidate  an  election. 

3  AM.  DEC.  134,  LEE  v.  BOARDMAN,  3  MASS.  238. 
What  is  a  total  loss. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  22  A.  D.  141,  as  to  when  loss  is  total. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  L.  ed.  U.  S.  217,  on  what  is  a  total  loss  within  marine 
insurance  policy. 
'—Capture  of  insured  vessel  as. 

Cited  in  Holbrook  v.  United  States,  21  Ct.  CI.  434.  holding  that  capture  of  a 
neutral  vessel  upon  high  seas,  especially  when  followed  by  confiscation,  amounts 
to  a  total  loss  and  abandonment;  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Edmond  &  Co.  17 
Gratt.  138,  holding  that  insurer  liable  on  policy  for  vessel  captured  by  enemy 
during  war  though  when  the  policy  was  issued  no  war  existed. 
Time  of  determining  total  lose. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  3  A.  D.  712,  on  time  of  determining  total  loss. 

Cited  in  notes  in  1  E.  R.  C.  19,  on  effect  of  restoration  of  captured  ship 
after  abandonment  on  liability  of  insurer;  1  E.  R.  C.  130,  on  necessity  that 
constructive  total  loss  of  vessel  continue  till  time  of  abandonment. 
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3  AM.  DEC.  141,  TAYIiORv.  LOWEIX,  3  MASS.  331. 
Liability  or  right  as  to  premium  on  voidable  risk. 

Cited  in  Hutchins  v.  Ford,  82  Me.  363,  19  Atl.  832;  Dodge  v.  Boston  Marine 
Ins.  Co.  85  Me.  215,  27  Atl.  105, — holding  that  if  vessel  is  not  seaworthy,  the 
insurance  does  not  attach,  and  the  premium  paid  therefore  may  be  recovered 
back  as  money  paid  without  consideration;  Commonwealth  Ins.  Co.  v.  Whitney, 

1  Met.  21,  holding  that  a  note  given  for  a  premium  of  insurance  cannot  be 
recovered,  if  the  vessel  insured  were  unseaworthy  at  the  time  the  risk  would  have 
commenced;  Leonard  v.  Washburn,  100  Mass.  251,  holding  that  the  existence 
of  an  avoiding  condition  was  not  sufficient  to  permit  recovery  of  a  premium 
by  the  insured  in  a  life  policy. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  E.  R.  C.  520,  on  return  of  premium  when  policy  does  not 
attach. 

Warranty  of  seaworthiness  in  marine  insurance. 

Cited  in  Marine  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burnett,  29  Tex.  433,  holding  that  in  ordinary 
marine  insurance  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the  vessel  is  seaworthy; 
Merchants'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Clapp,  11  Pick.  56,  holding  policy  void  in  the  beginning 
for  want  of  seaworthiness,  will  attach  by  the  vessel  afterward  being  made 
seaworthy;  Rogers  v.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  14  Jones  &  S.  65,  as  to  warranty  of 
seaworthiness;  The  Gentlemen,  Olcott,  110,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,324,  holding  it  a 
breach  of  warranty  of  seaworthiness  for  vessel  to  leave  port  with  inadequate 
crew. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  D.  165,  on  implied  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness. 

Cited  in  notes  in  33  A.  D.  37,  on  seaworthiness;  14  E.  R.  C.  67,  on  im- 
plied warranty  of  seaworthiness;  58  A.  D.  672,  on  waiver  of  modification  of 
warranty  of  seaworthiness  by  parties  to  insurance;  58  A.  D.  673,  on  distinc- 
tion between  portworthy  and  seaworthy. 

—  In  cargo  insurance. 

Cited  in  McDowell  v.  General  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  7  La.  Ann.  684,  56  A.  D.  619, 
holding  that  warranty  of  seaworthiness  applies  to  insurance  effected  by  owner 
of  goods. 
Attaching  of  risk  under  marine  insurance. 

Cited  in  Worthington  v.  Bearse,  12  Allen,  382,  90  A.  D.  152,  holding  that 
policy  to  mortgagor  before  his  agreement  of  sale  of  the  vessel  will  be  valid 
to  cover  loss  of  vessel  after  reconveyance  of  title  to  him;  Cobb  v.  New  England 
Mut.  M.  Ins.  Co.  6  Gray,  192,  holding  that  insurance  upon  a  vessel  described  as 
now  building  "lost  or  not  lost"  "to  take  effect  as  soon  as  waterborne"  takes 
effect  at  once,  if  vessel  is  already  waterborne. 

—  Under  "at  and  from"  clause. 

Cited  in  Snyder  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  95  N.  Y.  196,  47  A.  R.  29,  holding 
that  a  voyage  risk  *'at  and  from"  a  given  port  attaches  at  the  time  of  com* 
mencement  of  preparations  for  the  voyage. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  48  A.  D.  469,  on  construction  of  words  "at"  and 
"from"  in  policy  of  insurance.  , 

Cited  in  notes  in  13  E.  R.  C.  619,  on  insurance  "at  and  from"  foreign  port; 

2  A.  D.  134,  on  construction  of  words  "at  and  from"  in  policy  of  marine  in- 
surance. 

Presumption  as  to  seaworthiness  of  vessel. 

Cited  in  Lunt  v.  Boston  Marine  Ins.  Co.  6  Fed.  562;   Treat  v.  Union   Ins. 
Co.  66  Me.  231,  96  A.  D.  447, — holding  that  in  the  first  instance  the  presump- 
tion is  that  the  vessel  is  seaworthy. 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 18. 
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Distinguished  in  Paddock  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  11  Pick.  227,  holding  that 
where  it  is  proved  that  the  vessel  was  lost  by  springing  a  leak  and  founder- 
ing in  moderate  weather,  the  presumption  is  that  the  loss  arose  from  weakness 
or  defect. 

Disapproved  in  Moses  v.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  1  Duer.  159,  holding  that  burden 
of  proof  as  to  seaworthiness  of  vessel  in  first  instance  is  on  the  assured. 

3  AM.  DEC.   151,  ADAMS  v.  FROTHINGHAM,  3  MASS.  352. 
Construction  of  deeds  or  grants. 

Cited  in  Proctor  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  96  Me.  458,  52  Atl.  933;  Wiley  v.  Sir- 
dorus,  41  Iowa,  224, — holding  that  if  intention  of  parties  can  be  fairly  ascer- 
tained from  the  instrument  such  intention  will  govern  in  its  construction; 
Com.  v.  Roxbury,  9  Gray,  451;  Derby  v.  Hall,  2  Gray,  236;  Camden  A  A. 
Land  Co.  v.  Lippincott,  45  N.  J.  L.  405;  Groat  v.  Moak,  26  Hun,  380;  Long  Wharf 
v.  Palmer,  37  Me.  379;  Daggett  y.  Willey,  6  Fla.  482.— holding  that  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  grant  the  court  will  take  into  view  the  attendant  circumstances,  the 
situation  of  the  parties,  the  state  of  country,  and  the  thing  granted;  Smith  v. 
Thayer,  155  Mass.  48,  28  N.  E.  1131,  holding  that  an  agreement  to  convey 
real  estate  by  same  description  used  in  former  deeds  will  not  imply  that  the 
parties  intend  to  convey  a  right  which  both  knew  to  be  extinguished;  Lamar 
v.  Minter,  13  Ala.  31,  holding  that  words  of  quantity  in  deed  prescribed  the 
extent  of  land  conveyed;  Gloucester  Water  Supply  Co.  v.  Gloucester,  179  Mass. 
365,  60  N.  E.  977;  Gray  v.  Cambridge,  189  Mass.  405,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  976, 
76  N.  E.  195;  Ipswich  Grammar  School  v.  Andrews,  8  Met.  584,— holding  that 
rigid  rules  of  construction  should  be  relaxed  in  construing  early  conveyances; 
Howard  v.  College  of  the  Holy  Cross,  116  Mass.  117,  holding  certain  descrip- 
tion sufficiently  definite. 

—  Against  grantor. 

Cited  in  Wyatt  v.  Larimer  &  W.  Irrig.  Co.  18  Colo.  298,  36  A.  S.  R.  280, 
33  Pac.  144;  Doe  ex  dem.  Phillips  v.  Porter,  3  Ark.  18,  36  A.  D.  448;  Berridge 
v.  Glassey,  16  W.  N.  C.  256,  42  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  256;  Hathaway  v.  Power,  6 
Hill,  453;  Field  v.  Huston,  21  Me.  69, — holding  that  if  there  is  any  ambiguity 
in  deed  it  should  be  construed  against  grantor;  Richardson  v.  Palmer,  38  N.  H. 
212,  applying  rule  that  doubtful  words  are  to  be  construed  against  grantors. 

Cited  in  note  in  56  A.  R.  328,  on  effect  of  provision  in  lease  for  years  that 
it  runs  to  the  lessee,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  • 

—  Grants  from  public  bounding  on  waters. 

Cited  in  Boston  v.  Richardson,  105  Mass.  351,  holding  that  a  grant  by  a  town 
of  land  next  tide  water  on  either  side  of  street  bounded  "with  the  street" 
and  "the  bay"  passed  the  fee  in  the  soil  of  the  street  and  in  the  flats  in  front 
thereof. 

Cited  in  note  in  42  L.R.A.  513,  on  effect  of  bounding  grant  on  tidal  waters. 

Distinguished  in  Lufkin  v.  Haskell,  3  Pick.  356,  holding  that  by  a  grant  of 
land   which   is   covered   by   sea   at  high   water   nothing  passes   except  what  is- 
comprehended  within  terms  of  deed. 
Parol  evidence  to  explain  ambiguity. 

Cited  in  Kanne  v.  Otty,  25  Or.  531,  36  Pac.  537;  Stone  v.  Clark,  1  Met 
378,  35  A.  D.  370, — holding  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  when  language  is 
doubtful;  Doolittle  v.  Blakesley,  4  Day,  272,  4  A.  D.  218,  holding  that  where  deed 
described  the  premises  as  the  farm  on  which  grantor  then  dwelt,  this  was  a  latent 
ambiguity. 
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Distinguished  in  Buck  v.  Adams,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  552,  17  Atl.  961,  holding  covenant 
in  deed  not  ambiguous. 

—  To  identify  or  locate  boundary. 

Cited  in  Den  ex  dem.  Haring  v.  Van  Houten,  22  N.  J.  L.  61,  holding  that 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  which  of  two  boundaries  deed  calls  for. 
Grant  of  fractional  part  of  land  as  estate  in  common. 

Cited  in  McCaul  v.  Kilpatrick,  46  Mo.  434,  holding  that  conveyance  of  "one 
fourth"  of  tract  not  by  metes  and  bounds  or  otherwise  by  locality  in  part 
vests  an  undivided  interest  in  the  whole  tract;  Boyd  v.  Wilson,  86  Ga.  379, 
12  S.  E.  744,  holding  that  description  of  part  of  lot  as  one  fourth  of  lot  No. 
931,  means  one  fourth  of  lot  undivided. 
Rights  in  bed  or  margin  of  waters. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  New  Bedford  Bridge,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  401,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  15,867,  holding  soil  under  navigable  rivers  subject  to  public  easement  of 
passing  over  it  as  a  water  highway;  Providence  Steam-Engine  Co.  v.  Provi- 
dence &  S.  S.  S.  Co.  12  R.  I.  348,  34  A.  R.  652,  holding  that  a  person  having 
the  right  to  wharf  out  or  fill  up  can  convey  this  right  separate  from  up- 
land; Clancey  v.  Houdlette,  39  Me.  451,  holding  that  a  riparian  proprietor 
with  shore  flats  adjoining  may  convey  his  upland  without  his  flats  or  his 
flats  without  his  upland;  Boston  v.  Richardson,  13  Allen,  146,  as  to  owner- 
ship of  certain  strip  below  original  high-water  mark;  Com.  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
53,  as  applying  rule  in  regard  to  ownership  of  flats. 

Cited  in  notes  in  53  A.  R.  218,  on  change  of  boundary  by  change  of  coast 
line;  45  L.R.A.  239,  on  title  to  land  between  high  and  low- water  mark. 
Title  to  accretions. 

Cited  in  Dunlap  v.  Stetson,  4  Mason,  349,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,164;  Gerrish  v. 
Clough*  48  N.  H.  9,  97  A.  D.  561,  2  A.  R.  165;  Babson  v.  Tainter,  79  Me.  3B8, 
10  Atl.  63;  Camden  &  A.  Land  Co.  v.  Lippincott,  45  N.  J.  L.  405;  Sioux 
City  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  129  Iowa,  694,  113  A.  S.  R.  501,  106  N.  W. 
183, — holding  that  "the  title  to  accreted  or  reclaimed  land  goes  with  the  fee 
to  which  it  is  annexed;  People  v.  Central  R.  Co.  42  N.  Y.  283  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  title  by  accretion. 

Cited  in  notes  in  33  A.  D.  277;  54  A.  D.  584, — on  alluvion;   1  E.  R.  C.  479, 
on   right  of   riparian   proprietor  to    imperceptible   accretions;    23   L.   ed.   U.    S. 
59,  on  right  to  and  ownership  of  alluvion  or  accretion   and   reliction,  and   the 
law  determining  title  thereto. 
Mode  of  alienating  public  or  common  lands. 

Cited  in  Coburn  v.  Ellenwood,  4  N.  H.  99;  Atkinson  v.  Bemis,  11  N.  H.  44; 
Corbett  v.  Norcross,  35  N.  H.  99;  Kidder  v.  Blaisdell,  45  Me.  461;  Springfield 
y.  Miller,  12  Mass.  415;  Green  v.  Putnam,  8  Cush.  21;  Thorndike  v.  Barrett, 
3  Me.  380, — holding  that  towns  and  proprietors  of  common  lands  may  alienate 
them  by  vote;  Atherton  v.  Johnson,  2  N.  H.  31,  as  to  right  of  proprietors  to 
alienate  land  by  vote;  Folger  v.  Mitchell,  3  Pick.  396,  holding  that  proprietors 
of  common  and  undivided  land  may  make  a  valid  partition  by  vote,  and  with- 
out any  instrument  under  seal;  Dolloff  v.  Hardy,  26  Me.  545,  holding  that 
proprietors  may  appoint  committee  to  make  sale. 

—  Records  of  proprietors  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Copp  v.  Neal,  7  N.  H.  275,  holding  vote  of  town  to  convey  land  ac- 
companied by  entry  in  pursuance  of  said  vote,  is  evidence  of  title  without 
deed;  Simmons  v.  Cornell,  1  R.  I.  519,  holding  that  the  records  of  the  pro- 
prietors are  conclusive  evidence  of  the  laying  out  of  highways  therein  re- 
corded. 
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Right  of  town  to  hold  land. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Wilder,  127  Mass.  1,  holding  deed  of  certain  land  to  town 
valid. 
Parol  partition. 

Cited  in  note  in  92  A.  D.  122,  on  validity  of  parol  partitions. 

3  AM.  DEC.   156,  GRAY  v.  PORTLAND  BANK,  3  MASS.  364. 
Who  are  stockholders  in  corporation. 

Cited  in  Sewall  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  9  Cush.  5,  holding  mere  subscription  of 
offer  to  become  stockholder,  not  accepted  or  assented  to  by  company,  does  not 
make  one  a  stockholder;  Lechmere  Bank  v.  Boynton,  11  Cush.  369,  holding 
signers  of  stock  subscription  books  not  "associates"  in  a  petition  to  establish  a 
bank  until  admitted  as  such  by  having  assigned  to  them  shares  by  the  in- 
corporators; Philadelphia  Sav.  Institution's  Case,  1  Whart.  461,  30  A.  D.  226, 
holding  that  in  trading  and  joint  stock  operations  no  vote  of  admission  to  mem- 
bership of  company  is  necessary  and  a  stockholder  is  generally  entitled  to  and 
cannot  be  refused  privileges  of  a  member. 
Relation  between  corporation  and  stockholder. 

Cited  in  Button  v.  Hoffman,  61  Wis.  20,  50  A.  R.  131,  20  N.  W.  667,  holding 
corporation   trustee  for  management  of  property  and  stockholders  mere  cestui 
que  trusts. 
Rights  of  corporate  stockholders. 

Cited  in  Titcomb  v.  Union  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  8  Mass.  326,  holding  purchaser! 
of  stock  of  shareholder,  pledged  to  corporation  as  collateral  to  note  to  com- 
pany and  transferred  to  it  by  shareholder,  acquires  title  against  corporation  and 
those  claiming  under  shareholder;  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward,  1  N.  H.  Ill, 
66  N.  H.  473,  holding  that  shareholder  or  incorporator  of  private  corporation 
has  an  interest  in  its  property  that  may  be  transferred,  sold  on  fieri  facias,  and 
is  assets  in  hands  of  his  administrator. 
—  To  subscribe  for  new  stock. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  Stokes  v.  Continental  Trust  Co.  186  N.  Y.  285, 
12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  969,  78  N.  E.  1090,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  738  (reversing  09 
App.  Div.  377,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  239)  ;  Wall  v.  Utah  Copper  Co.  70  N.  J.  Eq.  17, 
62  Atl.  533, — upholding  right  of  existing  stockholder  to  share  on  same  termi 
as  other  persons  in  proportionate  amount  of  new  stock  issued. 

Cited  in  Hammond  v.  Edison  Illuminating  Co.  131  Mich.  79,  100  A.  S.  K. 
582,  90  N.  W.  1040,  upholding  existing  stockholder's  right  to  his  pro  rata 
share  of  increase  in  stock  at  par;  Ohio  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nunemacher,  10  Ind.  234, 
as  to  whether  right  of  stockholder  to  subscribe  for  new  stock  on  increase  of 
capital  is  inherent  in  his  ownership  or  not;  Jones  v.  Morrison,  31  Minn.  140, 
16  N.  W.  854,  upholding  right  of  old  stockholders  to  subscribe  for  new  stock  in 
proportion  to  amount  of  old  stock  held;  Meredith  v.  New  Jersey  Zinc  &  I* 
Co.  55  N.  J.  Eq.  211,  37  Atl.  539,  holding  unnecessary  to  apply  general  rule 
that  old  stockholders  have  right  to  take  proportionate  share  of  new  stock  issued 
on  increase  of  capital  stock;  Knapp  v.  Publishers  George  Knapp  &  Co.  127  Mo. 
53,  29  S.  W.  885,  holding  stockholders  upon  increase  of  capital  have  right  to 
claim  increased  stock  as  matter  of  right;  Atkins  v.  Albree,  12  Allen,  359,  hold- 
ing right  to  take  new  shares  in  a  corporation  upon  increase  of  capital  stock  is 
inherent  in  the  shares  in  their  creation;  Eidman  v.  Bowman,  58  111.  444,  11  A.  K. 
90,  holding  shareholders  in  corporation  entitled  to  subscribe  to  increase  of  capital 
stock  in  proportion  to  their  holdings;  Union  Bank  v.  M'Donough,  5  La-  6^» 
holding  that  corporation  can  bring  action  to  annul  subscriptions  which  were  sim- 
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ulated  and  not  real;  Luther  v.  C.  J.  Luther  Co.  118  Wis.  112,  99  A.  S.  R.  977, 
94  N.  W.  69,  holding  that  directors  have  power  to  sell  unissued  stock  to  whom- 
soever they  see  fit;  State  ex  rel.  Page  v.  Smith,  48  Vt.  266,  holding  that  original 
stock  transferred  to  the  corporation  may  by  it  be  duly  reissued  and  sold  to 
whomsoever  the  directors  decide  for  a  valuable  consideration;  Hartridge  v. 
Rockwell,  R.  M.  Charlt.  (Ga.)  260,  holding  rule  that  stockholders  have  an  in- 
terest entitling  them  to  subscribe  to  new  stock  issued  by  company  has  no  applica- 
tion to  old  stock  purchased  by  company  from  stockholder;  Ohio  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Nunnemacher,  15  Ind.  294,  holding  that  stockholder  has  no  inherent  rights  to 
take  shares  of  stock  on  increase  of  capital  where  charter  gives  directors  power 
to  make  increase  on  terms  and  conditions  as  shall  seem  best  to  them;  Way  v. 
American  Grease  Co.  60  N.  J.  Eq.  263,  47  Atl.  44,  holding  directors  of  corpora- 
tion cannot  distribute  new  issue  of  stock  to  their  friends  for  nominal  price  to 
the  exclusion  of  shareholders;  Real  Estate  Trust  Co.  v.  Bird,  90  Md.  229,  44 
Atl.  1048,  holding  that,  under  its  charter,  not  the  original  stockholder  but  the 
holder  of  original  stock  at  time  of  increase  of  capital  is  entitled  to  take  new 
stock  in  proportion  to  his  holding;  Peck  v.  Elliott,  38  L.R.A.  616,  24  C.  C.  A. 
425,  47  U.  S.  App.  605,  79  Fed.  10,  holding  subscriber  bound  by  increase  in  capital 
stock  within  charter  limit;  Miners'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pottsville  Water  Co.  3  Legal 
Chron.  39,  holding  stockholders  have  no  rights  to  untaken  stock  of  corporation 
superior  to  those  of  a  stranger;  Curry  v.  Scott,  54  Pa.  270,  holding  old  stock- 
holders have  no  greater  right  to  untaken  stock  of  corporation,  which  is  not  in- 
creased capital,  than  strangers;  Crosby  v.  Stratton,  17  Colo.  App.  212,  68  Pac. 
130,  denying  stockholder's  right  of  action  against  other  stockholder  purchasing 
more  than  his  proportional  share  of  increase  of  stock. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  68  A.  S.  R.  661,  on  increase  of  capital  stock; 
66  A.  D.  501;  33  A.  S.  R.  659,— on  shareholder's  right  to  new  stock;  99  A.  S. 
R.  984;  100  A.  S.  R.  587, — on  right  of  original  stockholders  to  subscribe  for  and 
hold  new  stock. 

Cited    in   note   in    12   L.R.A.  (N.S.)    972,  on   right  of  existing   stockholder  to 
subscribe  for  increase  of  stock. 
—  To  dividends. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Newark  PI.  Road  Co.  31  N.  J.  L.  277,  holding  each  stock- 
holder entitled  to  his  proportionate  share  of  dividends  declared  upon  the  capital 
stock  of  the  corporation. 
Validity  of  corporate  by-laws. 

Cited  in  Parish  v.  New  York  Produce  Exchange,  60  App.  Div.  11,  69  N.  Y. 
Supp.  764,  holding  that  corporation  cannot  pass  by-law  that  will  disturb  vested 
rights  of  its  shareholders  in  "gratuity  fund;"  Hoyt  v.  Quicksilver  Min.  Co. 
78  N.  Y.  159,  denying  power  to  amend  corporate  by-law  so  as  to  disturb  vested 
right  though  charter  authorizes  alteration  or  repeal  of  by-laws  at  pleasure: 
Bornstein  v.  District  Grand  Lodge  No.  4,  I.  O.  B.  B.  2  Cal.  App.  624,  84  Pac. 
271,  holding  by-law  of  benefit  society  reducing  amount  payable  on  outstanding 
certificates  void  as  interference  with  vested  rights  even  as  to  certificate  author- 
izing subsequent  changes  in  by-laws;  Parish  v.  New  York  Produce  Exchange, 
169  N.  Y.  34,  56  L.R.A.  149,  61  N.  E.  977,  holding  that  where,  under  its  by-laws, 
all  the  stock  of  a  corporation  was  divided  into  equal  shares  and  issued,  the 
directors  could  not  subsequently  amend  by-law  to  authorize  issue  of  equal  num- 
ber of  preferred  stock  for  common  stock. 

Cited  in  notes  in  43  A.  S.  R.  154,  on  limitations  on  power  of  private  cor- 
porations to  enact  by-laws;  85  A.  D.  621,  on  validity  of  by-laws  abridging  or 
enlarging  corporate  powers  or  disturbing  vested  rights;   7  E.  R.  C.  286,  on  in- 
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validity  of  corporate  by-law  which  is  unreasonable  or  not  warranted  by  statute 

under  which  it  is  made. 

Nature  of  remedy  against  corporation  or  its  officers. 

Cited  in  Holland  v.  San  Francisco,  7  Cal.  361  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  liabil- 
ity of  corporation  on  implied  assumpsit;  Danforth  v.  Schoharie  &  D.  Turnp. 
Road,  12  Johns.  227,  sustaining  right  to  maintain  assumpsit  against  corpora- 
tion; Antipoeda  Baptist  Church  v.  Mulford,  8  N.  J.  L.  182,  holding  assumpsit 
lies  against  corporation  on  implied  promise  without  corporate  seal;  Sears  v. 
Hotchkiss,  25  Conn.  171,  65  A.  D.  557,  holding  more  adequate  relief  obtain- 
able in  equity  than  at  law  in  action  against  directors  of  corporation  for  mis- 
application of  its  funds;  Miller  v.  Oregon  City  Paper  Mfg.  Co.  3  Or.  24,  holding 
that  director  can  sue  corporation  on  contract;  Anthony  v.  Adams,  1  Met.  284,  hold- 
ing that  action  on  the  case  will  lie  against  municipal  corporation  when  its 
officers  or  agents  so  carelessly  perform  their  duties  under  the  powers  of  the 
corporation  as  to  cause  damage;  Fishkill  Sav.  Inst.  v.  National  Bank,  80  N.  Y. 
162,  36  A.  R.  595,  holding  action  in  tort  for  conversion  of  bonds  by  bank  officer 
proper  remedy;  Com.  ex  rel.  Munderbach  v.  Reigart,  14  Serg.  &  R.  216,  holding 
it  discretionary  to  gtant  quo  warranto  against  treasurer  of  county  for  assum- 
ing that  office. 
—  For  refusal  to  permit  transfer  of  corporate  stock. 

Cited  in  Wyman  v.  American  Powder  Co.  8  Cush.  168,  holding  assumpsit 
will  lie  against  corporation  for  unwarranted  refusal  to  deliver  to  owner  stock 
certificates;  Commercial  Bank  v.  Kortright,  22  Wend.  348,  34  A.  D.  317  (af- 
firming 20  Wend.  91),  holding  assumpsit  maintainable  against  corporation  for 
refusing  to  permit  transfer  of  stock  on  corporate  books;  Taylor  v.  Miami  Ex- 
porting Co.  5  Ohio,  162,  22  A.  D.  785,  holding  that  stockholder  may  maintain  ac- 
tion in  equity  against  trustees  to  have  certain  stock  transferred  in  payment  of 
debts  established  as  existing  stock  to  bear  share  of  profit  and  loss  of  concern;  Bus- 
sey  v.  Manufacturers*  &  M.  Bank,  10  Pick.  415,  holding  action  on  the  case  against 
a  corporation  for  value  of  stock  which  it  has  converted  to  its  own  use  is  ap- 
propriate remedy;  Miners'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pottsville  Water  Co.  3  Legal  Chron.  39, 
holding  stockholder  has  right  of  action  in  assumpsit  against  corporation  for  re* 
fusal  to  issue  stock  to  it  and  equity  will  not  interfere;  Bank  of  State  ▼.  Har- 
rison, 66  Ga.  696,  holding  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  bank  to  make  transfer 
of  stock;  People  ex  rel.  Krohn  v.  Miller,  39  Hun,  557,  holding  purchaser  of  stock 
certificate  not  entitled  to  mandamus  to  compel  transfer  to  him  and  issue  of 
new  certificate  where  he  could  be  fully  indemnified  by  value  of  certificate  to  be 
surrendered  when  treasurer  requested  to  issue  certificate;  Dousman  v.  Wisconsin 
&  L.  S.  Min.  &  Smelting  Co.  40  Wis.  418,  holding  that  remedy  of  owner  of  shares 
of  stock  for  refusing  to  issue  them  to  him  is  against  the  corporation;  Wood- 
house  v.  Crescent  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  35  La.  Ann.  238,  holding  that  owner  of  stocki 
which  has  been  negligently  or  fraudulently  transferred  to  third  person,  may 
demand  its  restoration  or  sue  corporation  alone  for  value  of  such  stock. 

Distinguished  in  Busey  v.  Hooper,  35  Md.  15,  6  A.  R.  350,  denying  right  of 
mere  subscribers  who  have  refused  to  comply  with  terms  of  subscription  to  in- 
junctive relief  based  on  their  ownership  of  the  stock. 
Evidence  of  ownership  of  stock. 

Cited  in  New  York  &  N.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Schuyler,  34  N.  Y.  30,  holding  stock 
ledger  is  the  evidence  the  corporation  has  of  its  stockholders. 
Liability  for  acts  of  servant  or  agent. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  74  Neb.  1,  104  N.  W.  49,  holding 
master  liable  for  acts  of  servant  in  general  scope  of  employment  about  master9 
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business,  even  though  negligent,  wanton,  wilful  or  malicious;  Ingram  v.  Linn, 
4  Tex.  266,  holding  master  of  slaves  not  liable  for  the  drowning  of  another's 
slave  when  the  former  were  not  engaged  in  master's  business. 

Disapproved  in  Meany  v.  Abbott,  6  Phila.  256,  24  Phi  la.  Leg.  Int.  389,  hold- 
ing landlord  not  liable  to  tenants  for  damages  resulting  from  defective  work  by 
plumber  he  has  selected ;  Clark  v.  Fry,  8  Ohio  St.  358,  72  A.  D.  590,  holding  owner 
■of  house  building  under  contract  not  liable  for  injury  to  traveler  due  to  insuffi- 
cient protection  around  proper  and  necessary  excavation  in  street. 
•—Corporate  agents. 

Cited  in  Park  v.  Petroleum  Co.  25  W.  Va.  108,  holding  acts  of  directors  those 
of  corporation  only  when  withiri  the  powers  and  purposes  of  company;  Hayden 
t.  Middlesex  Turnp.  Corp.  10  Mass.  397,  6  A.  D.  143,  holding  evidence  insuffi- 
cient to  bind  turnpike  corporation  for  work  done  for  it  on  contract  by  an  agent 
•exceeding  his  authority  and  not  subsequently  assented  to;  Bank  of  Columbia  v. 
Patterson,  7  Cranch,  299,  3  L.  ed.  351;  Union  Bank  v.  Jacobs,  6  Humph.  515, — 
holding  that  action  may  be  maintained  against  banking  corporation  on  implied 
promise  made  by  its  authorized  agents  acting  within  the  scope  of  corporation's 
powers. 
Liability  of  agent. 

Cited  in  Sussex  County  v.  Strader,  18  N.  J.  L.  108,  35  A.  D.  530,  denying  right 
of  action  by  person  injured  by  defective  bridge  against  public  officer  charged  with 
<luty  of  keeping  in  repair;  Smith  v.  Poor,  40  Me.  415,  63  A.  D.  672,  denying 
liability  of  directors  to  individual  stockholder  for  damage  from  contract  fraud: 
ulently  made  by  them. 
Measure  of  damages. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Pinney,  7  Cow.  681,  holding  purchaser  entitled  on  breach 
by  vendor  to  highest  price  for  chattel  between  time  for  delivery  and  trial; 
Suydam  v.  Jenkins,  3  Sandf.  614,  holding  purchaser  not  entitled  to  highest  in- 
termediate price  or  value,  unless  it  is  made  to  appear  that  he  would  have  secured 
it  if  contract  had  been  carried  out  by  vendor;  Randon  v.  Barton,  4  Tex.  289, 
holding  measure  of  damages  for  non -delivery  of  certain  land  certificates  not  con- 
fined to  their  value  at  time  of  breach  of  contract  if  price  paid  in.  advance; 
Withington  v.  Corey,  2  N.  H.  115,  holding  owner  of  land  entitled  to  recover  from 
•disseisor  mesne  profits  less  value  of  improvements;  Bush  v.  Canfield,  2  Conn. 
485,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  in  sale  of  personal  prop- 
«rty  is  its  value  at  time  and  place  of  delivery  with  interest  for  delay;  Exeter 
Bank  v.  Gordon,  8  N.  H.  66,  holding  bank  not  liable  for  whole  amount  of  note 
it  received  as  pledgee,  if  compromise  by  which  part  of  note  was  obtained,  is 
on  the  whole,  advantageous  to  pledgor. 
'—For  refusal  to  deliver  or  transfer  stock  on  books. 

Cited  in  Sargent  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  8  Pick.  90,  19  A.  D.  306,  holding  value 
of  shares  at  time  of  demand  and  refusal  to  transfer  measure  of  damages  in  ac- 
tion against  company;  Pinkerton  v.  Manchester  &  S.  R.  Co.  42  N.  H.  424,  hold- 
ing measure  of  damages  for  refusing  to  issue  certificate  of  stock  to  owner  is 
-value  of  shares  at  time  of  demand  and  interest  from  that  time;  People  ex  r<el. 
Krohn  v.  Miller,  9  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proe.  Rep.  149,  holding  value  of  certificate  to 
membership  in  exchange  at  time  of  refusal  to  accept  surrender  of  old  certificate 
*nd  issue  new  one  measure  of  damage  for  refusal ;  Van  Allen  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
7  Bosw.  515,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  refusal  to  deliver  certificate  of 
stock  to  one  entitled  thereto  difference  between  price  and  market  value  on  day 
when  stock  should  have  been  delivered;  Commercial  Bank  v.  Kortright,  22  Wend. 
348,  34  A.  D.  317,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  refusal  to  permit  transfer  of 
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stock  on  corporate  books  full  value  of  stock  at  highest  price  between  time  of  re- 
fusal and  suit. 

Criticized  in  Bank  of  Montgomery  v.  Reese,  26  Pa.  143,  holding  measure  of 
damages  for  wrongfully  withholding  bank  stock  which  has  been  paid  for,  highest 
market  value  between  breach  and  trial  with  bonus  and  dividends. 
Negotiability  of  note. 

Cited  in  Carpenter  v.  Greenop,  74  Mich.  670,  16  A.  S.  R.  662,  4  L.R.A.  241, 
42  N.  W.  276,  holding  past  due  note  transferable  by  indorsement  and  not  af- 
fected by  collateral  equities. 

3  AM.  DEC.  171,  FLOYD  v.  DAY,  3  MASS.  403. 
When  action  will  lie  for  money  had  and  received. 

Cited  in  Pearson  v.  Parker,  3  N.  H.  366,  holding  that  surety  who  has  paid  debt 
of  principal  may  sue  for  money  had  and  received;  'Armstrong  v.  Garrow,  6 
Cow.  465,  holding  that  action  lies  against  a  sheriff  who  has  collected  money  on 
execution;  Davis  v.  Hunt,  2  Bail.  L.  412,  holding  that  action  for  money  had  and 
received  will  lie  against  a  sheriff  for  money  levied  under  execution  at  suit  of 
another  person  but  to  which  plaintiff  is  entitled;  Appleton  v.  Bancroft,  10 
Met.  231,  holding  that  officer  who  sells  attached  goods  on  mesne  process  is  liable 
to  the  party  entitled  to  proceeds  of  sale  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received ; 
Morrill  v.  Brown,  15  Pick.  173,  holding  trustee  liable  in  a  process  of  foreign  at- 
tachment for  money  in  his  possession  collected  on  an  account  due  him  and  his 
principal  severally;  Bartlett  v.  Bramhall,  3  Gray,  257,  holding  trustee  for  bene- 
fit of  creditors  in  an  assignment  liable  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received 
for  all  property  of  debtor  in  his  hands  when  the  assignment  is  avoided  "by  one 
of  the  creditors;  Artcher  v.  McDuffie,  5  Barb.  147;  Pratt  v.  Trunick,  2  Pittsb. 
289,  9  Pittsb.  L.  J.  65;  Wheat  v.  Norris,  13  N.  H.  178,— holding  that  to  sustain 
an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  something  must  be  received 
by  defendant,  under  such  circumstances  as  between  him  and  plaintiff  to  be 
deemed  money;  Donkersley  v.  Levy,  38  Mich.  54,  holding  master  liable  at  suit 
of  servants  creditor  for  money  held  out  of  wages  to  pay  creditor ;  Willie  v.  Green,- 
2  N.  H.  333,  holding  that  illegal  interest  might  be  recovered  back  in  an  action  for 
money  had  "and  received.      , 

Cited  in  note  in  52  A.  D.  754,  on  count  for  money  had  and  received  lying  for 
money  only. 

Distinguished  in  Whitwell  v.  Vincent,  4  Pick.  449,  16  A.  D.  355,  holding  that 
action  by  vendor  for  money  had  and  received  would  not  lie  against  creditor  of 
vendee. 

—  Waiver  of  tort. 

Cited  in  Every  v.  Edgerton,  7  Wend.  259,  holding  action  on  case  for  false  re- 
turn the  most  appropriate  remedy  against  sheriff  for  making  false  return  but 
action  for  money  had  and  received  might  lie;  Townsend  v.  Olin,  5  Wend.  207, 
holding  that  officer  who  made  levy  on  certain  note  liable  for  money  had  and 
received  after  demand  of  notes  by  plaintiff;  Penobscot  R.  Co.  v.  Mayo,  67  Me. 
470,  24  A.  R.  45,  holding  that  if  defendant  by  fraud  procured  money  or  its 
equivalent  the  tort  may  be  waived  by  plaintiff  and  assumpsit  for  money  had  and 
received  maintained. 

—  Where  defendant  has  wrongfully  substituted  obligations. 

Cited  in  Opie  v.  Serrill,  6  Watts  &  S.  264;  Allen  v.  Brown,  51  Barb.  86; 
Wagner  v.  Wedell,  3  Cal.  App.  274.  85  Pac.  126;  Perry  v.  Swasey,  12  Cush.  36.— 
holding  that  one  who  has  collected  debt  of  another  by  taking  note  in  own  n:une, 
is  liable  as  for  money  had  and  received;  Mitchell  v.  Cotton.  2  Fla.  136,  holding 
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action  proper  where  good  note  was  surrendered  for  usurious  one  which  was  there- 
after held  void;  Beardsley  v.  Root,  11  Johns.  464,  6  A.  D.  386,  holding  attorney 
who  discharged  debt  due  his  client  and  applied  that  debt  to  a  debt  which  he 
himself  owed  his  client  liable  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received;  Knope 
v.  Nunn,  151  N.  Y.  506,  56  A.  S.  R.  642,  45  N.  E.  940  (affirming  81  Hun,  349, 
30  N.  Y.  Supp.  896),  holding  tenant  in  common  liable  who  took  bond  and  mort- 
gage not  yet  paid  in  his  own  name  for  price  of  whole  estate;  Rundle  v.  Allison, 
34  N.  Y.  180,  holding  that  executor  where  discharges  mortgage  without  col- 
lecting interest  he  is  liable  for  money  had  and  received;  Randall  v.  Rich,  11 
Mass.  494,  holding  lessor  liable  for  balance  collected  on  promissory  note,  en- 
dorsed to  him  by  lessee  as  collateral  security  for  rent,  after  deducting  the  rent 
in  arrear;  Payson  v.  Whitcomb,  15  Pick.  212,  holding  that  action  for  money  had 
and  received  may  be  maintained  on  a  promissory  note,  the  consideration  of 
which  was  the  assignment  of  a  certain  mortgage;  Beardsley  v.  Warner,  6  Wend. 
610,  holding  by  analogy  that  if  receiver  had  made  an  unauthorized  settlement 
he  would  have  been  liable  for  money  had  and  received;  Hamilton  v.  Bradley, 
5  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  127,  on  analog}'  of  agent's  liability  in  assumpsit  to  the  rule 
of  title  by  accession. 
Evidence  under  count  for  money  had  and  received. 

Cited  in  Mathewson  v.  Eureka  Powder  Works,  44  N.  H.  289,  holding  that  a 
settlement  of  accounts,  admitting  a  balance  due  in  money  is  evidence  under  a 
count  for  money  had  and  received. 
Accountability  of  agent  for  principal's  choses  in  action. 

Cited  in  Bullard  v.  Hascall,  25  Mich.  132,  holding  that  where  one  partner  con- 
verted a  draft  of  the  other  and  gave  receipt  for  same  in  firm  name  and  dis- 
posed to  same  he  is  estopped  to  deny  that  he  received  the  money  thereon; 
Symington  v.  M'Lin,  18  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  291,  holding  factor  who  sold  goods 
of  principal  together  with  some  of  his  own  and  took  note  for  the  whole  made  by 
another  person  the  purchaser  was  discharged  and  factor  became  himself  respon- 
sible for  price  of  goods. 
Payment  in  other  than  money. 

Cited  in  Blaisdell  v.  Gladwin,  4  Cush.  373,  holding  that  where  one  has  paid 
the  debt  of  another  or  received  payment  of  the  debt  due  in  whole  or  in  part  to 
another,  in  something  other  than  cash,  it  is  deemed  as  between  the  parties  to  be  a 
payment. 
What  constitutes  money. 

Cited  in  Carter  v.  Cox,  44  Miss.  148,  holding  that  for  many  purposes  bank  notes 
are  money. 

3  AM.  DEC.  173,  GOODWIN  v.  JONES,  3  MASS.  514. 
Recognition  of  foreign  administrator  or  executor. 

Cited  in  Leonard  v.  Putnam,  51  N.  H.  247,  12  A.  R.  106,  holding  that  the 
several  States  are  strictly  foreign  to  each  other  as  to  the  settlement  of  estates; 
Haven  v.  Foster,  9  Pick.  112,  19  A.  D.  353,  arguing  that  a  representative  ap- 
pointed in  one  state  has  no  authority  beyond  its  limits. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  42  A.  D.  101,  on  foreign  administrators;  20  A.  D. 
462,  on  powers  and  liabilities  of  foreign  administrator. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  A.  D.  723,  on  liability  of  foreign  administrator;  45  A.  S. 
R.  672,  on  extra-territorial  powers  and  liabilities  of  executors  and  administra- 
tors; 45  A.  S.  R.  665,  on  power  and  duty  of  administrator  and  executor  as  to 
property  outside  of  state;  26  A.  D.  309,  on  right  of  administrator  to  collect 
simple  contract  debts  due  in  another  state. 
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—  Rights  as  to  domiciliary  and  ancillary  assets. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Barron,  35  N.  H.  484;  Smith  v.  Guild,  34  Me.  443;  Willard 
v.  Hammond,  21  N.  H.  382, — holding  that  an  administrator  in  one  jurisdiction  has 
no  power  whatever  over  the  property  in  another  unless  appointed  in  both;  Gib- 
son v.  Ponder,  40  Ark.  195,  holding  that  after  the  appointment  of  an  administra- 
tor the  foreign  representative  cannot  collect  assets;  Pond  v.  Makepeace,  2  Met. 
114,  holding  that  the  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  by  a  foreign  administrator  is 
no  bar  to  an  action  on  the  same  demand  by  an  administrator  subsequently  ap- 
pointed ;  Vaughn  v.  Barret,  5  Vt.  333,  26  A.  D.  300,  holding  the  same  as  to  the 
satisfaction  of  a  simple  debt;  Cutter  v.  Davenport,  1  Pick.  81,  11  A.  D.  149, 
holding  that  letters  granted  in  one  state  will  not  authorize  an  administrator  to 
assign  a  mortgage  in  another;  McCarty  v.  Hall,  13  Mo.  480,  a  foreign  adminis- 
trator cannot  indorse  a  note  payable  to  the  intestate  by  a  citizen  of  another  state 
so  as  to  give  an  action  to  the  indorsee  in  such  other  state;  Stearns  v.  Burnham,  5 
Me.  261,  17  A.  D.  228,  holding  the  same  as  to  an  executor;  Low  v.  Bartlett,  8 
Allen,  259,  holding  that  a  judgment  against  an  estate  in  a  state  which  granted 
ancillary  administration  will  not  support  an  action  of  debt  in  another  state. 

Cited  in  note  in  35  A.  D.  485,  on  necessity  for  appointment  of  ancillary  ad- 
ministrator. 

Distinguished  in  Rand  v.  Hubbard,  4  Met.  252,  holding  that  an  executor  ap- 
pointed in  a  foreign  state  has  power  to  employ  a  notary  in  another  state  to  pro- 
test a  note  falling  due  in  such  other  state  no  letters  having  been  granted  there. 

Disapproved  in  Marcy  v.  Marcy,  32  Conn.  308,  holding  that  a  foreign  executor 
may  collect  debts  due  in  another  state  if  the  debtors  are  willing  to  pay  and  there 
is  no  interference  by  creditors. 

—  Right  to  sue  or  defend. 

Cited  in  Gallup  v.  Gallup,  11  Met.  445;  Cassidy  v.  Shimmin,  122  Mass.  406; 
Pelletreau  v.  Rathbone,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  331;  Sabin  v.  Gilman,  1  N.  H.  193,— holding 
that  a  representative  from  one  state  cannot  maintain  an  action  in  another; 
Schultz  v.  Pulver,  11  Wend.  361,  to  the  same  effect  except  as  recognized  by  comity 
or  the  law  of  the  foreign  state;  Karrick  v.  Pratt,  4  G.  Greene,  144,  holding  by 
virtue  of  statute  that  a  foreign  executor  can  commence  a  suit  by  filing  a  bond  and 
a  copy  of  his  letters;  Davis  v.  Smith,  5  Ga.  274,  48  A.  D.  279,  holding  that  a 
foreign  administrator  has  no  authority  in  another  state  so  as  to  be  liable  for  a 
devastavit  for  a  failure  to  defend  an  action  there  on  notice;  Pugh  v.  Jones,  6 
Leigh,  299,  on  the  liability  of  a  foreign  executor  to  be  sued. 

Cited  in  notes  in  10  A.  D.  343,  on  right  of  foreign  administrator  to  sue  or  de- 
fend: 27  L.R.A.  102,  103,  107,  110,  on  judgments  of  another  state  or  country  ren- 
dered against  executor  or  administrator. 

Distinguished  in  The  Boston,  Blatchf.  &  H.  309,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,669,  holding 
that  a  foreign  administrator  would  be  recognized  to  intervene  in  a  libel  in  ad- 
miralty. 

—  Liability  to  be  sued  for  assets  brought  into  state. 

Cited  in  Campbell  v.  Tousey,  7  Cow.  64,  holding  that  a  foreign  representative 
may  be  sued  only  as  executor  de  son  tort. 

Distinguished  in  Hooper  v.  Hooper,  29  W.  Va.  276,  1  S.  E.  280,  holding  that 
sureties  are  liable  for  assets  brought  by  an  executor  from  another  state  and 
wasted;  Tunstall  v.  Pollard,  11  Leigh,  1,  holding  that  the  removal  of  an  executor 
from  one  country  with  the  assets  of  the  estate  to  another  will  justify  a  suit  in 
the  latter  by  the  legatees  for  an  accounting  though  he  never  qualified  in  the  last 
state. 
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Jtights  of  foreign  assignee  in  insolvency  or  bankruptcy. 

Cited  in  Perry  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Brown,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  449,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,015, 
holding  that  the  assignee's  title  to  domestic  property  was  prior  to  an  attachment 
issued  after  the  insolvency  proceedings  but  before  actual  possession  passed; 
Cuykendall  v.  Miles,  10  Fed.  34*2,  holding  that  the  receiver  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration appointed  in  one  state  may  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  in 
another;  Betton  v.  Valentine,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  168,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,370,  holding  that 
while  the  foreign  assignee  in  insolvency  is  recognized  as  the  legal  owner  of 
what  title  the  insolvent  had  yet  he  cannot  sue  to  remove  a  fraudulent  convey- 
ance. 

Criticized  in  Brush  v.  Curtis,  4  Conn.  312,  holding  that  the  assignee  of  a  bank- 
rupt cannot  maintain  an  action  on  a  negotiable  note  in  a  foreign  court;  Blake 
v.  Williams,  6  Pick.  285,  17  A.  D.  372,  holding  that  a  foreign  assignment  in  bank- 
ruptcy is  not  a  legal  transfer  of  the  bankrupt's  property  in  another  state  as 
against  a  creditor  in  such  other  state. 
What  law  governs  distribution  of  an  estate. 

Cited  in  Harvey  v.  Richards,  1  Mason,  381,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,184,  holding  that 
the  distribution  of  estate  is  governed  by  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicil  whether 
will  was  made  there  or  abroad;  Fellows  v.  Heermans,  8  Luzerne,  Leg.  Reg.  35, 
holding  that  contract  relating  to  immovable  is  to  be  construed  according  to  lex 
loci  rei  sitae. 
Conflict  of  laws  as  to  assignments. 

Cited  in  Moore  v.  Bonnell,  31  N.  J.  L.  91,  holding  that  a  preferential  assign- 
ment good  in  the  state  where  made  will  not  be  upheld  against  the  law  of  the 
forum. 
—  Effect  of  an  assignment  by  act  of  law  in  a  foreign  country. 

Cited  in  Brush  v.  Curtis,  4  Conn.  312,  holding  that  the  assignment  of  a  bank- 
rupt's effects  in  another  country  is  equivalent  to  a  voluntary  personal  assignment; 
Holmes  v.  Remsen,  4  Johns.  Ch.  460,  holding  that  an  assignment  by  the  bank- 
rupt law  of  the  debtor's  country  will  pass  debts  due  to  him  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try; Abraham  v.  Plestoro,  3  Wend.  538,  20  A.  D.  738  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
recognition  of  foreign  statutory  assignees  in  insolvency. 

Disapproved  in  Holmes  v.  Remsen,  20  Johns.  229,  11  A.  D.  269,  holding  that 
statutory  assignments,  as  to  creditors,  operate  intra  territorium  only;  Hall  v. 
Bank  of  Virginia,  14  W.  Va.  584,  holding  that  an  involuntary  assignment  in  an- 
other state  operates  only  to  put  the  assignee  in  the  position  of  the  bankrupt  and 
subject  to  the  equities  of  creditors  in  other  states. 
Devolution  of  personal  property. 

Cited  in  Ladd  v.  Wiggin,  35  N.  H.  421,  69  A.  D.  551,  holding  that  death  vests 
the  entire  personal  estate  in  the  administrator  subject  to  devestment  by  operation 
of  law;  Robinson  v.  Adams,  30  Misc.  537,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  816,  holding  that  personal 
property  descends  to  an  executor  and  that  the  title  of  a  legatee  is  not  complete 
until  the  close  of  administration.  • 

Title  of  administrator. 

Cited  in  Fletcher  v.  Sanders,  7  Dana,  345,  32  A.  D.  96,  holding  that  the  bond 
of  executors  covered  only  such  assets  as  they  rightfully  received  either  domiciliary 
or  ancillary  as  the  case  may  have  been;  Reynolds  v.  McMullen,  55  Mich.  568, 
54  A.  R.  386,  22  N.  W.  41,  holding  that  the  power  of  the  administrator  to  pass 
title  to  a  chose  in  action  depended  on  his  power  to  enforce  collection  of  same 
in  the  jurisdiction;  Gregory  v.  Harrison,  4  Fla.  56.  to  the  point  that  the  executor 
takes  title  from  the  will  and  except  as  to  suits,  probate,  or  letters,  is  not  requisite. 

Distinguished  in  Talmage  v.  Chapel,  16  Mass.  71,  holding  that  an  administrator 
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may  maintain  debt  on  a  judgment  recovered  by  him  without  declaring  as  ad- 
ministrator. 
Probate  of  foreign  wills. 

Cited  in  Wallace  v.  Wallace,  3  N.  J.  Eq.  616,  holding  that  a  similar  statute 
providing  for  probate  of  foreign  wills  had  no  application  to  the  will  of  a  resi- 
dent; Olney  v.  Angell,  5R.I,  198,  73  A.  D.  62,  holding  that  a  foreign  probate 
has  no  force  except  by  comity  or  statute. 
Jurisdictional  grounds  for  administration. 

Cited  in  Hart  v.  Coltrain,  19  Wend.  378,  holding  that  realty  within  the  state 
will  support  administration  of  a  nonresident's  estate;  Thompson  v.  Wilson,  2 
N.  H.  291,  holding  that  debts  due  on  a  simple  contract  are  assets  where  the 
debtor  lives;  Neal  v.  Bartleson,  65  Tex.  478,  holding  that  the  county  in  which  a 
minor  had  property  was  the  place  for  appointment  of  a  guardian  the  minor 
being  nonresident;  Partee  v.  Kortrecht,  54  Miss.  66,  holding  that  to  the  effect 
that  equity  will  grant  letters  of  administration  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice 
though  the  case  does  not  fall  within  the  statute. 

—  Assets  not  within  state  at  time  of  death. 

Cited  in  Turner  v.  Campbell,  124  Mo.  App.  133,  101  S.  W.  119,  holding  that 
property  brought  into  the  state  by  a  trustee  of  the  estate  after  death  of  decedent 
was  assets  sustaining  jurisdiction  to  administer;  Pinney  v.  McGregory,  102  Mass. 
186,  holding  that  a  debt  owing  by  one  who  came  into  the  state  after  decedent's 
death  suffices  as  assets. 

Cited  in  note  in  5  E.  R.  C.  763,  on  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  real  estate  or  im- 
movable property  of  courts  where  it  is  situated. 

Distinguished  in  Green  v.  Rugely,  23  Tex.  539,  holding  that  it  suffices  if  any 
unadministered  property  is  within  the  state  at  any  time  after  death  of  de- 
cedent. 

—  Priority  in  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Green  v.  Rugely,  23  Tex.  539,  holding  that  whichever  county  entitled 
to  take  jurisdiction  over  ancillary  assets  first  does  so  will  keep  it. 

3  AM.  DEC.  179,  PUTNAM  v.  WOOD,  3  MASS.  481. 
Warranty  in  contract  of  affreightment. 

Cited  in  The  Caledonia,  157  U.  S.  124,  39  L.  ed.  644,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  537, 
holding  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  is  absolute  and  covers  latent  defects; 
The  Lillie  Hamilton,  18  Fed.  327,  holding  that  on  contract  of  affreightment  the 
owner  insures  against  all  but  excepted  perils;  Tebo  v.  Jordan,  67  Hun,  392,  22 
N.  Y.  Supp.  156;  The  Georg  Dumois,  88  Fed.  537;  Work  v.  Leathers,  97  U.  S. 
379,  24  L.  ed.  1012  (affirming  1  Woods,  271,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,415),— applying 
same  rule  to  charter  party;  Wilson  v.  Cross,  33  Cal.  60,  holding  an  implied  war- 
ranty as  to  seaworthiness  except  for  act  of  God  and  the  public  enemies;  Cheraw 
&  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Broadnax.  109  Pa.  432,  58  A.  R.  733,  1  Atl.  228,  16  W.  N.  C. 
529,  42  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  522,  hfclding  that  the  owner  does  not  impliedly  warrant 
the  fitness  of  a  vessel  in  a  contract  of  affreightment  but  only  that  it  is  tight; 
Pendleton  v.  Kinsley.  3  Cliff.  416,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,922,  on  owners  of  ship  as 
insurers  of  the  seaworthiness. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  5  A.  D.  400,  on  carrier's  duty  to  have  vessel  sea- 
worthy. 

Cited  in  notes  in  4  E.  R.  C.  723,  724,  on  implied  warranty  in  contract  of  af- 
freightment that  ship  is  sufficient  for  the  voyage;  5  E.  R.  C.  272,  on  duty  of 
carrier  by  water  to  provide  a  vessel  sufficient  for  the  voyage;  5  E.  R.  C.  273.  on 
contract  of  affreightment  as  implied  contract  of  seaworthiness  of  vessel. 
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—  Conditions  not  known  or  occurring  during  voyage. 

Cited  in  The  Gentleman,  Olcott,  110,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,324,  holding  warranty 
broken  by  leaving  port  of  lading  and  return  with  crew  incapacitated  by  disease; 
The  Giles  Loring,  48  Fed.  463,  holding  owner  liable  on  charter  party  where 
vessel  was  loaded  above  copper  sheathing  so  that  worms  damaged  hull ;  Howard  v. 
Orient  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  2  Robt.  539,  holding  an  insurer  discharged  for  loss  occa- 
sioned by  the  gross  or  culpable  negligence  of  master  in  leaving  an  intermediate 
port  in  an  unseaworthy  condition;  Stone  v.  The  Relampago,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,486,  holding  that  on  breaking  up  of  a  voyage  because  of  wreck  due  to  un- 
seaworthiness a  passenger  may  treat  the  contract  as  void  ab  initio. 

—  As  to  ability  to  receive  cargo. 

Distinguished  in  Weston  v.  Minot,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  437,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,453, 
holding  owner  not  bound  to  take  on  board  a  sound  vessel  more  weight  than  capac- 
ity in  order  to  fill  her  hold. 
Presumption  as  to  seaworthiness. 

Cited  in  Swenson  v.  Snare  &  T.  Co.  145  Fed.  727,  holding  evidence  insuffi- 
cient within  rule  that  defects  developed  without  apparent  cause  are  presumed  to 
exist  when  the  service  began. 
Duty  of  owner  as  to  repairs. 

Cited  in  Parker  v.  Gilliam,  23  N.  C.    (1  Ired.  L.)    545,  holding  there  is  an 
implied  agreement  to  keep  the  vessel  in  repair. 
Act  of  God  as  a  discharge  of  a  carrier's  liability. 

Cited  in  Berry  v.  Cooper,  28  Ga.  543,  holding  that  a  carrier  is  discharged  prima 
facie  by  proof  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by  an  act  of  God. 
Charterer  as  owner. 

Cited  in  Reed  v.  United  States,  11  Wall.  591,  20  L.  ed.  220  (affirming  7  Ct.  CI. 
195),  holding  an  order  by  United  States  to  the  owners  during  war  to  prepare 
for  a  voyage  under  pain  of  impressment  does  not  change  the  ownership  upon  the 
sailing  of  the  ship  with  its  own  crew  and  that  owner  was  liable  for  wages. 

3  AM.  DEC.  182,  GORE  v.  BRAZIER,  3  MASS.  523. 
Damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  Cecconi  v.  Rodden,  147  Mass.  164,  16  N.  E.  749;  Norton  v.  Babcock, 
2  Met.  510, — holding  as  a  general  rule  that  the  measure  of  damages  in  action  on  a 
covenant  of  warranty  is  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  eviction;  Bigelow 
v.  Jones,  4  Mass.  512,  holding  to  the  same  measure  with  interest  until  the  time 
of  assessment  of  damages;  Hardy  v.  Nelson,  27  Me.  525,  holding  the  same  with 
interest  and  costs  of  suit;  Ware  v.  Weathnall,  2  M'Cord,  L.  413,  holding  that 
the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  warranty  of  title  to  either  real  or  per- 
sonal property  is  the  purchase  money  and  interest;  Furnas  v.  Durgin,  119  Mass. 
500,  20  A.  R.  341,  holding  that  the  measure  of  damages  upon  the  eviction  by  a 
mortgagee  is  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  interest  if  that  is  less  than 
the  full  value  of  the  estate;  Sutton  v.  Page,  4  Tex.  142,  on  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages fop  breach  of  the  covenant  of  warranty;  Semple  v.  Whorton,  68  Wis.  626, 
32  N.  W.  690  (dissenting  opinion),  on  damages  for  breach  of  the  covenant.    x 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  16  A.  D.  108,  on  damages  for  breach  of  war- 
ranty; 6  A.  D.  645,  on  measure  of  damages  on  breach  of  contract  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  notes  in  5  A.  D.  101,  on  measure  of  damages;  1  A.  D.  9,  on  damages 
for  breach  of  covenant;  24  A.  S.  R.  267,  on  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of 
warranty  of  title. 

Distinguished  in  Blackwell  v.  Board  of  Justices,  2  Blackf.  143;  Foley  v.  Mc- 
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Keegan,  4  Iowa,  1,  66  A.  D.  107, — holding  that  damages  for  breach  of  contract 
to  convey  are  limited  to  purchase  money  and  interest  in  the  absence  of  fraud. 
,  Disapproved  in  Baldwin  v.  Munn,  2  Wend.  399,  20  A.  D.  627 ;  Kinney  v.  Watts* 
14  Wend.  38;  Willson  v.  Willson,  25  N.  H.  229,  57  A.  D.  320,— holding  that 
damages  cannot  exceed  the  amount  of  the  consideration  and  interest  with  the  costs 
of  suit;  Threlkeld  v.  Fitzhugh,  2  Leigh,  451,  holding  that  the  measure  is  the 
purchase  money  with  interest  and  costs  of  suit;  Dimmick  v.  Lock  wood,  10  Wend. 
142,  to  the  same  effect;  Taylor  v.  Holter,  1  Mont.  688,  holding  that  the  measure 
of  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty  is  the  value  of  the  property  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance,  plus  interest  and  costs  of  suit. 
What  constitutes  a  breach  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  Ferriss  v.  Harshea,  Mart.  A  Y.  47,  17  A.  D.  782;  Mitchell  v.  Warner, 
i  Conn.  497, — holding  eviction  essential  to  a  breach  of  warranty;  Crutcher  v. 
•Stump,  5  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  100,  holdiug  that  eviction  must  be  alleged  in  suing  on 
warranty;  Carter  v.  Denman,  23  N.  J.  L.  260,  holding  that  a  partial  ouster  is  an 
eviction  within  the  rule;  Glenn  v.  Thistle,  23  Miss.  42,  holding  a  covenant  ot 
warranty  to  land  belonging  to  the  United  States  is  broken  upon  a  conveyance  by 
the  government. 
—  Levy  of  execution  as  eviction. 

Cited  in  Webber  v.  Webber,  6  Me.  127 ;  Bigelow  v.  Jones,  4  Mass.  512, — holding 
that  the  delivery  of  seisin  by  the  sheriff  to  the  creditor  in  satisfaction  of  his 
execution  is  a  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty. 
Personal  action  on  covenant  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  Townsend  v.  Morris,  6  Cow.  123,  upholding  the  right  to  maintain  a 
personal  action  on  covenant  of  warranty;  Caldwell  v.  Kirkpatrick,  6  Ala.  60, 
41  A.  D.  36,  on  same  point;  Leary  v.  Durham,  4  Ga.  593;  Allison  v.  Allison,  1 
Yerg.  16, — arguing  that  a  personal  action  might  have  been  maintained  on  a  real 
covenant  of  warranty  in  England  at  common  law. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  26  A.  D.  322,  on  personal  nature  of  covenant  of 
warranty. 
Fraud  as  affecting  purchaser  without  notice. 

Cited  in  George  v.  Kimball,  24  Pick.  234,  holding  that  a  purchaser  without  no- 
tice from  a  fraudulent  grantee  takes  the  estate  purged  of  the  fraud;  Bean  ▼• 
Smith,  2  Mason,  252,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,174,  holding  the  same  as  to  a  bona  Ude  pur- 
chaser from  a  grantee  in  fraud  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  8  A.  D.  146,  on  rights  of  bona  fide  purchaser  from  one 
purchasing  with  knowledge  of  prior  unrecorded  deed. 

Cited  in  note  in  67  L.R.A.  872,  on  effect  as  to  creditors  on  legal  title  of  con- 
veyance of  land  in  fraud  of  creditors. 
Levy  of  execution  as  a  disseisin  of  the  debtor. 

Cited  in  Ladd  v.  Wiggin,  35  N.  H.  421,  69  A.  D.  551,  holding  that  the  return 
of  a  levy  of  an  execution  upon  real  estate  is  conclusive  between  the  parties  to  pass 
title;  Nickerson  v.  Whittier,  20  Me.  223;  Munroe  v.  Luke,  1  Met.  459, — holding 
that  the  levy  of  an  execution  vests  an  actual  seisin  and  possession  in  the  creditor 
from  the  time  of  delivery  of  seisin  by  the  sheriff;  Clapp  v.  Union  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  27  N.  H.  143,  holding  such  a  creditor  the  owner  for  the  purposes  of  insur- 
ance; Drew  v.  Munsey,  Smith  (N.  H.)  317,  holding  that  a  widow  is  dowable  in 
lands  acquired  by  the  husband  by  the  levy  of  an  execution  during  coverture; 
Kidder  v.  Orcutt,  40  Me.  589,  holding  that  the  interest  acquired  by  a  judgment 
creditor  in  his  levy  upon  land  is  not  attachable  during  the  year  allowed  by  law 
lor  its  redemption. 

Distinguished  in  Blood  v.  Wood,  1  Met.  528;  Cushman  v.  Carpenter,  8  Cush. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


287  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  [182 

388;  Larcom  v.  Cheever,  16  Pick.  260, — holding  that  the  possession  of  the  creditor 
will  not  operate  as  a  disseisin  where  the  levy  and  return  were  upon  lands  not 
liable  by  law  to  the  extent;  Cundiff  v.  Teague,  46  Tex.  475,  holding  by  virtue  of 
different  statute  that  the  levy  of  an  execution  is  not  a  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment nor  a  disseisin  of  the  debtor. 

Right  of  creditor  in  possession  under  levy  of  execution  to  maintain  real 
action. 

Cited  in  Woodman  v.  Bodfish,  25  Me.  317,  holding  that  a  creditor  whose  exe- 
cution is  legally  extended  upon  the  land  and  duly  returned  and  recorded  can  main- 
tain trespass  or  writ  of  entry;  Cressy  v.  Sawyer,  18  N.  H.  95,  holding  that  an 
execution  creditor  in  possession  may  maintain  trespass;  Morse  v.  Goddard,  13  Met. 
177,  46  A.  D.  728,  on  same  point;  Baker  v.  Cooper,  57  Me.  388,  holding  that  such 
a  creditor  may  maintain  forcible  entry  and  detainer  against  the  execution 
debtor;  Lyford  v.  Dunn,  32  N.  H.  81,  holding  that  such  a  creditor  may  maintain 
partition  against  a  stranger  in  possession  of  an  individed  part;  Abbott  v. 
Sturtevant,  30  Me.  40,  holding  that  a  purchaser  at  an  attachment  sale  of  an 
equity  of  redemption  can  maintain  trespass  against  a  subsequent  grantee  from 
the  debtor. 
Creditor's  lien  as  against  heirs  and  alienees. 

Cited  in  McCoy  v.  Morrow,  18  111.  519,  68  A.  D.  578;  Bigelow  v.  Jones,  4  Mass. 
512;  Griswold  v.  Bigelow,  6  Conn.  258, — holding  that  a  creditor  has  a  lien  on  the 
lands  of  his  deceased  debtor  after  distribution  and  alienation  to  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser unless  lost  by  laches  or  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time ;  Vansyckle.  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 13  111.  171,  holding  that  land  descends  to  an  heir  under  the  same  condi- 
tions; State  ex  rel.  Dana  v.  Probate  Court,  40  Minn.  296,  41  N.  W.  1033; 
Langworthy  v.  Baker,  23  111.  484, — holding  that  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time 
will  defeat  the  lien  of  a  creditor  on  the  real  estate  of  an  intestate;  Hatch  v. 
Kelly,  63  N.  H.  29,  refusing  to  license  a  sale  of  real  estate  where  the  creditors 
had  been  guilty  of  laches;  Tracy  v.  Strassel,  191  Mass.  187,  77  N.  E.  700,  holding 
that  real  estate  in  the  hands  of  an  alienee  from  the  feeir  or  devisee  js  subject  to 
the  levy  on  a  creditor's  judgment  against  an  executor  or  administrator;  Stiver 
v.  Stiver.  8  Ohio,  217,  holding  that  a  purchaser  of  lands  takes  subject  to  a  trust 
for  a  decedent  of  which  he  had  notice;  Wooster  v.  Hunts  Lyman  Iron  Co.  38 
Conn.  256,  holding  that  a  sale  by  creditor's  administration  twenty  years  after  the 
decedent's  death,  by  virtue  of  legislative  resolution  will  not  pass  title  against 
alienees  of  the  heirs  where  the  statutory  time  for  creditor's  administration  was 
seven  years;  Hall  v.  Brewer,  40  Ark.  433,  on  the  enforcement  of  the  rights  of 
creditors  against  lands  in  the  hands  of  alienees  of  the  heirs. 

Distinguished  in  Jones  v.  Wightman,  2  Hill,  L.  579,  holding  under  statute  that 
land  and  chattels  are  subject  to  the  debts  while  in  the  hands  of  representatives 
but  not  after  partition  or  alienation  by  heirs;  Den  ex  dem.  Warrick  v.  Hunt, 
11  N.  J.  L.  1,  holding  under  statute  that  conveyance  by  a  representative  will 
not  be  protected  against  an  earlier  grantee  from  the  heirs. 
—  Time  for  resort  to  decedent's  lands. 

Cited  in  Liddel  v.  McVickar,  11  N.  J.  L.  44,  19  A.  R.  369,  holding  seasonable- 
ness  of  application  to  sell  real  estate  to  pay  debts  is  addressed  to  the  discretion 
of  the  court  according  to  the  circumstances  of  each  case;  Ricard  v.  Williams, 
7  Wheat.  59,  5  L.  ed.  398,  holding  administrator's  power  to  sell  is  not  within 
the  statute  of  limitations  but  must  be  exercised  by  analogy  within  the  same  time. 

Distinguished  in  Mooers  v.  White,  6  Johns.  Ch.  360,  holding  one  year  after  ap- 
pointment of  executor,  a  reasonable  time  in  the  absence  of  particular  circum- 
stances. 
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Disapproved  in  Westbrook  v.  Munger,  61  Miss.  320,  holding  that  no  delay  short 
of  that  fixed  by  the  statute  of  limitations  will  bar  enforcement  of  claim. 
—  Lien  as  affected  by  giving  bond  to  pay  debts  and  legacies. 

Cited  in  Clough  v.  Elliott,  23  N.  H.  182,  to  the  point  that  a  devise  of  land  is 
subject  to  a  charge  under  a  will  though  a  bond  is  given;  Robinson  v.  Leavitt,  7 
N.  H.  73,  holding  that  a  bond  by  the  heirs  to  secure  the  payment  of  debts  operates 
to  discharge  the  lien  of  creditors  on  real  estate;  Collins  v.  Collins,  140  Mass.  502, 
5  X.  E.  632;  Jones  v.  Richardson,  5  Met.  247;  Lafferty  v.  People's  Sav.  Bank, 
76  Mich.  35,  43  N.  W.  34;  Pym  v.  Pym,  118  Wis.  662,  96  N.  W.  429,— holding 
that  under  a  similar  statute  that  a  bond  given  by  a  residuary  legatee  who  is 
also  executor  is  merely  collateral  and  not  a  discharge  of  the  lien  on  land  for  the 
payment  of  debts  and  legacies;  Thayer  v.  Winchester,  133  Mass.  447,  refusing  to 
sustain  grant  of  license  to  sell  real  estate  where  bond  was  given  to  secure  the 
.  payment  of  debts  and  legacies. 

Disapproved  in  Batchelder  v.  Russell,  10  N.  H.  39,  holding  that  such  a  bond 
operates  to  discharge  the  lien  on  real  estate. 
Method  of  subjecting  land  to  the  payment  of  debts  of  a  decedent. 

Cited  in  Tracy  v.  Strassel,  191  Mass.  187,  77  N.  E.  700,  holding  under  statute 
that  real  estate  may  be  subjected  either  by  a  license  to  sell  or  the  levy  of  an  exe- 
cution on  a  creditor's  judgment. 

Distinguished  in  Davis  v.  Vansands,  45  Conn.  600,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,655,  holding 
by  statute  that  land  in  the  possession  of  an  heir  is  subjected  to  the  payment  of 
debts  by  means  of  an  order  of  the  probate  court. 

Claim  of  heir  or  alienee  for  improvements  and  increase  of  value  npon 
assignment  of  dower. 

Cited  in  Powell  v.  Monson  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  3  Mason,  347,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,356; 
Green  v.  Tennant,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  336;  Boyd  v.  Carlton,  69  Me.  200,  31  A.  R.  268; 
Dunseth  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  6  Ohio,  76;  Thompson  v.  Morrow,  5  Serg.  A 
R.  289,  9  A.  D.  358;  Davis  v.  Hutton,  127  Ind.  481,  26  N.  E.  187,— holding  that 
dower  is  assigned  according  to  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  excluding 
the  increase  by  reason  of  improvements  by  the  alienees  and  including  increase 
from  general  causes ;  Price  v.  Hobbs,  47  Md.  359,  holding  that  a  widow  is  endowed 
against  the  heir  according  to  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  while  an 
alienee  deducts  for  improvements;  Wooldridge  v.  Wilkins,  3  How.  (Miss.)  360, 
holding  that  dower  is  assigned  according  to  the  value  at  the  time  of  alienation; 
Barney  v.  Frowner,  9  Ala.  901,  holding  the  same,  but  not  deciding  as  to  the  in- 
crease of  value  from  causes  other  than  improvements  by  the  alienee;  Allen  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 8  Ohio,  418  (dissenting  opinion),  on  endowment  of  a  widow  in  lands  aliened 
by  her  husband  according  to  the  value  at  time  of  alienation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  9  A.  D.  364,  on  dower  in  aliened  lands ;  39  A.  S.  R.  36,  37, 
on  assignment  of  dower  out  of  lands  which  husband  had  alienated. 
Liability  of  tenant  by  elegit  for  mesne  profits. 

Distinguished  in  Cummings  v.  Allen,  33  N.  H.  19*4,  holding  that  upon  redemption 
the  judgment  creditor  is  not  liable  for  mesne  profits  received  while  in  possession 
the  estate  being  unlike  that  of  a  tenant  by  elegit. 
Literal  or  effectual  construction  of  statute. 

Cited  in  Sisters  of  Charity  v.  Detroit,  9  Mich.  94,  holding  that  statutes  are 
construed  to  effect  the  true  intent  of  the  makers  and  not  technically  unless  8«c" 
is  the  apparent  meaning;  Fort  v.  Burch,  6  Barb.  60,  holding  that  statutes  should 
be  construed  to  have  a  reasonable  effect  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  *  e 
makers;  Baker  v.  Blodget,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  342,  holding  that  statute  relating  to  ap 
peals  was  not  to  be  taken  literally;  Conn.  v.  Chadwick,  17  Fla.  428,  on  tbe  ****' 
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struction  of  statutes  to  avoid  absurdities;  Buffham  v.  Racine,  26  Wis.  449  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  duty  to  follow  plain  meaning  of  statute  despite  inconvenience. 

S  AM.  DEC.   185,  LARNED  ▼.  BTJFFINTON,  S  MASS.  546. 
Standing  or  condition  in  life  as  affecting  damages  for  defamation. 

Cited  in  Bennett  v.  Hyde,  6  Conn.  24;  Karney  v.  Paisley,  13  Iowa,  89, — 
holding  that  the  condition  in  life  of  a  defendant  may  be  shown  in  aggravation 
■of  damages  by  the  plaintiff  and  in  mitigation  by  the  defendant;  Buford  v. 
M'Luny,  1  Nott.  &  M'C.  268  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  inadmissibility  of  such 
testimony;  M'Almont  v.  M'Clelland,  14  Serg.  &  R.  359,  holding  that  the  condition 
■of  both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  may  be  shown;  Press  Pub.  Co.  v.  McDonald, 
26  L.R.A.  531,  11  C.  C.  A.  155,  26  U.  S.  App.  167,  63  Fed.  238,  holding  that  the 
•condition  in  life  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a  libel  suit  may  be  shown  to  enhance  the 
damages;  Clements  v.  Maloney,  55  Mo.  352,  holding  that  the  jury  should  con- 
sider the  financial  condition  of  the  plaintiff,  his  family  and  all  the  circum- 
stances which  give  character  to  the  injury;  Palmer  v.  Haskins,  28  Barb.  90, 
holding  that  evidence  of  wealth  of  the  defendant  in  Blander  or  libel  is  pertinent 
only  so  far  as  it  goes  to  show  rank  and  influence  in  society;  Gilman  v.  Lowell, 
S  Wend.  573,  24  A.  D.  96,  on  standing  of  plaintiff  as  affecting  damages. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  24  A.  D.  104,  on  evidence  in  mitigation  under  general 
issue;  4  A.  D.  669,  on  evidence  in  action  for  slander;  24  A.  D.  105,  on  evidence 
of  plaintiff's  character,  rank,  and  condition;  33  A.  R.  378,  on  admissibility  of 
evidence  of  pecuniary  standing  of  defendant  in  action  for  slander. 

Cited  in  note  in  67  A.  D.  568,  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  plaintiff's 
pecuniary  circumstances  in  action  for  slander  or  libel. 

Doubted  in  Perrine  v.  Winter,  73  Iowa,  645,  35  N.  W.  679,  on  admissibility  of 
-condition  and  pecuniary  circumstances  of  a  defendant  in  a  slander  action  in 
aggravation. 

Disapproved  in  Gandy  v.  Humphries,  35  Ala.  617,  holding  in  slander  that  the 
plaintiff's  rank  in  life  cannot  be  shown  to  enhance  the  damages. 

—  Family  connections  as  relevant  to  damages. 

Cited  in  Washington  Times  Co.  v.  Downey,  26  App.  D.  C.  258,  holding  the  fact 
that  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  libel  had  no  parents  living,  admissible  on  the 
question  of  mental  suffering  as  an  element  of  damages;  Barnes  v.  Campbell.  60 
N.  H.  27,  holding  that  evidence  that  plaintiff  had  a  wife  and  child  is  admissible 
on  the  question  of  damages  in  case  for  a  libel  charging  the  plaintiff  with  being 
a  thief. 
Nature  of  damages  for  slander. 

Cited  in  Pegram  v.  Stortz,  31  W.  Va.  220,  6  S.  E.  485,  holding  that  augmented 
or  diminished  damages  because  of  relative  wealth  of  parties  is  really  compensation; 
Frink  v.  Coe,  4  G.  Greeno,  555.  61  A.  D.  141,  on  the  punitive  element  in  damages. 

—  Passion  or  anger  as  mitigation  of  slander. 

Cited  in  Ranger  v.  Goodrich,  17  Wis.  79,  holding  that  circumstances  of  heat 
and  passion  may  be  shown  in  mitigation;  McClintock  v.  Crick,  4  Iowa,  453; 
Jauch  v.  Jauch,  50  Ind.  135,  19  A.  R.  699, — holding  that  all  the  immediate  cir- 
cumstances under  which  slanderous  words  were  spoken  may  be  shown  where  it 
is  alleged  that  they  were  spoken  in  heat  of  passion;  Miles  v.  Harrington,  8  Kan. 
425,  holding  that  heat  and  passion  may  go  in  mitigation  but  not  as  a  justifica- 
tion of  words  actionable  per  se;  McKee  v.  Ingalls,  5  111.  30,  holding  words  spoken 
through  mere  heat  and  passion  not  actionable. 

—  General  character  of  plaintiff  in  mitigation. 

Cited  in  Campbell  v.  Campbell,  54  Wis.  90,  11  N.  W.  456;  Buford  v.  M'Luny, 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 19. 
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1  Nott.  &  M'C.  268;  Waters  v.  Jones,  3  Port.  (Ala.)  442,  20  A.  D.  261,— holding 
that  evidence  of  the  general  character  of  the  plaintiff  is  admissible  in  mitigation 
of  damages  by  either  party;  Dewit  v,  Greenfield,  5  Ohio,  225;  Waples  v.  Burton, 

2  Harr.  (Del.)  446, — holding  evidence  of  plaintiff's  general  bad  character  ad* 
missible  under  general  issue  in'  slander  though  a  plea  of  justification  was  also 
filed;  M'Nutt  v.  Young,  8  Leigh,  542;  King  v.  Root,  4  Wend.  113,  21  A.  D.  102 
(dissenting  opinion), — on  same  point;  Stone  v.  Varney,  7  Met.  86,  39  A.  D.  762, 
holding  same;  Knapp  v.  Campbell,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  199,  36  S.  W.  765,  holding 
that  proof  of  actual  bad  character  of  plaintiff  in  the  direction  of  the  charges 
made  is  admissible  in  mitigation;  Paddock  v.  Salisbury,  2  Cow.  811,  holding  that 
evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  general  bad  character  is  admissible  under  the  general 
issue  in  slander  for  charging  the  plaintiff  with  felony.. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  A.  D.  499,  on  admissibility  of  proof  of  plaintiff's  general 
bad  reputation  to  mitigate  damages  for  slander. 

Criticized  in  Sickra  v.  Small,  87  Me.  493,  47  A.  S.  R.  344,  33  At\.  9,  on  admissi- 
bility of  general  bad  reputation  as  mitigating  damages,  but  not  as  evidence  in 
justification. 

—  Admissibility  of  mitigating  circumstances  after  plea  of  justification. 
Cited  in  Morehead  v.  Jones,  2  B.  Mon.  210,  36  A.  D.  600,  holding  that  a  defend- 
ant in  libel  who  fails  to  prove  a  plea  of  justification  may,  nevertheless,  offer  evi- 
dence in  mitigation  of  damages;  Doss  v.  Jones,  5  How.  (Miss.)   158,  on  contrary 
proposition. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  36  A.  D.  569,  on  evidence  in  mitigation  when  justi- 
fication pleaded  in  slander. 

Criticized  in  Alderman  v.  French,  1  Pick.  1,  11  A.  D.  114,  holding  palliatory 
circumstances  inadmissible  in  mitigation  after  a  plea  of  justification;  Root  v. 
King,  7  Cow.  613,  holding  same  of  public  report  supporting  charge. 
Admissibility  of  corroborative  rumor  in  slander. 

Cited  in  Kelley  v.  Dillon,  5  Ind.  426,  holding  that  slanderous  words  are  not 
made  innoxious  by  being  ascribed  to  rumor  or  report  unless  the  actual  source 
of  such  rumor  be  given;  Young  v.  Bennett,  5  111.  43,  holding  that  evidence  of 
rumor  that  plaintiff  had  stolen  from  the  defendant  is  inadmissible  in  mitigation 
under  general  issue  in  slander  for  charging  the  plaintiff  with  stealing;  Sanders 
v.  Johnson,  6  Blackf.  50,  36  A.  D.  564,  holding  prior  reports  charging  the  plain- 
tiff with  the  crime  imputed  to  him  by  the  defendant  inadmissible  in  justification 
where  there  was  no  offer  to  prove  their  effect  on  his  character;  Gilman  v.  Lowell, 
8  Wend.  573,  24  A.  D.  96.  holding  rumor  of  truth  of  charges  proper  mitigation. 

Distinguished  in  Wolcott  v.  Hall,  6  Mass.  514,  4  A.  D.  173,  holding  that  evi- 
dence of  particular  reports  injurious  to  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  given  under  a 
plea  of  justification  in  slander. 
Evidence  of  malice  in  slander.. 

Cited  in  McKee  v.  Ingalls,  5  111.  30,  holding  malice  inferable  from  speaking 
actionable  words. 

—  Failure  to  establish  plea  of  justification. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Stetson,  15  Mass.  48,  holding  that  a  plea  of  justification  in 
slander  becomes  evidence  of  malice  if  not  proved. 
Justification  as  admitting  words  spoken. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Stetson,  15  Mass.  48,  holding  that  a  plaintiff  is  not  bound 
to  prove  the  speaking  of  the  words  upon  trial  of  the  general  issue  in  slander  where 
there  was  also  a  plea  of  justification;  Doss  v.  Jones,  5  How.  (Miss.)  158,  on 
justification  as  admitting  slander. 
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3  AM.  DEC.  189.  COFFIN  v.  COFFIN,  4  MASS.  1. 
Privileged  official  statements  tending  to  defamation. 

Cited  as  a  leading  case  in  Kilbourn  v.  Thompson,  103  U.  S.  168,  26  L.  ed.  377, 
holding  that  the  freedom  of  speech  given  a  legislator  extends  to  every  act  result- 
ing from  the  nature  and  in  the  execution  of  the  office. 

Cited  in  Dunham  v.  Powers,  42  Vt.  1,  holding  that  a  petit  juror  while  acting 
in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  as  a  part  of  the  court  is  exempt  from  civil  responsi- 
bility for  what  he  says  in  the  jury  room  concerning  the  cause;  Woods  v.  Wiman, 
122  N.  Y.  445,  25  N.  E.  919,  holding  that  a  communication  to  a  governor  to*  in- 
fluence his  action  on  a  bill  is  not  privileged,  when  such  communication  contains 
defamatory  matter  and  is  unnecessarily  published  to  others;  McGaw  v.  Hamilton, 
184  Pa.  108,  63  A.  S.  R.  786,  28  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  263,  39  Atl.  4,  holding  that  a 
member  of  a  legislative  body  cannot  take  advantage  of  his  official  position  to  give 
expression  to  private  slanders  against  others;  State  ex  rel.  Benton  v.  Elder,  31 
Neb.  169,  10  L.R.A.  796,  47  N.  W.  710,  on  privileged  communications  as  respects 
libel  and  slander ;  Neuskey  v.  Mundt,  4  Phila.  Leg.  Gaz.  230,  holding  statement  by 
manager  of  park  on  refusing  admission  that  person  seeking  it  was  a  bank  robber 
and  burglar  privileged  unless  express  malice  shown. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  33  A.  D.  541,  on  privileged  communications. 
Immunity  from  liability  for  official  acts. 

Cited  in  Mayo  v.  Sample,  18  Iowa,  306,  holding  that  bona  fide  efforts  made  by 
public  officers  in  the  line  of  their  duty,  acting  upon  information  received  from 
others  and  without  malice,  are  justifiable  and  privileged. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  12  A.  D.  431,  as  to  liability  of  legislators  for  words 
spoken  in  debate. 
Measure  of  damages  in  slander  or  libel. 

Cited  in  note  in  72  A.  D.  427,  on  measure  of  damages  in  slander  or  libel. 
Exelusivenefis  of  legislative  power  over  members. 

Cited  in  Morril  v.  Haines,  2  N.  H.  246,  holding  that  the  legislature  as  to  their 
own  body  and  proceedings  are  judges  of  their  own  elections;  Peabody  v.  School 
Committee,  115  Mass.  383,  holding  that  the  decision  of  either  house  upon  the 
question  of  whether  any  person  is  or  is  not  entitled  to  a  seat  therein  cannot  be 
disputed  or  revised  by  any  court;  United  States  v.  Houston,  4  Cranch,  C.  C.  261, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,398,  holding  that  the  legislature  has  power  as  a  court  to  take 
cognizance  of  and  to  regulate  the  conduct  of  its  members  while  in  the  perform- 
ance of  their  duties;  Ex  parte  McCarthy,  29  Cal.  395,  holding  that  a  legislative 
body  hns  all  the  powers  and  privileges  which  are  necessary  to  the  proper  exercise 
in  all  respects,  of  its  appropriate  functions. 
Power  of  court  to  pass  on  acts  of  legislature. 

Cited  in  Merrill  v.  Sherburne,  1  N.  H.  199,  8  A.  D.  52,  holding  that  when  an  act. 
of  the  legislature  is  clearly  unconstitutional  it  is  the  right  and  duty" of  the  court 
to  declare  the  act  void. 
When  excessive  damages  ground  for  new  trial. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Mussey,  3  Me.  305,  holding  that  in  cases  of  tort  the  court 
will  not  set  aside  a  verdict  on  the  ground  of  excessive  damages,  unless  it  is 
manifest  the  jury  acted  intemperately  or  were  influenced  by  passion,  prejudice  or 
corruption;  Rand  v.  Redington,  13  N.  H.  72,  38  A.  D.  475;  Howard  v.  Grover, 
28  Me.  97.  48  A.  D.  478;  Belknap  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  49  N.  H.  358,— holding 
same  generally;  McNamara  v.  King,  7  111.  432;  McGehee  v.  Shafer,  9  Tex.  20; 
Aiken  v.  Bemis,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  348,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  109;  Allen  v.  Blunt,  2  Woodb.  & 
M.  121,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  217;  Gibson  v.  Cincinnati  Enquirer,  2  Flipp.  121,  Fed.    Cas. 
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No.  5,392 ;  Coleman  v.  Southwick,  9  Johns.  45, — holding  that  the  damages  must  be 
flagrantly  outrageous  and  extravagant  to  warrant  a  new  trial  on  that  ground; 
Clark  v.  Binney,  2  Pick.  113,  holding  that  recovery  must  be  enormous  to  justify 
it  in  an  action  of  slander;  New  Orleans,  J.  A  G.  N,  R.  Co.  v.  Hurst,  36  Miss. 
660,  74  A.  D.  785,  holding  that  great  care  should  be  used  before  the  verdict  is 
overthrown  on  the  ground  of  excessive  damages;  Walker  v.  Wilson,  8  Bosw.  586, 
holding  a  verdict  of  $400  not  excessive  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  entering  a 
party's  office  and  making  a  disturbance  and  a  violent  assault  upon  plaintiff's 
clerk;  Heath  v.  Hubbell,  6  Daly,  183,  setting  aside  a  verdict  of  $7,000  as  excessive 
in  an  action  of  slander  for  calling  a  party  a  perjurer  and  a  thief. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  D.  392,  on  propriety  of  granting  new  trial; 
38  A.  D.  106,  on  excessive  verdict  as  ground  for  new  trial. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  E.  R.  C.  460,  on  excessive  damages  as  ground  for  new  trial. 
Province  of  Jury. 

Cited  in  Wadsworth  v.  Treat,  43  Me.  163;  Croasdale  v.  Tantum,  6  Houst.  (Del.) 
60, — holding  that  the  jury  is  to  fix  the  amount  of  their  damages  according  to 
their  sound  discretion,  duly  weighing  all  the  circumstances;  Keener  v.  State, 
18  Ga.  194,  63  A.  D.  269,  holding  that  the  jury  must  find  the  conclusion  of  law 
upon  the  facts;  Com.  v.  Anthes,  5  Gray,  185  (dissenting  opinion)',  on  power  of 
court  over  decisions  of  jury;  Sparf  v.  United  States,  156  U.  S.  51,  39  L.  ed.  343, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  273  (dissenting  opinion),  on  conclusiveness  of  decision  of  jury 
on  question  for  their  decision. 

3  AM.  DEC.  206,  PUTNAM  v.  SUIiLIVAN,  4  MASS.  45. 

Demand  of  payment,  where  maker  of  note  has  left  state. 

Cited  in  Foster  v.  Julien,  24  N.  Y.  28,  80  A.  D.  320 ;  Taylor  v.  Snyder,  3  Denio, 
45,  45  A.  D.  457, — holding  that  where  the  maker  has  left  the  state  a  demand  at 
his  former  place  of  residence  will  hold  the  indorser;  Gillespie  v.  Hannahan,  4 
M'Cord,  L.  503,  holding  that  where  the  drawer  of  a  note  has  removed  to  a 
foreign  state,  the  holder  is  excused  from  making  demand,  to  charge  the  in- 
dorser. 

Cited  in  reference  in  6  A.  D.  547;  59  A.  D.  178,— on  necessity  for  demand  of 
payment  when  maker  absconds ;  37  A.  D.  456,  on  absconding  of  maker  of  note  as 
affecting  necessity  for  demand  to  hold  indorser. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  A.  D.  38,  on  absconding  of  maker  of  note  as  excusing  de- 
mand or  inquiry  for  him. 

Limited  in  Pierce  v.  Cate,   12  Cush.   190,  59  A.  D.   176,  holding  that  if  the 
maker  has  left  the  state,  the  holder  must  demand  payment  at  his  actual  or  last 
place  of  abode,  or  of  business  within  the  state. 
Necessity  of  demand  and  notice. 

Cited  in  Rhett  v.  Poe,  2  How.  457,  11  L.  ed.  338,  holding  that  where  drawer 
knows  that  bill  will  not  be  paid  he  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  nonpayment; 
Taylor  v.  Branch,  1  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  249,  23  A.  D.  293;  Roberts  v.  Mason,  1 
Ala.  373, — holding  that  to  charge  the  indorser  it  is  enough  that  due  diligence  is 
shown  to  have  been  used,  though  no  demand  was  made;  Barry  v.  Morse,  3  N.  H. 
132,  holding  parol  evidence  of  agreement  at  time  of  indorsing  note  in  blank 
that  indorser  should  be  liable  without  demand  and  notice. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  39  A.  D.  736,  on  maker's  waiver  of  demand. 

Distinguished  in  Packard  v.  Lyon,  5  Duer,  82,  holding  an  inquiry  by  a  bank 
having  note  for  collection,  of  its  officers,  and  in  the  directories  but  not  of  the 
holder  of  the  note,  does  not  show  due  diligence. 
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Absence  as  excuse  for  failure  to  tender  and  demand  performance. 

Cited  in  Tasker  v.  Bartlett,  5  Cush.  359,  holding  that  where  a  party  was,  on  a 
certain  contingency  to  make  a  conveyance,  a  readiness  to  tender  and  the  absence 
of  the  other  party  from  the  state  excused  the  party  from  any  further  offer  of 
performance. 
Implied  authority  to  nil  blanks. 

Cited  in  Chemung  Canal  Bank  v.  Bradner,  44  N.  Y.  680;  Smith  v.  Wyckoff, 
3  Sandf.  Ch.  77 ;  Davis  v.  Lee,  26  Miss.  505,  59  A.  D.  267,— holding  that  a  party 
signing  his  name  to  a  blank  bill  or  note,  and  delivering  it  to  another,  gives  to 
that  person  authority  to  fill  it  up  in  any  manner  consistent  with  the  character 
of  the  paper;  Androscoggin  Bank  v.  Kimball,  10  Cush.  373,  holding  same  of  one 
who  for  accommodation  signs  his  name  to  a  blank;  South  Berwick  v.  Huntress, 
53  Me.  89,  87  A.  D.  535,  holding  one  who  delivers  a  deed  containing  blanks  to  be 
filled  is-  necessary  to  perfect  the  deed,  is  considered  as  authorizing  that  the 
blanks  may  be  filled  in  after  he  has  executed  it ;  Kearnes  v.  Montgomery,  4  W.  Va. 
29,  holding  that  one  who  indorses  a  bond  in  blank  and  authorizes  either  an  abso- 
lute or  direct  promise  to  pay,  or  a  collateral  guarantee  to  be  written  over  his  in- 
dorsement; Page  v.  Pendergast,  2  N.  H.  233,  holding  a  note  valid  which  was  signed 
in  blank  to  be  filled  in  by  arbitrators  in  the  amount  awarded. 
—  Filling  for  unauthorized  purpose  as  forgery. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Kroeger,  47  Mo.  552,  holding  person  intrusted  by  city 
treasurer  with  blank  checks  to  be  filled  up  to  use  of  holders  of  city  warrants, 
guilty  of  forgery  in  filling  check  and  using  it  for  different  purpose;  People  v. 
Dickie,  62  Hun,  400,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  51,  holding  cashier  intrusted  by  employers 
with  checks  left  blank  as  to  date  and  amount,  to  be  filled  to  pay  future  bills 
of  specified  persons,  guilty  of  forgery  in  filling  one  and  obtaining  money  for  his 
own  purposes. 
Liability  of  signer  of  blank  instrument  as  to  bona  fide  takers. 

Cited  in  Ives  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  2  Allen,  236;  Roberts  v.  Adams,  8  Port.  (Ala.) 
297,  33  A.  D.  291 ;  Weirick  v.  Mahoning  County  Bank,  16  Ohio  St.  296,— holding 
it  defense  against  a  bona  fide  holder  that  the  person  to  whom  a  blank  signature 
was  given,  exceeded  his  authority  or  fraudulently  converted  the  paper;  Whit- 
more  v.  Nickerson,  125  Mass.  496,  28  A.  R.  257,  holding  one  who  indorsed  a 
note  in  blank  and  delivered  it  to  a  clerk  is  bound  by  the  act  of  the  clerk  in  de- 
livering the  note  in  excess  of  authority;  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  Y.  531, 
holding  party  bound  where  blank  was  filled  up  in  an  excessive  sum;  Brummel  v. 
Enders,  18  Gratt.  873,  holding  same  though  the  holder  knew  that  the  signature 
was  affixed  to  a  blank;  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Chardavoyne,  69  N.  J.  L.  256, 
101  A.  S.  R.  701,  55  Atl.  1080,  same  of  one  who  indorsed  in  blank  and  en- 
trusted note  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  discount  for  indorsees  benefit;  Wood- 
worth  v.  Bank  of  America,  19  Johns.  391,  same  where  the  indorser  for  accommo- 
dation delivered  note  back  to  the  maker  who  made  a  memorandum  as  to  place  of 
payment  on  the  margin;  Snyder  v.  Van  Doren,  46  Wis.  602,  32  A.  R.  739,  1  N. 
W.  285,  holding  same  as  to  note  for  accommodation  which  contained  blanks  for 
words,  making  it  joint  or  several  and  afterwards  signed  by  a  third  person  as 
a  joint  maker. 

Cited  in  notes  in  35  L.R.A.  467,  on  filling  blanks  in  note  as  affecting  bona  fide 
holders;  11  A.  S.  R.  316,  on  rights  of  bona  fide  holder  of  negotiable  instrument 
executed  in  blank  and  wrongfully  filled  up. 

Distinguished  in  Inge  v.  Branch  Bank,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  108,  holding  party  with 
actual  or  constructive  notice  of  the  agreement  or  conditions  attached  to  the  use  of 
the  blank  signature,  cannot  avail  himself  of  the  breach  of  the  agreement  or  condi- 
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tions;  Burson  v.  Huntington,  21  Mich.  415,  4  A.  R.  497,  holding  that  a  maker 
of  a  note  is  not  liable  on  a  stolen  note;  Shepard  &  M.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Eldridge, 
171  Mass.  516,  68  A.  S.  R.  446,  41  L.RJL  617,  51  N.  E.  9,  same  where  a 
check  is  stolen,  and  indorsement  forged  thereon;  Bank  of  Ohio  Valley  v.  Lock- 
wood,  13  W.  Va.  392,  31  A.  R.  768,  holding  that  as  to  notes  and  bills  fraudulently 
altered  in  material  particulars  by  third  persons  after  delivery  and  execution 
as  binding  contracts;  Goodman  v.  Eastman,  4  N.  H.  455,  holding  that  where  the 
amount  of  an  executed  note  is  changed  by  one  in  the  employ  of  the  maker, 
the  maker  is  not  liable. 
Liability  of  one  whose  signature  is  fraudulently  obtained. 

Cited  as  a  leading  case  in  De  Camp  v.  Hamma,  29  Ohio  St.  467,  holding  that  a 
party  guilty  of  no  negligence  in  ascertaining  the  character  of  the  instrument 
which  he  signed  is  not  liable  where  the  instrument  is  not  what  he  believed  he 
was  signing;  Dinsmore  v.  Stimbert,  12  Neb.  433,  11  N.  W.  872,  holding  that  such 
a  signer  must  not  be  guilty  of  any  neglect  in  signing. 

Cited  in  Gibbs  v.  Linabury,  22  Mich.  479,  7  A.  R.  675;  Walker  v.  Ebert,  29 
Wis.  194,  9  A.  R.  548, — holding  that  where  signature  is  procured  by  false  repre- 
sentations as  to  the  character  of  the  paper  itself,  without  negligence  or  of  inten- 
tion of  signing  such  a  paper,  the  instrument  is  void  even  in  the  hands  of  a  bona 
fide  holder;  Cline  v.  Guthrie,  42  Ind.  227,  13  A.  R.  357;  Smith  v.  Kirkland,  81  Ala. 
345,  1  So.  276, — holding  that  where  one  believes  he  is  signing  an  instrument  of 
one  character  when  in  fact  he  is  signing  an  entirely  different  one  the  instrument 
is  void;  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wayne  County  Sav.  Bank,  68  Mich.  116,  35  N. 
W.  853,  holding  same  of  assignment  of  an  insurance  policy  obtained  by  fraud; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Zeims,  93  Iowa,  140,  61  N.  W.  483,  holding  where  one  signed  an 
instrument  as  a  means  of  identification  without  intention  of  executing  a  contract 
and  the  blanks  were  so  filled  as  to  make  a  promissory  note,  the  note  is  void  in  all 
hands;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Smith,  55  N.  H.  593;  Mackey  v.  Peterson,  29  Minn. 
298,  43  A.  R.  211,  13  N.  W.  132;  Leach  v.  Nichols,  55  111.  273;  Montgomery  v. 
Scott,  9  S.  C.  N.  S.  20,  30  A  R.  1 ;  Nebeker  v.  Cutsinger,  48  Ind.  436. — hoi  ling  one 
who  is  negligent  in  ascertaining  the  character  of  the  instrument  <he  is  signing  is 
bound;  Freedley  v.  French,  154  Mass.  339,  28  N.  E.  272,  holding  party  not 
as  a  matter  of  law  negligent,  who  signs  a  paper  relying  upon  the  representations 
as  to  its  contents  and  effect  made  by  the  party  presenting  it  and  without  him- 
self examining  it;  Chapman  v.  Rose,  47  How.  Pr.  13,  holding  a  party  responsi- 
ble who  signed  a  paper  without  reading  it;  Bowers  v.  Thomas,  62  Wis.  480,  22 
N.  W.  710,  holding  question  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  maker  of  a 
note  was  negligent  in  signing  the  note  without  first  taking  proper  caution  to 
ascertain  what  was  the  exact  nature  of  the  paper;  Chapman  v.  Rose,  56  N.  Y. 
137,  15  A.  R.  401,  holding  signer  to  papers  which  proved  to  be  notes  bound  as 
against  bona  fide  indorsees;  Roe  v.  Jerome,  18  Conn.  138,  holding  that  a  bona 
fide  holder  of  a  bill  may  recover  on  an  acceptance  obtained  by  fraud ;  Douglass  v. 
Matting,  29  Iowa,  498,  4  A.  R.  238,  holding  that  where  one  intrusts  another  with 
the  preparation  of  instrument  who  fraudulently  induces  him  to  sign  a  different 
writing,  he  is  bound  as  against  a  bona  fide  holder. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  4  A.  R.  242,  on  liability  of  one  induced  to  indorse 
negotiable  paper  by  fraud. 

Distinguished  in  Nance  v.  Lary,  5  Ala.  370,  holding  one  who  wrote  his  name  on 
a  blank  piece  of  paper  which  he  cast  aside,  not  liable  to  holder  of  note  written 
thereon. 

Disapproved  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Johns,  22  W.  Va.  520,  46  A.  R.  506,  hold- 
ing that  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  an  instrument  may  recover  against  the  maker 
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although  the  maker  was  induced  by  fraud  to  sign  it,  not  intending  to  sign  a  note 
but  a  paper  of  an  entirely  different  character. 
Liability  of  maker  on  altered  instrument. 

Cited  in  Greenfield  Sav.  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  A.  R.  67,  holding 
that  one  who  signs  an  instrument  intending  nothing  more  to  be  added  is  not 
bound  as  to  added  matter  increasing  the  amount;  Garrard  v.  Haddan,  67  Pa. 
82,  5  A.  R.  412,  28  Phi  la.  Leg.  Int.  92,  holding  one  who  signed  a  note  leaving  a 
blank  space  between  the  amount  written  and  the  word  ''dollars"  which  after 
•delivery  was  raised,  was  liable  for  face  of  note  to  a  bona  fide  holder. 

Distinguished  in  Belknap  v.  National  Bank,  100  Mass.  376,  97  A.  D.  105,  hold- 
ing that  one  who  sends  checks  in  a  sealed   letter  by  a  clerk  not  liable  to  a 
bona  fide  holder  where  the  clerk  after  abstracting  them  from  the  latter  passed 
them  after  inserting  words  "or  bearer"  after  name  of  payee. 
Inability  of  maker  where  Instrument  has  been  fraudulently  obtained. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Graves,  107  Mass.  325,  9  A.  R.  38,  on  the  liability  of  the 
maker  of  a  negotiable  instrument  which  has  been  fraudulently  obtained;  Carusi 
v.  Savary,  6  App.  D.  C.  339,  holding  that  deed  placed  in  a  safe  deposit  box  to 
which  both  grantor  and  grantee  had  excess,  is  good  as  to  innocent  third  persons, 
where  grantee,  in  fraud  of  grantor  uses  deed  to  procure  a  loan. 

Cited  in  notes  in  41  A.  R.  607,  610,  on  liability  of  one  signing  instrument  in 
ignorance  of  its  contents;   36  L.R.A.  439,  on  fraud  in  obtaining  execution  of 
note  as  defense  against  bona  fide  holder. 
Defense  of  nondelivery  as  against  a  bona  fide  holder. 

Cited  in  Fearing  v.  Clark,  16  Gray,  74,  77  A.  D.  394,  holding  that  valid  de- 
livery can  be  made  by  any  person  to  whom  the  maker  has  given  the  note  in 
such  form  as  to  enable  him  to  hold  himself  out  as  absolute  owner;  McCormick 
Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  v.  McKee,  51  Mich.  426,  16  N.  W.  796,  holding  that  one 
who  delivers  a  note  to  a  person  to  be  delivered  or  held  according  to  instructions, 
is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  though  note  is  misapplied;  Greneaux  v.  Wheeler, 
6  Tex.  515,  holding  that  possessor  of  negotiable  paper  can  give  title  to  a  third 
person  receiving  it  bona  fide  and  for  a  valuable  consideration;  Deardorff  v.  Fores- 
man,  24  Ind.  481,  holding  that  where  a  surety  on  a  note  perfect  on  its  face 
delivers  it  to  the  maker  to  obtain  another  surety,  and  maker  delivers  instrument 
without  obtaining  the  other  surety,  it  will  bind  the  surety. 

Cited  in  note  in  125  A.  /5.  R.  809,  on  validity  of  negotiable  instruments  in  hands 
of  bona  fide  holder  when  lost  or  stolen  before  delivery. 
Rights  of  bona  fide  purchaser. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Johns,  22  W.  Va.  520,  46  A.  R.  506,  holding  that  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  for  value  before  maturity  is  not  affected  by  matters  between 
antecedent  parties;  Riley  v.  Gerrish,  9  Cush.  104,  holding  that  every  presump- 
tion is  to  be  made  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  a  promissory  note  in  the  hands  of 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice;  McCramer  v.  Thompson,  21  Iowa,  244,  on 
defenses  to  an  action  by  a  bona  fide  holder  of  negotiable  paper ;  McNeil  v.  Jordan, 
28  Kan.  7,  holding  bona  fide  mortgagee  from  fraudulent  grantee  is  protected. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  36  A.  D.  305,  on  rights  of  bona  fide  holders  of  notes. 
Effect  of  indorsement  of  negotiable  paper. 

Cited  in  Beal  v.  Alexander,  6  Tex.  531,  holding  that  the  indorser  of  a  negotiable 
instrument  contracts  that  the  instrument  itself  and  the  antecedent  signatures 
thereon  are  genuine. 
Liability  of  an  accommodation  indorser. 

Cited  in  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Jackson,  9  Leigh,  221,  holding  that  an  ac- 
commodation indorser  is  responsible  for  the  debt. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


3  AM.  DEC]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  29$ 

What  constitutes  forgery. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Sankey,  22  Pa.  390,  60  A.  D.  91,  holding  one  who  wrote  a 
note  payable  to  himself  for  $141  and  got  an  illiterate  man  to  sign  it  by  falsely 
and  fraudulent  representing  it  to  be  for  $41  only,  is  not  guilty  of  forgery. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Dickie,  10  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  123,  17  N.  Y.  Supp. 
51,  holding  that  one  who  fraudulently  fills  in  a  check  signed  in  blank  and  ob- 
tains money  thereon  is  guilty  of  forgery. 
Liability  of  principal  for  act  of  agent. 

Cited  in  Codington  v.  Mott,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  430,  82  A.  D.  258,  holding  that  the 
principal  is  liable  civilly  for  the  fraud  of  his  agent. 
Loss  as  between  innocent  persons. 

Cited  in  Herbert  v.  Huie,  1  Ala.  18,  34  A.  D.  755,  holding  that  one  of  two  in- 
nocent persons  must  sustain  a  loss,  who  is  most  in  fault;  Snyder  v.  Van  Doren, 
46  Wis.  602,  32  A.  R.  739,  1  N.  W.  285;  Michigan  Ins.  Co.  v.  Leavenworth,  30 
Vt.  11;  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18  Ala.  220;  Spitler  v.  James,  32  Ind.  202,  2A.R. 
334;  Weaver  v.  Marvel,  12  La.  Ann.  517;  Mariner's  Bank  v.  Abbott,  28  Me.  280; 
Abbott  v.  Rose,  62  Me.  194,  16  A.  R.  427;  Herrick  v.  Baldwin,  17  Minn.  209,  Gil 
183,  10  A.  R.  161;  Wade  v.  Withington,  1  Allen,  561;  Mussey  v.  Beecher,  3  Cush. 
511, — holding  that  wherever  one  of  two  innocent  persons  must  suffer  by  the  acts 
of  a  third  he  who  has  enabled  such  third  person  to  occasion  the  loss  must  sus- 
tain it;  North  River  Bank  v.  Aymar,  3  Hill,  262,  holding  that  he  who  puts  trust 
or  confidence  in  a  deceiver  must  lose  rather  than  a  stranger. 
Liability  of  one  who  misplaces  confidence. 

Cited  in  Cline  v.  Guthrie,  42  Ind.  227,  13  A.  R.  357,  to  the  point  that  where 
one  selects  some  person  to  do  some  act  for  him  he  is  bound  by  the  act  of  the 
trusted  person;  Shirts  v.  Overjohn,  60  Mo.  305,  holding  that  one  who  by  his  care- 
lessness or  undue  confidence  has  enabled  another  to  obtain  money  of  an  innocent 
person  shall  answer  the  loss ;  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  A.  S.  R.  353, 
24  Atl.  864,  holding  that  one  is  bound  by  the  fraudulent  use  of  his  signature 
by  the  party  intrusted  therewith,  as  against  an  innocent  holder. 
Days  of  grace  on  notes. 

Cited  in  Re  Brown,  2  Story,  502,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,985,  as  showing  that  days  of 
grace  were  allowed  upon  notes  payable  at  a  future  time. 

3  AM.  DEC.  210,  WALLIS  v.  WALLIS,  4  MASS.  135. 
Recovery  of  money  paid  where  consideration  fails. 

Cited  in  Bishop  v.  Little,  5  Me.  362,  holding  covenants  for  title  necessary  as 
basis  for  recovery  of  consideration;  Rawson  v.  Porter,  9  Me.  119,  holding  that 
money  understanding^  paid,  cannot  be  recovered  back,  although  without  con- 
sideration unless  there  was  some  mistake,  fraud,  or  imposition. 

Distinguished  in  Watkins  v.  Otis,  2  Pick.  88,  holding  that  money  paid  under 
duress  may  be  recovered. 
—  Right  of  action  on  deed  against  grantor. 

Cited  in  Baldwin  v.  Leroy,  Fed  Cas.  No.  800a,  holding  that  no  action  lies  in 
behalf  of  the  grantee  against  the  grantor  on  a  deed  of  real  estate  without  cove- 
nants. 
Conveyance  of  future  estates. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Watson  v.  McKenny,  3  Wend.  233,  20  A.  D.  690,  hold- 
ing that  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  founded  on  a  pecuniary  consideration  to  take 
effect  in  futuro  is  effectual;  Trafton  v.  Hawes,  102  Mass.  533,  3  A.  R.  494,  hold- 
ing that  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  is  invalid  to  create  a  future  interest  in  lands 
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of  the  grantor;  Derm  ex  dem.  Evans  v.  Gifford,  1  N.  J.  L.  197,  on  future  estates; 
Hawes  v.  Stebbins,  49  Cal.  369,  on  common  law  rule  that  an  estate  of  freehold 
cannot  be  granted  to  commence  in  futuro  without  the  creation  at  the  same  time  of 
a  particular  estate  which  vests  in  immediate  possession  in  some  other  person; 
Thornton  v.  Mulquinne,  12  Iowa,  549,  79  A.  D.  548,  on  conveyances  of  interest 
in  real  property  where  right  to  immediate  possession  is  not  transferred;  Perry 
v.  Cross,  132  Mass.  454,  holding  that  an  estate  may  be  conveyed  to  a  grantee, 
though  the  possession  and  full  enjoyment  may  not  take  effect  until  the  death  of 
the  grantor  or  a  life  or  lives  in  being. 

Cited  in  note  in  55  A.  D.  414,  on  invalidity  of  deed  of  freehold  to  commence 
in  futuro. 

Distinguished  in  Rogers  v.  Eagle  Fire  Co.  9  Wend.  611,  holding  that  a  free- 
hold in  futuro  may  be  created  by  a  bargain  and  sale  operating  under  the  statute 
of  uses;  Rogers  v.  Eagle  Fire  Co.  9  Wend.  611,  holding  that  case  decides  nothing 
more  than  that  by  common  law  conveyances,  a  freehold  estate  cannot  be  con- 
veyed in  futuro;  Wyman  v.  Brown,  50  Me.  139,  holding  that  the  court  did  not 
decide  that  a  freehold  to  commence  in  futuro  could  not  be  conveyed  by  a  deed  of 
bargain  and  sale;  Bell  v.  Scammon,  15  N.  H.  381,  41  A.  D.  706,  holding  that  a 
freehold  in  futuro  may  be  conveyed  by  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale. 
Future  conveyances  construed  as  covenants  to  stand  seised  to  uses. 

Cited  in  Shed  v.  Shed,  3  N.  H.  432,  holding  that  deed  seeming  to  convey  a 
freehold  in  futuro  may  operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised;  Ricker  v.  Brown, 
183  Mass.  424,  67  N.  E.  353,  holding  that  where  the  grantor  is  to  have  a  life 
estate  the  deed  may  take  effect  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised;  Jackson  ex  dem. 
Staats  v.  Staats,  11  Johns.  337,  6  A.  D.  376,  holding  a  deed  of  land  not  presently 
vested  was  good  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised;  French  v.  French,  3  N.  H.  234, 
holding  that  a  covenant  to  stand  seised  is  a  valid  conveyance. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  41  A.  D.  714,  as  to  when  covenant  to  stand  seised  is 
good  as  a  deed;  44  A.  D.  73,  on  what  construed  as  covenant  to  stand  seised  to 
future  use. 
Consideration  for  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  use. 

Cited  in  Brownell  v.  Briggs,  173  Mass.  529,  54  N.  E.  251;  Russell  v.  Switzer, 
63  Ga.  711;  French  v.  French,  3  N.  H.  234, — holding  that  if  a  consideration  of 
blood  appear  in  a  deed  it  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  uses, 
though  such  consideration  is  not  expressed;  Gault  v.  Hall,  26  Me.  561,  holding 
that  the  parties  to  the  deed  must  be  blood  relation,  that  a  conveyance  of  a 
future  estate  may  operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised;  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  22 
Wend.  140,  holding  prospective  marriage  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  such  a 
conveyance  to  intended  wife;  Caulk  v.  Fox,  13  Fla.  148,  holding  same  of  an  ante- 
nuptial settlement;  Wardwell  v.  Bassett,  8  R.  I.  302,  holding  that  an  instrument 
conveying  a  fee  subject  to  a  life  interest  in  the  grantor  where  the  relationship  of 
the  parties  furnishes  a  sufficient  consideration  is  to  be  construed  as  a  covenant  to 
stand  seised;  Shed  v.  Shed,  3  N.  H.  432,  holding  same  as  to  a  conveyance  by  the 
father  to  his  sons  with  a  reservation  of  a  use  of  the  land  to  himself  during  life; 
Brewer  v.  Hardy,  22  Pick.  376,  33  A.  D.  747,  holding  .same  as  to  a  deed  from  a 
father  to  a  daughter  reserving  a  life  estate  in  himself  and  also  to  his  wife  ex- 
pressing no  other  consideration  than  a  pecuniary  one;  Parker  v.  Nichols,  7  Pick. 
Ill,  same  where  the  grantor,  grandfather  of  the  grantee,  made  deed  purporting  to 
convey  a  freehold  in  futuro;  Barrett  v.  French,  1  Conn.  354,  6  A.  D.  241,  holding 
same  of  deed  by  mother  to  son  with  consent  of  father,  to  begin  after  death  of 
grantor;  Hayes  v.  Kershow,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  258,  holding  a  deed  to  A  and  B  to  hold 
to  the  use  of  A  during  her  life  and  after  her  death  to  the  use  of  her  two  children 
during  their  lives  and  the  survivor  of  them  with  remainder  to  the  grantor  and 
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his  heirs  and  assigns  is  a  good  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  the  uses  of  the  chil- 
dren of  A;  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  17  Ohio  St.  649,  to  the  point  that  uses  have 
been  allowed  to  be  raised  upon  a  valuable  consideration. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  8  A.  D.  367,  on  consideration  to  support  conveyance; 
33  A.  D.  749,  on  consideration  of  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  uses. 

Cited  in  note  in  3  A.  D.  211,  on  consanguinity  as  consideration  to  support 
conveyance  as  covenant  to  stand  seised. 
Operation  of  statute  of  uses  on  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  use. 

Cited  in  Ingram  v.  Porter,  4  M'Cord,  L.  198,  holding  that  where  the  grantor  con- 
veys an  interest  reserving  a  use,  the  statute  of  uses  converts  the  use  into  posses- 
sion and  grantor  holds  for  grantee;  Rollins  v.  Riley,  44  N.  H.  9,  holding  that  a 
covenant  to  stand  seised  to  uses  is  executed  by  the  statute  of  uses. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1154,  on  statute  of  uses  in  the  United  States. 
Parol  evidence  to  show  true  consideration  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Deshon,  12  Cush.  589;  Rockhill  v.  Spraggs,  9  Ind.  30,  68  A.  D. 
607, — holding  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  a  different  consideration 
from  that  expressed;  Cardinal  v.  Hadley,  158  Mass.  352,  35  A.  S.  R.  492,  33  N. 
E.  575,  holding  that  both  the  statement  of  consideration  in  a  deed  and  a  recital 
of  its  payment  may  be  varied  and  controlled  by  parol;  Tyler  v.  Carlton,  7  Me. 
175,  20  A.  D.  357 ;  Brown  v.  Lunt,  37  Me.  423, — it  is  competent  to  prove  addi- 
tional considerations  not  expressed  and  not  inconsistent  with  that  expressed; 
Good  ell  v.  Pierce,  2  Hill,  659,  holding  that  except  to  impeach  the  deed  the  con- 
sideration may  be  inquired  into;  Goward  v.  Waters,  98  Mass.  596,  holding  that 
proof  of  facts  which  make  out  a  consideration  by  implication  does  not  contradict, 
add  to,  or  vary  the  written  contract;  Scoby  v.  Blanchard,  3  N.  H.  170,  on  the 
admissibility  of  evidence  to  show  true  consideration  of  a  deed. 

Cited  in  note  in  20  L.R.A.  109,  on  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration  for  deed 
to  establish  a  use. 
—  To  show  "good"  consideration. 

Cited  in  Eysaman  v.  Eysaman,  24  Hun,  430,  holding  parol  proof  of •  the 
relationship  which  grantor  bears  to  grantee  admissible  to  show  a  blood  con- 
sideration; Gale  v.  Coburn,  18  Pick.  397,  holding  that  it  is  competent  to  aver 
and  prove  a  good  consideration  though  no  allusion  is  made  to  such  considera- 
tion in  the  deed. 
Presumption  as  to  "good"  consideration. 

Cited  in  Hunt  v.  Johnson,  44  N.  Y.  27,  4  A.  R.  631;  Gale  v.  Coburn,  18  Pick. 
397, — holding  that  a  good  consideration  may  be  presumed  from  the  consanguin- 
ity between  the  grantor  and  his  grantee. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  terms  of  written  contract. 

Cited  in  McGehee  v.  Rump,  37  Ala.  651,  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  vary 
or  alter  terms  of  a  written  contract. 
Construction  to  effectuate  instrument. 

Cited  in  Chamberlain  v.  Crane,  1  N.  H.  64,  holding  that  every  deed  should  be 
construed  if  it  be  legally  possible  so  as  to  effect  the  intent  of  the  parties;  Shed 
v.  Shed,  3  N.  H.  432,  holding  that  an  instrument  is  not  to  be  taken  as  a  will  and 
void  if  it  may  be  a  deed;  Marden  v.  Chase,  32  Me.  329,  holding  that  if  a  man 
have  two  ways  to  pass  lands  by  common  law  and  fail  to  pass  it  one  way  the  deed 
may  take  effect  by  the  other. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  E.  R.  C.  798,  800,  on  construction  of  deed  to  effectuate  in- 
tent of  parties. 
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&  AM.  DEC.  212,  COM.  ▼.  CIjAP,  4  MASS.  163. 
Justification  in  criminal  libel. 

Cited  as  a  leading  case  in  Com.  v.  Blanding,  3  Pick.  304,  15  A.  D.  214,  holding 
that  defendant  in  a  prosecution  for  a  libel  may  in  some  cases  aequit  himself  by 
showing  an  honorable  purpose  and  proving  the  truth  of  his  allegations. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Burnham,  9  N.  H.  34,  31  A.  D.  217,  holding  that  a  defendant 
may  show  that  the  charge  was  made  on  a  lawful  occasion  upon  probable  cause  and 
from  good  motives;  State  v.  Burnham,  9  N.  H.  34,  31  A.  D.  217,  holding  that 
unless  the  publication  was  privileged,  it  is  immaterial  whether  true  or  not; 
Com.  v.  Snelling,  15  Pick.  337,  on  relaxation  of  rule  that  truth  cannot  be  given 
in  evidence  in  defense  to  a  criminal  libel;  White  v.  Nicholls,  3  How.  266,  11  L. 
ed.  591,  on  proof  of  truth  of  privileged  communications  as  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule;  Com.  v.  Blanding,  3  Pick.  304,  15  A.  D.  214,  holding  a  publication  of 
criminal  misconduct  by  an  innkeeper  as  such  was  not  privileged  as  an  effort  to 
protect  the  public  and  truth  was  not  admissible. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  5  A.  D.  516,  on  justification  of  libel;  31  A.  D.  780, 
on  truth  as  justification  and  in  mitigation;  97  A.  D.  615,  on  truth  as  defense  to 
criminal  prosecution  for  libel;  77  A.  S.  R.  564,  on  belief  in  truth  of  charge  as 
justification  or  excuse  for  libelous  publication. 

Cited  in  notes  in  21  A.  D.  114,  on  truth  as  justification  and  in  mitigation; 
9  E.  R.  C.  193,  on  truth  of  statements  as  defense  to  action  for  libel  or  slander; 
91  A.  S.  R.  290,  on  truth  as  defense  for  criminal  libel  or  slander;  21  L.R.A. 
510,  on  truth  as  defense  for  criminal  prosecution  for  libel;  15  A.  S.  R.  340, 
368,  on  truth  as  mitigation  or  defense  to  newspaper  libel. 
Privileged  publications. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Brown,  13  W.  Va.  71,  holding  that  matters  printed  in  the 
due  course  of  a  legal  proceeding  are  privileged  when  pertinent  to  the  suit; 
Barrows  v.  Bell,  7  Gray,  301,  66  A.  D.  479,  holding  that  a  just  and  proper  publi- 
cation may  be  made  of  proceedings  of  municipal  and  other  public  corporations, 
so  far  as  can  be  done  consistently  with  private  rights;  State  v.  Balch,  31  Kan. 
465,  2  Pac.  609,  holding  that  a  person  may  in  good  faith  publish  what  he  honestly 
believes  to  be  true  when  such  is  done  only  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  voters  to 
cast  their  ballots  more  intelligently. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  66  A.  D.  486,  on  what  are  privileged  communica- 
tions; 6  A.  S.  R.  331,  on  libel  for  falsehoods  against  public  officers;  76  A.  D.  282, 
as  to  when  publications  concerning  public  officers  are  libelous;  9  A.  D.  711,  on 
privileged  criticism  upon  men  in  public  life. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A.  98,  on  allowance  of  fair  criticism  of  public  men; 
57  A.  R.  223,  226,  on  criticism  of  public  officer  as  privileged;  58  A.  R.  687,  691; 
on  libel  of  public  officers  and  candidates  for  public  office. 
—  Publications  concerning  candidates  for  office. 

Cited  in  Sweeney  v.  Baker,  13  W.  Va.  158,  31  A.  R.  757;  Smith  v.  Burrus, 
106  Mo.  94,  27  A.  S.  R.  329,  13  L.R.A.  59,  16  S.  W.  881 ;  Express  Printing  Co. 
v.  Copeland,  64  Tex.  354;  Com.  v.  Snelling,  Thacher,  Crim.  Cas.  318, — holding 
that  a  candidate  for  public  office  is  considered  to  have  put  his  character  in  issue 
so  far  as  it  respects  his  fitness  and  qualifications  for  office;  People  v.  Glassman, 
12  Utah,  238,  42  Pac.  956,  holding  it  privileged  to  discuss  in  good  faith  the  char- 
acter, habits  and  qualifications  of  any  person  who  is  a  candidate  for  office;  Com. 
v.  Porter,  1  Gray,  476,  holding  that  such  discussions  may  be  made  through  the 
press,  though  they  might  otherwise  be  libelous ;  Greenwood  v.  Cobbey,  26  Nob.  449, 
42  N.  W.  413,  holding  a  communication  is  made  against  an  officer  in  good  faith 
and  without  abuse  of  privilege  is  no  slander;  Wheaton  v.  Beecher,  66  Mich.  307, 
33  N.  W.  503,  holding  publication  of  truth  in  regard  to  a  candidate  not  libelous, 
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otherwise  as  to  a  falsehood;  Smith  v.  Burrus,  106  Mo.  94,  27  A.  S.  R.  329,  13 
L.R.A.  59,  16  S.  W.  881,  holding  false  statements  defamatory  of  character  of  can- 
didate for  public  office  not  privileged  though  made  in  good  faith;  Jones  &  Co.  v. 
Town  send.  21  Fla.  431,  58  A.  R.  676,  holding  publication  of  a  falsehood  and 
calumny  against  public  officers  or  candidates  for  office  not  privileged;  Com.  v. 
Chapman,  13  Met.  68,  holding  a  publication  maliciously  and  with  intent  to  defame 
is  a  libel,  though  such  publication  be  as  to  a  public  officer;  Bronson  v.  Bruce, 
59  Mich.  467,  60  A.  R.  307,  26  N.  W.  671,  holding  a  publication  in  a  newspaper 
concerning  a  public  officer  or  a  candidate  which  falsely  imputes  to  him  a  crime  is 
actionable  per  se;  Sweeney  v.  Baker,  13  W.  Va.  158,  31  A.  R.  757,  holding  one  who 
publishes  false  statements  with  reference  to  the  moral  qualifications  of  a  candidate 
liable,  irrespective  of  motive  or  belief;  Hamilton  v.  Eno,  81  N.  Y.  116,  holding  one 
who  publishes  that  which  is  false  and  aspersive  concerning  a  public  officer  liable 
however  good  his  motives;  Jones  v.  Townsend,  21  Fla.  431,  58  A.  R.  676,  holding 
a  false  publication  that  a  candidate  is  under  indictment  not  privileged;  Upton 
v.  Hume,  24  Or.  420,  41  A.  S.  R.  863,  21  L.R.A.  493,  33  Pac.  810,  holding  false 
imputation  of  crime  to  a  candidate  for  office  not  privileged. 

Cited  in  notes  in  86  A.  D.  88,  as  to  what  publications  libelous  to  candidates 
are  justifiable:  104  A.  S.  R.  135,  on  application  of  doctrine  of  privilege  to  state- 
ments concerning  candidates  for  political  or  official  positions. 
Libel  as  a  criminal  offense. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  Com.  v.  Whitmarsh,  Thacher,  Crim.  Cas.  441, 
recognizing  the  criminality  of  libel. 

Cited  with  approval  in  Com.  v.  Buckingham,  Thacher,  Crim.  Cas.  29,  as  setting 
forth  why  a  libel  is  deemed  a  public  wrong. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Chapman,  13  Met.  68,  holding  malicious  libel  a  common  law 
crime;   State  v.  Burnhara,  9  N.  H.  34,  31  A.  D.  217,  on  the  common  law  of 
libels  as  in  force  in  Massachusetts. 
What  constitutes  libel. 

Cited  with  special  approval  in  Clark  v.  Binney,  2  Pick.  113,  defining  It  libel  as 
malicious  publication  in  printing  or  writing,  or  by  signs  or  pictures  tending 
either  to  blacken  the  memory  of  one  dead,  or  the  reputation  of  one  alive  and 
expose  him  to  public  hatred,  contempt  or  ridicule. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Stebbins,  5  Ind.  364;  Nelson  v.  Musgrove,  10  Mo.  648; 
McGinniss  v.  G.  Knapp  &  Co.  109  Mo.  131,  18  S.  W.  1134;  Legg  v.  Dunleavy, 
80  Mo.-558,  50  A.  R.  512;  Cole  v.  Neustadter,  22  Or.  191,  29  Pac.  550;  Johnson 
v.  Brown.  13  W.  Va.  71, — defining  libel  as  in  the  cited  case;  Keemle  v.  Sass, 
12  Mo.  499,  holding  any  written  slander,  though  merely  tending  to  render  the 
party  subject  to  disgrace,  ridicule  or  contempt,  actionable;  Goldberger  v.  Phila- 
delphia Grocer  Pub.  Co.  42  Fed.  42,  holding  a  statement  that  one  was  not  actuated 
by  patriotism,  or  love  of  his  guild  in  soliciting  subscriptions  for  an  exhibition, 
but  with  a  desire  to  earn  a  salary  of  $2.50  per  day,  not  libelous  per  se;  Watson 
v.  Trask,  6  Ohio,  531,  27  A.  D.  271,  holding  it  libel  to  charge  a  man  with  in- 
fringing a  patent;  MacDonald  v.  Sun  Printing  &  Pub.  Asso.  Ill  App.  Div.  465, 
98  N.  Y.  Supp.  116,  holding  a  publication  charging  a  student  and  writer  as  a 
humbug  and  pseudo  scientist  is  libelous  per  se;  Rice  v.  Simmons,  2  Harr.  (Del.) 
417,  31  A.  D.  766,  holding  mere  abuse  without  point  or  specific  imputation  not 
actionable;  Cramer  v.  Noonan,  4  Wis.  231,  holding  a  publication  stating  of  a  per- 
son that  "he  is  as  versatile  in  circumventing  the  law,"  as  a  named  notorious  forger, 
libelous:  Com.  v.  Batchelder,  Thacher,  Crim.  Cas.  191,  charging  the  jury  that  a 
publication  charging  habitual  use  of  profane  language  is  libelous. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  6  A.  S.  R.  331,  on  words  actionable  per  «e. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A.  419,  on  what  constitutes  libel. 
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Officer  as  presumptive  candidate  for  re-election. 

Questioned  in  Com.  v.  Ward  well,  136  Mass.  164,  holding  that  not  every  person 
-who  holds  office  is  to  be  considered  a  candidate  for  re-election,  though  he  may  not 
have  disclaimed  such  candidacy. 

3  AM.  DEC.  215,  CLAP  v.  DRAPER,  4  MASS.  266. 
•Grants  or  reservations  of  trees  and  natural  products. 

Cited  in  Putnam  v.  Lewis,  133  Mass.  264,  holding  that  right  to  standing  timber 
may  be  reserved  or  conveyed  as  any  other  interest  in  land;  White  v.  Foster,  102 
Mass.  375,  holding  that  growing  timber  constitutes  a  part  of  the  realty  and  inheri- 
tance and  may  be  separated  from  the  rest  by  express  reservation  or  grant; 
Baxter  v.  Mattox,  106  Ga.  344,  32  S.  E.  94,  holding  that  a  conveyance  of  growing 
trees  with  the  right  to  enjoy  the  same  "now  and  at  any  and  all  times  hereafter" 
•conveys  a  fee  in  the  trees  and  an  interest  in  the  soil  sufficient  for  their  growth; 
Putnam  v.  Tuttle,  10  Gray,  48,  holding  reservation  of  wood  and  trees  forever 
growing  on  land  is  in  effect  a  right  to  the  soil  itself  for  the  growth  and  nour- 
ishment of -trees;  Phillip  v.  De  Groat,  2  Lans.  192,  holding  that  a  reservation  of  the 
timber  and  the  right  thereto,  reserves  the  right  to  enter  and  cut  timber  and  to 
maintain  trespass  in  respect  to  such  timber;  Guion  v.  Murray,  26  X.  C.  (4  Ired. 
L.)  517,  holding  that  a  devise  may  be  made  of  all  "wood  of  every  description" 
on  certain  land  so  as  to  separate  such  interest  from  the  other  property;  Reed 
v.  Merrifield,  10  Met.  155,  holding  that  estate  of  inheritance  may  exist  in  trees 
Tvhile  the  fee  of  the  soil  is  in  another;  Perkins  v.  Stockwell,  131  Mass.  529, 
holding  that  a  reservation  of  a  portion  of  the  timber,  with  right  only  to  have  it 
stand  for  a  definite  period,  does  not  constitute  an  estate  of  inheritance;  Delaney 
v.  Root,  99  Mass.  546,  97  A.  D.  52,  on  right  of  owner  of  trees  to  maintain  tres- 
pass quare  clausum  fregit  against  one  cutting  down  the  trees. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  123  A.  S.  R.  806,  on  estate  passing  by  grant  to  one, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  of  all  trees  and  timber  standing  on  land. 

Cited  in  notes  in  17  A.  R.  596,  on  sale  of  growing  trees  and  crops  within 
statute  of  frauds;  55  L.R.A.  515,  on  nature  of  estate  of  purchaser  of  standing 
timber;  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  279,  as  to  whether  purchase  of  standing  timber  to  be 
removed  within  a  specified  period  is  a  purchase  of  realty  or  of  personalty. 

Distinguished  in  Parsons  v.  Smith,  5  Allen,  578,  holding  conveyance  of  the  sea 
manure  that  might  land  on  a  certain  beach  during  a  year  designated  conveys  only 
a  license  to  enter  and  remove  manure;  McRae  v.  Stillwell,  111  Ga.  65,  55  L.R.A. 
513.  36  S.  E.  604,  holding  conveyance  of  "all  the  pine  timber  suitable  for  saw- 
mill purposes"  on  described  land  gave  only  a  reasonable  time  to  cut  and  remove 
the  trees. 
Separate  estates  in  same  soil. 

Cited  in  Caldwell  v.  Fulton,  31  Pa.  475,  72  A.  D.  760,  holding  that  minerals 
beneath  the  surface  of  land  may  be  conveyed  by  deed  distinct  from  the  surface. 
What  constitutes  interest  in  land. 

Cited  in  Bullen  v.  Runnels,  2  N.  H.  255,  9  A.  D.  55,  holding  that  grant  of  a 
certain  part  of  a  stream  of  water  between  two  termini  is  of  an  interest  in  land : 
Conwell  v.  Brookhart,  4  B.  Mon.  580,  41  A.  D.  244,  holding  that  grantee  of  the 
right  to  build  a  dam  acquires  the  right  to  so  much  of  the  land  as  is  necessary 
for  that  use  with  a  possessory  right  as  against  trespassers;  Mills  v.  Peirce,  2 
N.  H.  9,  holding  that  conveyance  of  a  "store"  building  permanently  annexed  to 
the  soil  passes  an  interest  in  land;  Donworth  v.  Sawyer.  94  Me.  242.  47  Atl.  521, 
holding  that  trees  until  severed  are  part  of  the  soil;  Cincinnati  College  v. 
Yeatman,  30  Ohio  St.  276,  holding  interest  and  estate  of  lessee  taxable  in  his  name 
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if  so  intended  where  estate  for  years  in  second  story  of  building  is  granted  by 

owner  of  fee  who  gives  perpetual  covenant  to  rebuild. 

Estate  required  to  maintain  trespass  quare  clausum  f regit. 

Cited  in  Dorsey  v.  Eagle,  7  Gill  &  J.  321,  holding  that  a  temporary  interest 
must  be  an  entire  or  exclusive  interest  and  possession  in  order  to  sustain  tres- 
pass; Stultz  v.  Dickey,  5  Binn.  285,  6  A.  D.  411,  holding  that  tenant  for  term 
certain  may  maintain  trespass  against  one  who  cuts  and  carries  away  his  crop; 
Mumma  v.  Harrisburg,  P.  Mt.  J.  &  L.  R.  Co.  1  Pearson  (Pa.)  65,  on  right  of 
tenant  for  years  to  maintain  trespass  after  he  has  quit  the  premises  for  injury  to 
growing  crops;  Morgan  v.  Hudnell,  52  Ohio  St.  552,  49  A.  S.  R.  741,  27  L.R.A. 
862,  40  N.  E.  716,  holding  that  tenant  in  possession  may  maintain  trespass  against 
the  owner  in  fee;  Inglis  v.  Freeman,  137  Ala.  298,  34  So.  394.  holding  that  one 
who  has  purchased  standing  timber  with  the  right  of  removal  can  maintain  an 
action  at  law  to  protect  his  interest;  Norton  v.  Craig,  68  Me.  275,  holding  that 
general  possession  of  land  is  in  the  grantee  of  lands  before  entry;  Boults  v. 
Mitchell,  15  Pa.  371,  holding  that  the  owner  of  the  land  cannot  maintain  trespass 
against  one  who  has  the  right  of  entry  for  cutting  trees. 

Construction  of  simultaneously  executed  instruments  between  same  par- 
ties. 

Cited  in  Wildman  v.  Taylor,  4  Ben.  42,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,654;  Porter  v.  Sullivan, 

7  Gray,  441, — holding  -that  two  deeds  made  at  the  same  date  between  the  same 
parties  and  relating  to  the  same  subject  are  to  be  construed  as  one  transaction; 
McCreary  v.  Gewinner,  103  Ga.  528,  29  S.  E.  960;  Johnson  v.  Moore,  28  Mich.  3; 
Cloyes  v.  Sweetser,  4  Cush.  403. — holding  that  other  instruments  executed  be- 
tween the  same  parties  at  the  same  time  and  respecting  the  same  subject-matter 
may  be  considered  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  any  particular  instrument;  Sise  v. 
Rockingham  County,  62  N.  H.  441,  holding  that  an  expressed  meaning  given  to 
the  first  item  of  an  instrument  is  to  be  taken  as  the  intended  meaning  given  to 
the  second  item  of  the  same  paper. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  34  A.  D.  685,  on  construing  together  different  instru- 
ments executed  at  the  same  time. 

Cited  in  notes  in  23  A.  D.  364;  24  A.  D.  222;  13  A.  S.  R.  351,— on  construing 
together  instruments  executed  at  same  time  between  same  persons  relating  to 
same  subject-matter. 
Construction  of  deeds. 

Cited  in  Stevens  v.  Dewing,  2  Vt.  411,  holding  that  a  deed  is  construed  most 
strongly  against  the  grantor. 
Meaning  of  phrase  "now  standing  and  growing." 

Cited  in  Ford  v.  Sutherlin.  2  Mont.  440,  holding  that  the  expression  "now  grow- 
ing and  standing"  describes  the  condition  of  trees  and  plants  as  they  are  nourished 
and  supported  by  the  earth. 

8  AM.  DEC.   217,  STETSON  v.  MASSACHUSETTS  MUT.  F.  INS.  CO.  4 

MASS.  330. 
Alienation  by  insured  as  avoiding  insurance. 

Cited  in  Howard  v.  Albany  Ins.  Co.  3  Denio,  301 ;  Clinton  v.  Norfolk  Mui  F- 
Ins.  Co.  176  Mass.  486.  79  A.  S.  R.  325.  50  L.R.A.  833,  57  N.  E.  998,— holding  that 
policy  is  valid  as  to  the  part  retained:  Hobbs  v.  Memphis  Ins.  Co.  1  Sneed.  444, 
holding  that  if  part  of  the  subject  insured  be  assigned,  there  can  be  no  recover-v 
for  that  but  only  for  the  residue ;  Union  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barwick,  36  Neb.  223,  54  N. 
W.  519,  holding  that  a  mortgage  of  chattels  where  there  is  no  change  of  po39^* 
sion,  will  not  avoid  insurance;  Plurnix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lawrence,  4  Met.   (Ky)  ^» 
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A.  D.  521,  holding  that  clause  prohibiting  transfer  by  the  insured  by  sale  or 
otherwise  is  not  avoided  by  a  conveyance  in  trust  for  creditors,  the  insured  re- 
taining actual  possession;  Hammel  v.  Queen's  Ins.  Co.  54  Wis.  72,  41  A.  R.  1,  11 
N.  W.  349,  holding  that  conditions  prohibiting  a  sale,  transfer  or  conveyance 
of  the  insured  property  is  to  be  construed  as  limited  to  a  voluntary  transfer. 

Cited  in  notes  in  4  L.R.A.  538,  on  strict  construction  of  clauses  in  insurance 
policies,  which  operate  by  way  of  forfeiture;  53  A.  D.  52,  as  to  when  alienation  of 
property  avoids  policy;  28  A.  D.  157,  on  mortgage  of  property  insured  as 
alienation  defeating  claim  for  insurance. 

Distinguished  in  Home  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hauslein,  60  111.  521;  Savage  v. 
Long  Island  Ins.  Co.  52  N.  Y.  502,  11  A.  R.  741;  Bates  v.  Commercial,  etc.  Ins. 
Co.  2  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  195, — holding  same  of  sale  of  the  property  retaining  a 
lien  for  a  part  of  the  purchase  price  offends  a  provision  against  a  transfer  or 
change  of  interest  in  the  property. 
Alienation  by  insured  as  affecting:  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  Morrison  v.  Tennessee  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  18  Mo.  262,  59  A.  D.  299,  hold- 
ing that  transfer  of  will  only  prevent  a  recovery  on  the  policy  by  the  assignor  so 
far  as  it  deprives  him  of  his  insurable  interest;  Hitchcock  v.  North  Western  Ins. 
Co.  26  N.  Y.  68,  holding  that  change  of  the  title  which  does  not  deprive  the 
assured  of  insurable  interest  does  not  avoid  the  policy;  Bell  v.  Western  M.  &  F. 
Ins.  Co.  5  Rob.  (La.)  423,  39  A.  D.  542;  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Findlay,  6  Whart. 
483,  37  A.  D.  430, — holding  that  the  assured  need  not  have  at  the  time  of  the 
loss,  the  same  interest  in  the  property  insured  that  he  had  at  the  time  of  insuring ; 
Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  16  B.  Mon.  242,  holding  that  any  interest  remaining 
in  a  vendor  remains  protected  by  an  existing  policy;  Norcross  v.  Insurance  Cos. 
17  Pa.  429,  55  A.  D.  571;  Hill  v.  Cumberland  Valley  Mut.  Protection  Co.  59  Pa. 
474, — holding  that  one  who  retains  property  as  security  for  unpaid  purchase 
money  retains  an  insurable  interest;  Bell  v.  Western  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  5  Rob. 
(La.)  423,  39  A.  D.  542,  holding  that  where  the  insurer  retains  a  mortgage  on 
property  he  may  recover  on  the  policy;  Wheeling  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  11 
Leigh,  352,  36  A.  D.  385,  holding  same  of  executory  contract  of  sale  which  if 
carried  into  effect  would  have  left  the  insured  a  mortgagee;  Hitchcock  v.  North 
Western  Ins.  Co.  26  N.  Y.  68,  holding  same  of  conveyance  accompanied  by  a 
reconveyance  by  way  of  mortgage;  French  v.  Rogers,  16  N.  H.  177,  holding  mort- 
gagor has  an  insurable  interest  whether  the  mortgage  is  made  before  or  after  the 
policy;  Tittemore  v.  Vermont  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  20  Vt.  546,  holding  that  all 
legal  instruments  affecting  title  are  to  be  taken  together  in  determining  the  in- 
terest retained  by  the  insured  in  the  premises. 

Cited  in  note  in  59  A.  D.  305,  on  recovery  by  insurer  retaining  interest  after 
alienation  of  property. 
Insurable  interest  at  time  of  loss. 

Cited  in  French  v.  Rogers,  16  N.  H.  177;  Hancox  v.  Fishing  Ins.  Co.  3  Sumn. 
132,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,013,  holding  that  insured  must  have  an  interest  in  the 
property  at  the  time  of  the  loss;  Stetson  v.  Insurance  Co.  4  Phila.  8,  17  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  20,  holding  policy  made  in  the  name  of  whom  it  might  concern  protects 
one  who  had  an  interest  at  time  of  insurance  and  which  continues  to  time  of 
loss. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  L.R.A.  338,  340,  on  necessity  of  insurable  interest  at  time  of 
loss. 
Avoidance  of  policy  by  increase  of  risk. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  Ins.  Co.  v.  Glasgow,  8  Mo.  713,  41  A.  D.  661,  holding  that 
where  risk  is  increased  by  act  of  insured  underwriters  may  claim  an  exemption; 
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Ritter  v.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  40  Mo.  40,  holding  that  whether  contiguous  building 
subsequently  erected  increases  the  risk,  is  for  the  jury;  Gates  v.  Madison  County 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  5  N.  Y.  469,  55  A.  D.  360,  holding  policy  not  affected  by  erection  of 
barn  adjacent,  where  no  injury  results. 

Cited  in  note  in  58  A.  D.  674,  on  effect  on  marine  insurance  policy  of  necessary 
deviation. 

—  Effect  of  change  of  building  insured. 

Cited  in  Jolly  v.  Baltimore  Equitable  Soc.  1  Harr.  &  G.  295,  18  A.  D.  288,  hold- 
ing that  in  the  absence  of  condition  in  the  policy,  it  is  not  avoided  by  repairs 
made  in  the  usual  manner,  necessary  to  render  the  house  tenan table;  Allen 
v.  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  2  Md.  Ill,  holding  that  alterations  to  be  a  defense  must  ma- 
terially increase  the  risk;  Elstner  v.  Cincinnati  Equitable  Ins.  Co.  1  Disney  (Ohio) 
412,  holding  that  any  change  voluntarily  made  to  the  property  insured,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  risk,  not  of  a  temporary  or  accidental  character  invali- 
dates the  contract;  Girard  F.  &  N.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stephenson,  37  Pa.  293,  78  A.  D.  423, 
to  the  point  that  in  fire  insurance  a  substantial  alteration  is  one  which  increases 
the  risk;  Townsend  v.  Northwestern  Ins.  Co.  18  N.  Y.  168,  holding  that  the  risk 
incident  to  the  making  of  necessary  repairs  is  assumed  by  the  insurer. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  55  A.  D.  369,  on  alteration  of  insured  premises;  18 
A.  D.  295,  on  effect  of  making  repairs  on  insured  property;  41  A.  D.  497,  on  altera- 
tions or  repairs  in  insured  property  as  affecting  risk. 

Cited  in  note  in  66  A.  S.  R.  700,  on  increase  of  hazard  avoiding  policy,  by 
addition  to  or  alteration  of  premises. 

—  As  jury  question. 

Cited  in  Schenck  v.  Mercer  County  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  24  N.  J.  L.  447 ;  Herkimer 
County  Bank  v.  Devereux,  5  Hill,  9, — holding  that  it  was  for  the  jury  whether 
making  repairs  increased  the  risk. 
Avoidance  of  policy  for  material  misrepresentation . 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Manufacturers'  Ins.  Co.  8  How.  235,  12  L.  ed.  1061;  Marshall 
v.  Columbian  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  27  N.  H.  157, — holding  that  whatever  is  material  to 
the  risk  should  be  correctly  set  forth  in  the  application  otherwise  the  policy  will  be 
void;  Allen  v.  Lafayette  Ins.  Co.  34  La.  Ann.  763,  holding  that  an  immaterial  omis- 
sion or  mistake  will  not  avoid  the  insurance;  Miller  v.  Western  Farmers'  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  1  Handy  (Ohio)  208,  holding  suppression  or  misrepresentation  of  material  fact 
though  from  ignorance,  mistake  or  negligence  invalidates  the  policy;  Fowler  v. 
Aetna  F.  Ins.  Co.  6  Cow.  673,  holding  that  mistake  or  omission  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  property  insured  whether  wilful  or  accidental,  if  material  to  risk,  will 
avoid  the  contract;  Richards  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co.  30  Me.  273,  holding  that  the 
violation  of  a  warranty  by  the  insured  will  defeat  the  policy. 
What  constitutes  an  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Hudson  River  Ins.  Co.  7  How.  Pr.  341,  holding  jcreditor  for 
whose  benefit  certain  property  is  assigned  to  a  trustee,  has  an  insurable  interest. 
Burden  of  proof  of  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  Sawyer  v.  Dodge  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  37  Wis.  503;  Illinois  Mut  F. 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Marseilles  Mfg.  Co.  6  111.  236, — holding  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove 
that  he  had  an  insurable  interest. 

3  AM.  DEC.  222,  HAMILTON  v.  CUTTS,  4  MASS.  849. 
What  amounts  to  a  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  Roebuck  v.  Dupuy,  2  Ala.  535 ;  Mitchell  v.  Warner,  5  Conn.  497, — hold- 
ing that  an  ouster  or  dispossession  is  necessary;  Fowler  v.  Poling,  6  Barb.  165, 
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holding  that  eviction  is  synonymous  with  ouster;  Blydenburgh  v.  Cotheal,  1  Duer, 
176,  holding  that  actual  and  lawful  dispossession  must  be  shown;  Sprague  v. 
Baker,  17  Mass.  586,  holding  that  an  ouster  or  expulsion  is  equivalent  to  an 
eviction  by  legal  process;  Green  v.  Irving,  54  Miss.  450,  28  A.  R.  360;  Fowler  v. 
Poling,  6  Barb.  165;  Morse  v.  Goddard,.  13  Met.  177,  46  A.  D.  728,— holding  an 
eviction  under  a  judgment  not  necessary;  Haffey  v.  Birchett,  11  Leigh,  85,  holding 
covenant  of  absolute  title  and  warranty  broken  by  sale  after  grantor's  death  under 
prior  deed  of  trust. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  27  A.  D.  553,  on  covenants  running  with  the  land; 
22  A.  D.  784;  on  covenants  of  warranty;  26  A.  D.  322,  on  personal  nature  of 
covenant  of  warranty;  10  A.  D:  588,  on  breach  of  covenant;  10  A.  D.  746,  on 
necessity  of  eviction  to  constitute  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty;  17  A.  D.  788, 
on  eviction  as  prerequisite  to  action  for  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty ;  49  A.  D. 
53,  on  what  constitutes  an  eviction ;  49  A.  D.  447,  on  what  constitutes  an  eviction 
or  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  notes  in  14  A.  D.  53,  on  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty;  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1181,  on  necessity  of  eviction  to  maintenance  of  action  for  breach  of  cov- 
enant of  warranty  of  title;  120  A.  S.  R.  856,  on  necessity  for  eviction  by  legal 
process  to  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty;  6  L.R.A.  107,  on  what  amounts  to  an 
•eviction  under  a  covenant;  38  A.  S.  R.  484,  as  to  when  acts  of  third  parties  will 
justifying  tenant  in  abandoning  leased  premises. 

—  Dispossession  or  disturbance  by  paramount  owner. 

Cited  in  Ferriss  v.  Harshea,  Mart.  &  Y.  47,  17  A.  D.  782;  Whitney  v.  Dinsmore, 
<5  Cush.  124, — holding  that  such  disturbance  in  possession  under  paramount  title 
as  would  be  equivalent  to  an  actual  eviction  or  ouster  is  a  breach ;  Beebe  v.  Swart- 
wout,  8  111.  162,  holding  disturbance  under  lawful  title  essential;  Loom  is  v.  Bedel, 
11  N.  H.  74,  holding  entry  under  paramount  title  a  breach;  Mason  v.  Kellogg,  38 
Mich.  132,  holding  that  a  judgment  for  value  in  an  action  of  ejectment  is  a 
sufficient  ouster;  King  v.  Kilbride,  58  Conn.  109,  19  Atl.  519,  same  of  judgment 
for  possession;  White  v.  Whitney,  3  Met.  81,  holding  entry  of  a  mortgagee  for 
condition  broken  and  for  purpose  of  foreclosure  is  an  ouster;  Rex  v.  Creel,  22  W. 
Va.  373;  Randolph  v.  Meek,  Mart.  &  Y.  58, — holding  possession  by  a  paramount 
title,  at  the  time  of  purchase  is  a  sufficient  eviction ;  McConaughey  v.  Bennett,  50 
W.  Va.  172,  40  S.  E.  540,  holding  that  right  action  accrues  on  covenant  of  war- 
ranty, if  at  time  of  conveyance  the  land  is  in  possession  of  third  party  holding 
under  paramount  title;  Leary  v.  Durham,  4  Ga.  593,  holding  that  an  action  for 
breach  of  warranty  may  be  maintained  by  showing  that  dower  had  been  assigned 
in  favor  of  the  grantor's  widow,  notwithstanding  record  did  no*t  show  a  writ  of 
possession  had  been  issued;  Allis  v.  Nininger,  25  Minn.  525,  on  early  doctrine  that 
actual  putting  out  of  possession  was  necessary;  Tibbets  v.  Ayer,  Hill  &  D.  Supp. 
174,  on  the  necessity  of  an  eviction  by  process  of  law. 

—  Voluntary  yielding  to  paramount  claim. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  Brandt  v.  Foster,  5  Iowa,  287 ;  Hauck  v.  Single, 
10  Phila.  551,  553,  31  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  117;  Funk  v.  Creswell,  5  Iowa,  62,— as  first 
establishing  the  rule  as  to  voluntary  dispossession  or  ouster  in  pais. 

Cited  with  special  approval  in  Stone  v.  Hooker,  9  Cow.  154,  holding  that  a  war- 
rantee may  voluntarily  yield  possession  without  suit  and  recover  against  the 
warrantor  by  showing  that  title  to  which  he  yielded  was  in  fact  paramount. 

Cited  in  Merrill  v.  Shaw,  38  Me.  267;  Sweetman  v.  Prince,  26  N.  Y.  224;  Orr  v. 
Burwell,  15  Ala.  378;  Church  in  Brattle  Square  v.  Bullard,  2  Met.  363,— holding 
that  covenantee  may  voluntarily  yield  possession  and  recover  on  the  warranty  by 
proving  that  the  title  to  which  he  yielded  was  paramount  and  could  not  be  re- 
sisted; McGary  v.  Hastings,  39  Cal.  360,  2  A.  R.  456;  Ogden  v.  Ball,  40  Minn.  94, 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 20. 
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41  N.  W.  453;  Harr  v.  Shaffer,  52  W.  Va.  207,  43  S.  E.  89;  Hauck  v.  Single,  10 
Phila.  551,  31  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  117;  Callis  v.  Cogbill,  9  Lea,  137,— holding  that  the 
covenantee  may  voluntarily  yield  the  possession  to  him  who  holds  a  better  title 
and  claim  for  breach  of  the  covenant  of  warranty;  King  v.  Bird,  148  Mass.  572, 
20  N.  E.  196,  holding  that  one  threatened  with  eviction  by  paramount  title  may 
yield  voluntarily;  George  v.  Putney,  4  Cush,  351,  50  A.  D.  788,  holding  grantee  not 
obliged  to  defend  against  a  title  which  he  is  satisfied  will  ultimately  prevail; 
Kellog  v.  Piatt,  33  N.  J.  L.  328;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Miller,  50  Miss.  521, — holding 
that  vendee  sued  in  ejectment  or  on  demand  of  premises  may  surrender  the 
land  and  resort  to  his  covenant;  Dupuy  v.  Roebuck,  7  Ala.  484,  holding  that  one 
compelled  to  purchase  in  another  title,  may  reimburse  himself  by  suing  for  a 
breach  of  warranty;  Metheny  v.  Mason,  73  Mo.  677,  39  A.  R.  641,  on  same  point. 
Cited  in  reference  note  in  64  A.  D.  315,  on  recovery  or  warranty  after  posses- 
sion yielded  to  one  having  paramount  title. 

—  Allegation  of  eviction  in  action  on  covenant. 

Cited  in  Patton  v.  McFarlane,  3  Penr.  &  W.  419,  holding  that  an  eviction  from 
the  land  conveyed  must  be  alleged;  Griffin  v.  Reynolds,  17  Ala.  198,  holding  it  nec- 
essary to  allege  that  the  party  was  evicted  or  that  he  yielded  possession  to  a 
paramount  title. 

—  Burden  of  proof  of  validity  of  evictor's  title. 

Cited  in  Beebe  v.  Swartwout,  8  111.  162;  Watson  v.  Holly,  57  Ala.  335;  Daven- 
port v.  Bartlett,  9  Ala.  179;  Burrus  v.  Wilkinson,  31  Miss.  537;  Witty  v.  High- 
tower,  12  Smedes  &  M.  478, — holding  that  covenantee  who  voluntarily  yielded  pos- 
session has  the  burden  of  proof;  Moffat  v.  Strong,  9  Bosw.  57,  holding  that  one 
yields  to  a  dispossession  at  the  peril  of  showing  that  the  title  to  which  he  yielded 
was  paramount;  Sisk  v.  Woodruff,  15  111.  15,  holding  that  in  an  action  on  a  cov- 
enant of  warranty,  if  no  notice  was  given  of  the  pendency  of  action  to  eject  the 
grantee,  the,  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  party  suing. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  6  A.  D.  645,  on  necessity  for  showing  eviction  by 
paramount  title  in  action  for  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty. 
Conclusiveness  of  judgments  as  evidence  of  eviction. 

Cited  in  Hardy  v.  Nelson,  27  Me.  525;  McNamee  v.  Moreland,  26  Iowa,  96 ; 
McKesson  v.  Mendenhall,  64  N.  C.  502, — holding  that  notice  to  warrantor  and  an 
opportunity  to  defend  is  sufficient  to  bind  him  by  outcome  of  suit  against  war- 
rantee; Middleton  v.  Thompson,  1  Sneers,  L.  67  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  same 
point;  Kip  v.  Brigham,  6  Johns.  158,  holding  that  evidence  of  a  good  title  conveyed 
is  inadmissible  where  warrantee  has  been  ejected  in  a  suit  of  which  warrantor  had 
notice;  Chapman  v.  Holmes,  10  N.  J.  L.  20;  holding  that  an  eviction  under  a  para- 
mount title  by  a  judgment  at  law  unless  obtained  by  fraud  is  plenary  evidence, 
though  no  notice  was  given. 

Cited  in  note  in  83  A.  D.  388,  on  conclusiveness  of  judgment  against  warrantee 
of  land  on  warrantor. 

—  Parol  evidence  to  show  ouster. 

Cited  in  Merritt  v.  Morse,  108  Mass.  270,  holding  it  competent  to  show  by  parol 
that  warrantor  submitted  to  a  default  because  he  could  not  defend  himself  against 
the  superior  title  of  his  adversary. 
Judgments  as  evidence  in  action  over. 

Cited  in  Carpenter  v.  Pier,  30  Vt.  81,  73  A.  D.  288,  holding  that  the  doctrine  of 
conclusiveness  of  a  judgment  as  evidence  after  notice  of  first  suit  extends  to  all 
cases  where  a  party  has  a  right  of  recovery  over  against  another  and  notifies  such 
party  to  appear  and  defend;  Salle  v.  Light,  4  Ala.  700,  39  A.  D.  317;  Thrasher  v. 
Haines,  2  N.  H.  443, — holding  third  person  answerable  to  defendant  for  what  may 
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be  justly  recovered  against  him,  bound  if,  after  due  notice  of  such  suit  given,  a 
judgment  is  without  fraud  recovered  against  defendant;  Burrill  v.  West,  2  N.  H. 
190,  holding  notice  of  suit  and  opportunity  to  be  heard  indispensable  to  make  the 
judgment  evidence;  Brown  v.  Chaney,  1  Ga.  410,  applying  same  to  indorser;  The 
Governor  v.  Shelby,  2  Blackf.  26,  holding  judgment  against  sheriff  inadmissible  in 
an  action  against  the  surety  on  the  bond  where  no  notice  was  given;  Thurston  v. 
Spratt,  52  Me.  202,  holding  judgment  against  a  vendee  of  personal  property  con- 
clusive against  a  vendor  who  received  notice;  Middlekauff  v.  Smith,  1  Md.  329, 
holding  judgment  against  an  employer  for  an  injury  occasioned  by  the  em- 
ployee, is  evidence  in  the  subsequent  action  by  the  employer  against  the  em- 
ployee; Swansey  v.  Chace,  16  Gray,  303,  holding  a  town  which  has  voluntarily 
paid  damages  for  an  injury  occasioned  by  an  obstruction  in  the  highway,  may 
recover  the  same  of  a  person  who  placed  the  obstruction  there  if  the  amount  paid 
was  reasonable  and  the  town  gave  him  notice  before  payment;  Boston  v.  Worth- 
ington,  10  Gray,  496,  71  A.  D.  678,  holding  judgment  against  city  for  an  in- 
jury occasioned  by  a  defective  highway  is  after  notice  conclusive  evidence  in  an 
action  by  the  city  against  the  tenant,  of  the  defect,  injury  and  due  care  of  the  par- 
ty injured  and  the  amount  of  injury;  Pickett  v.  Ford,  4  How.  (Miss.)  246,  holding 
judgment  against  the  vendee  of  slaves  under  an  outstanding  title  is  conclusive 
as  to  fact  of  recovery  and  the  quantum  of  damages ;  Weckerly  v.  German  Lutheran 
Congregation,  3  Rawle,  172,  holding  record  of  a  suit  brought  against  a  duly  ap- 
pointed judge  of  a  corporation  election  for  refusing  to  allow  a  corporator  the  right 
to  vote  conclusive  evidence  that  the  vote  was  fraudulently  and  maliciously  re- 
jected. 

Accrual  of  action  for  Indemnity. 

Cited  in  Lathrop  v.  At  wood,  21  Conn.   117,  holding  that  no  action  lies  in  a 
contract  of  indemnity  until  some  actual  damage  capable  of  appreciation  and 
estimate  has  been  sustained. 
Burden  of  proof  in  action  for  indemnity. 

Cited  in  Castleton  v.  Miner,  8  Vt.  209,  holding  that  party  paying  claim  before 
judgment  and  without  giving  notice  to  warrantors  to  defend  must  show  claim  was 
just  and  legal. 
Burden  of  proof  generally. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Camp,  1  Fla.  94   (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  proof  of  an 
issue  by  the  party  raising  it. 
Defenses  available  to  person  secondarily  liable. 

Cited  in  Reed  v.  Darlington,  19  Iowa,  349,  holding  that  a  party  charged  with  a 
duty  necessary  to  fix  the  liability  of  a  third  person  may  when  sued  set  up  such 
defenses  as  the  third  person  might. 
Notice  to  warrantor  to  defend. 

Cited  in  note  in  43  A.  D.  569,  as  to  when  warrantor  of  title  may  be  brought  in  to 
defend. 

3  AM.  DEC.  224,  HUSSEY  v.  THORNTON,  4  MASS.  405. 
Conditional  delivery  of  goods  sold. 

Cited  in  Caraway  v.  Wallace,  2  Ala.  542;  People  v.  Haynes,  14  Wend.  546,  28 
A.  D.  530, — holding  that  to  have  a  conditional  delivery  it  is  necessary  that  the 
condition  be  expressed;  Lees  v.  Richardson,  2  Hilt.  164,  holding  that  it  must  ap- 
pear from  the  circumstances  that  delivery  was  to  be  conditional;  National  Ref.  & 
Storage  Co.  v.  Miller,  7  Phila.  97,  holding  goods  delivered  to  the  vendee  on  the 
faith  of  his  paying  cash  for  them  which  is  refused,  are  on  conditional  delivery; 
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Russell  v.  Minor,  22  Wend.  659,  holding  that  where  something  is  to  be  done  by 
the  purchaser  on  the  delivery,  which  is  not  waived  by  delivery  without  re- 
quiring it  to  be  done,  the  delivery  is  conditional;  Bailey  v.  Jennings,  1  Bail.  L. 
563,  holding  that  a  conditional  sale  and  delivery  may  be  made  verbally. 

Cited  in  notes  in  94  A.  S.  R.  212,  on  distinction  between  absolute  sales  and 
conditional  sales;  57  A.  R.  574,  on  conditional  sales  of  chattels;  37  A.  R.  668, 
on  interest  of  vendee  under  conditional  sale. 
Passing  of  title  on  conditional  sale. 

Cited  in  Barrett  v.  Pritchard,  2  Pick.  512,  13  A.  D.  449;  Lupin  v.  Marie,  2  Paige, 
169, — holding  that  where  delivery  is  conditional^  property  does  not  pass  until  con- 
dition is  complied  with;  Talmadge  v.  Oliver,  14  S.  C.  522;  Sage  v.  Sleutz,  23  Ohio 
St.  17;  Sanders  v.  Keber,  28  Ohio  St.  630;  The  John  K.  Shaw,  32  Fed.  491; 
Sargent  v.  Gile,  8  N.  H.  325, — holding  that  no  title  passes  where  the  property  is 
sold  and  delivered  under  an  express  stipulation  that  the  property  shall  not  be  the 
vendor's  until  the  price  is  paid;  Porter  v.  Pettengill,  12  N.  H.  299,  holding  that 
parties  may  make  a  sale  by  which  the  property  shall  not  pass  until  it  is  paid 
for;  Caraway  v.  Wallace,  2  Ala.  542,  holding  that  where  there  is  an  express  or  im- 
plied condition  to  a  sale  no  title  passes  until  the  condition  is  performed  unless 
there  is  an  express  or  implied  waiver  of  its  performance;  Rogers  v.  Whitehouse,  71 
Me.  222,  holding  that  goods  purchased  on  condition  that  property  shall  not  vest 
until  paid  for,  do  not  pass  to  the  assignee  in  insolvency;  Daugherty  v.  Fowler,  44 
Kan.  628,  10  L.R.A.  316,  25  Pac.  40,  holding  that  until  payment  a  shipment 
"cash  on  arrival"  does  not  pass  title ;  Copland  v.  Bosquet,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  588,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3,212,  holding  that  a  delivery  conditioned  on  giving  satisfactory  papers  as 
payment,  produces  no  change  in  property ;  Forbes  v.  Marsh,  15  Conn.  384,  holding 
that  there  may  be  condition  sales  which  are  not  strictly  mortgages;  Hanway  v. 
Wallace,  18  Ind.  377,  holding  that  a  vendee  at  a  conditional  sale  acquires  no  vest- 
ed interest;  Smith  v.  Dennie,  6  Pick.  262,  17  A.  D.  368,  holding  that  where  the 
delivery  of  the  goods  is  intended  to  be  conditional  the  property  does  not  pass; 
Hill  v.  Freeman,  3  Cush.  257,  holding  that  a  conditional  delivery  may  be  made  of 
goods  so  as  to  hold  the  goods  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  vendee ;  Marston  v. 
Baldwin,  17  Mass.  606,  holding  that  an  actual  delivery  of  goods  does  not  of 
itself  transfer  actual  ownership  in  them  without  a  consummation  of  the  contract 
of  sale. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  44  A.  D.  124,  on  title  to  property  sold  under  con- 
ditional sale;  32  A.  D.  362,  on  title  vested  in  vendee  by  conditional  delivery;  40  A. 
D.  92,  on  conditional  sales  where  title  of  goods  is  to  remain  in  vendor;  66  A.  D. 
369,  on  title  passing  by  conditional  sale  and  delivery  of  chattel  before  condition  is 
performed. 

Cited  in  notes  in  17  L.R.A.  181,  on  necessity  that  nothing  remains  to  be 
done  to  passing  of  title  on  sale  of  goods;  13  A.  D.  451,  on  effect  of  conditional 
sale  of  goods  to  pass  title. 

—  Effect  of  breach  of  condition  after  possession  given. 

Cited  in  Furniss  v.  Hone,  8  Wend.  247  (dissenting  opinion),  on  rights  on  bread* 
of  condition;  Michigan  State  Bank  v.  Hastings,  1  Dougl.  (Mich.)  225,  41  A.  D. 
649,  holding  that  a  conveyance  upon  a  condition  that  the  grantee  will  indemnify 
the  grantor  against  certain  liabilities  is  a  condition  subsequent  and  the  property 
will  revert  on  a  failure  to  perform  condition. 

—  Rights  of  third  persons  without  notice. 

Cited  in  Wait  v.  Green,  35  Barb.  585;  Wait  v.  Green,  62  Barb.  241;  Steely*"18 
v.  Singer,  2  Hilt.  96, — holding  that  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  with- 
out notice  of   the  condition   of   the   original    delivery,   acquires   a   valid  titles 
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George  v.  Kimball,  24  Pick.  234;  Hall  v.  Hinks,  21  Md.  406,— holding  that  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  from  a  fraudulent  grantee  acquires  the  property  as  against  the 
original  vendor;  Almy  v.  Wilbur,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  371,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  256;  Putnam 
v.  Lamphier,  36  Cal.  151,  95  A.  D.  166, — on  the  rights  of  bona  fide  purchasers 
from  a  vendee  at  a  conditional  sale. 

Disapproved  in  Coggill  v.  Hartford  &  N.  H.  R.  Co.  3  Gray,  545,  holding  that 
vendor  of  goods  on  condition  that  the  title  shall  not  vest  until  payment  may  re- 
claim property  from  one  who  has  purchased  from  vendee  in  good  faith  without 
notice;  Blackwell  v.  Walker  Bros.  2  McCrary,  33,  5  Fed.  419,  holding  that  a 
vendor  under  a  conditional  sale  who  has  been  guilty  of  no  laches  may  recover 
property  from  a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  vendee. 

—  Rights  of  creditors  of  buyer  as  against  seller. 

Cited  in  Re  Binford,  3  Hughes,  295,  Fed.  Cas.  Jfo.  1,411,  holding  that  condi- 
tional sales  made  bona  fide  are  good  against  attaching  creditors;  Mclver  v.  Wil- 
liamson-Halzell-Frazier  Co.  (Okla.)  13  L.R.A.  ( N.S. )  696,  92  Pac.  170,  holding 
that  vendee  of  goods  sold  on  condition  of  payment  of  price  agreed  has  no  at- 
tachable interest  until  performance  of  condition;  Thompson  v.  Rose,  16  Conn.  71, 
41  A.  D.  121,  holding  that  an  attaching  creditor  who  has  not  parted  with  his 
property  upon  the  credit  of  the  goods  purchased  does  not  stand  on  the  ground  of 
a  bona  fide  purchaser;  King  v.  Wilkins,  11  Ind.  347,  holding  that  as  against 
creditors  whose  demands  originate  prior  to  the  possession  of  the  goods  by  the 
vendee,  the  property  does  not  change  until  the  performance  of  the  condition; 
Bennett  v.  Sims,  Rice,  L.  421,  holding  that  vendor  on  condition  may  recover  the 
property  as  against  an  execution  of  existing  creditors;  Bradley  v.  Obear,  10  N.  H. 
477,  holding  that  defrauded  seller  is  superior  prior  attachment  creditor;  Covill  v. 
Hill,  4  Denio,  320,  holding  that  where  the  delivery  is  conditional  creditors  of 
the  vendee  acquire  no  rights  by  receiving  the  property  on  account  of  their  debts 
or  by  levy  on  the  goods;  Smith  v.  Smith,  21  Pa.  367,  60  A.  D.  51,  holding  contra 
as  to  a  debt  subsequently  contracted  without  notice;  Gilbert  v.  Hudson,  4  Me. 
345,  holding  that  interest  acquired  by  an  attaching  creditor  from  a  fraudulent 
grantee  extends  only  as  to  subsequent  debts. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  705,  on  rights  of  creditors  of  vendee  of  goods 
sold  for  cash,  but  delivered  without  payment. 

Distinguished  in  Ayer  v.  Bartlett,  6  Pick.  71,  holding  that  even  though  posses- 
sion is  given,  if  the  transaction  is  bona  fide  and  the  object  of  the  condition  merely 
as  security,  the  seller  does  not  lose  his  property  by  the  fact  that  creditor  of  vendee 
believes  it  belongs  to  vendee. 
Delivery  of  goods  as  transfer  of  ownership. 

Cited  in  Barnes  v.  Bartlett,  15  Pick.  71,  holding  that  the  vendee  has  no  right  of 
possession  in  property  till  delivery* 

Cited  in  notes  in  10  L.R.A.  236,  on  effect  of  absolute  delivery  of  goods  sold; 
10  L.R.A.  234,  on  effect  of  conditional  delivery  of  goods  to  purchaser  with  reser- 
vation of   title   in   seller. 

—  Right  of  repossession. 

Cited  in  Carleton  v.  Sumner,  4  Pick.  516,  holding  that  where  the  sale  is  com- 
plete and  the  goods  delivered  without  any  condition,  the  vendor  cannot  reclaim 
them;  Furniss  v.  Hone,  8  Wend.  247,  holding  that  the  vendor  is  not  permitted  to 
reclaim  the  property  after  delivery  except  for  fraud  or  where  the  sale  and  deliv- 
ery is  conditional;  Kraft  v.  Dulles,  2  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  116,  holding  that  goods 
obtained  under  fraudulent  representations,  may  be  reclaimed  by  vendor  on  dis- 
covering the  fraud. 

Distinguished  in  Galvin  v.  Bacon,  11  Me.  28,  25  A.  D.  258,  holding  that  where 
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possession  is  rightfully  acquired  demand  is  necessary  to  enable  the  owner  to  main- 
tain replevin. 
—  Waiver  of  condition  of  sales  by  delivery. 

Cited  in  Luey  v.  Bundy,  9  N.  H.  298,  32  A.  D.  359,  holding  that  if  from  cir 
cum  stances  of  ihe  delivery  it  is  apparent  that  the  parties  did  not  intend  "to  dis- 
pense with  the  condition  the  property  does  not  pass;  Fuller  v.  Bean,  34  N.  H.  290, 
holding  condition  for  security  not  necessarily  waived  by  mere  delivery;  Ward 
v.  Shaw,  7  Wend.  404;  Smith  v.  Lynes,  5  N.  Y.  41, — holding  that  vendor  to  avoid 
a  waiver  of  condition  must  refuse  delivery  or  make  the  delivery  conditional; 
Moffatt  v.  Greent  9  Ind.  198,  holding  that  parties  may  waive  exact  performance  of 
condition;  Smith  v.  Dennie,  6  Pick.  262,  17  A.  D.  368,  holding  waiver  of  con- 
dition upon  delivery  may  be  made  so  as  to  vest  title ;  Lupin  v.  Marie,  6  Wend.  77, 
21  A.  D.  256,  holding  that  a  delivery  without  performance  of  the  condition  or  the 
annexing  a  condition  to  the  delivery  is  a  waiver  of  the  condition;  Rice  v.  McLar- 
ren,  42  Me.  157,  holding  same  of  delivery  without  requiring  payment  in  cash; 
Chapman  v.  Lathrop,  6  Cow.  110,  16  A.  D.  433,  holding  that  though  there  is  an 
agreement  to  pay  cash  if  the  vendor  deliver  the  goods  without  actual  payment  the 
vendee  may  avail  himself  of  any  legal  set-off. 

Z  AM.  DEC.  22«,  DOW  v.  TUTTTjE,  4  MASS.   414. 
Collateral  agreements  as  defense  to  note. 

Referred  to  as  a  leading  case  in  Allen  v.  Kimball,  23  Pick.  473,  holding  contract 
by  the  holder  before  maturity  extending  the  time  of  payment  no  bar  to  an  action 
at  maturity. 

Cited  in  Perkins  v.  Gilman,  8  Pick.  229;  Thurston  v.  James,  6  R.  I.  103; 
Millett  v.  Hayford,  1  Wis.  401, — holding  covenant  never  to  sue  on  note  a  release 
but  covenant  not  to  sue  within  a  limited  time  no  bar  to  action;  Watson  v.  Ran- 
dall, 20  Wend.  201,  holding  that  a  covenant  never  to  sue  a  sole  covenantor 
operates  as  a  release  on  the  principle  of  avoiding  circuity  of  action  only  where  the 
recovery  in  both  actions  would  be  equal ;  Litchfield  v.  Falconer,  2  Ala.  280 ;  Smith 
v.  Thomas,  29  Mo.  307,  holding  that  an  absolute  note  cannot  be  shown  to  be  con- 
tingent by  a  parol  agreement;  Robinson  v.  Heard,  15  Me.  296,  holding  writing  col- 
lateral to  a  bond  was  parol  evidence  in  respect  thereto;  Shed  v.  Pierce,  17  Mass. 
623,  holding  that  a  collateral  agreement  to  discharge  one  joint  maker  upon  the 
payment  of  a  less  sum  by  the  other  will  not  defeat  action ;  Porter  v.  Pierce,  22  N. 
H.  275,  55  A.  D.  151,  holding  contemporaneous  collateral  agreement  by  a  payee 
to  transfer  a  note  to  a  certain  person  no  bar  to  an  action  by  another  indorsee; 
George  v.  Stockton,  1  Ala.  136,  holding  failure  to  complete  title  under  a  bond  no 
bar  to  an  action  on  purchase-money  notes;  Cary  v.  Bancroft,  14  Pick.  315,  25 
A.  D.  393,  holding  that  an  agreement  at  the  execution  of  a  note  that  note  of 
payee  in  the  hands  of  maker  should  be  offset  does  not  extinguish  the  latter  note; 
Bradford  v.  Arnold,  33  Tex.  412,  holding  attorney's  collateral  contract  extending 
the  time  on  a  note  in  his  hands  for  collection  no  bar  to  an  action  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  extension;  Central  Bank  v.  Willard,  17  Pick.  150,  28  A.  D.  284, 
holding  the  same  as  to  a  similar  contract  by  the  holder  after  maturity ;  Creighton 
v.  Vanderlip,  1  Mont.  400,  holding  note  payable  in  gold  dust  cannot  be  varied  by  a 
collateral  subsequent  agreement;  Shed  v.  Miller,  12  Me.  318,  holding  that' an 
action  on  a  note  payable  upon  the  acceptance  by  an  agent  of  work  under  a  con- 
tract cannot  be  defeated  by  showing  a  nonperformance  notwithstanding  an  accep- 
tance; Hosea  v.  Rowley,  57  Mo.  357,  holding  that  the  taking  of  interest  and  an 
agreement  not  to  sue  for  a  certain  time  will  not  discharge  a  surety  because  an 
action  may  be  brought  at  any  time  on  the  note;  Charitable  Asso.  v.  Baldwin.  1 
Met.  359,  on  the  effect  as  a  collateral  agreement  of  a  by-law  which  provided 
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that  a  corporation  should  not  sue  on  notes  without  a  certain  consent;  Albee  v. 
Little,  5  N.  H.  277,  holding  collateral  agreement  for  a  set-off  valid  between 
parties. 

Cited  in  notes  in  43  L.R.A.  463,  on  contemporaneous  parol  agreement  as  to 
negotiation  as  defense  to  note;  43  L.R.A.  465,  on  what  agreements  are  collateral 
and  independent  so  as  to  be  defense  to  note. 

Distinguished  in  Ward  v.  Winship,  12  Mass.  489,  holding  that  an  agreement 
After  maturity  not  to  collect  a  part  of  a  note  in  consideration  of  the  promisor 
becoming  a  surety  on  a  bond  for  the  promisee  is  a  defense  to  an  action  on  the 
note;  Wheelock  v.  Freeman,  13  Pick.  165,  23  A.  D.  674;  Benedict  v.  Cowden,  49 
N.  Y.  396,  10  A.  R.  382;  Hey  wood  v.  Perrin,  10  Pick.  228,  20  A.'  D.  518,— holding 
that  any  contemporaneous  agreement  written  in  the  margin  or  indorsed  upon  an 
instrument  constitute  a  part  thereof;  American  Gas  &  Ventilation  Mach.  Co. 
v.  Wood,  90  Me.  516,  43  L.R.A.  449,  38  Atl.  548;  Myrick  v.  Purcell,  95  Minn. 
133,  103  N.  W.  902, — holding  that  notes  and  a  written  agreement  executed  at  the 
same  time  by  the  same  parties  are  construed  as  one  agreement  between  the  par- 
ties; Cummings  v.  Arnold,  3  Met.  486,  37  A.  D.  155,  holding  that  the  terms  of  a 
written  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  may  be  varied  by  a  subsequent  parol  con- 
tract though  the  original  contract  was  within  the  statute  of  frauds;  Brick  v. 
Campbell,  50  N.  J.  L.  282,  13  Atl.  255,  holding  that  an  agreement  after  execution 
and  before  maturity  not  to  sue  on  notes  as  long  as  the  maker  remained  the  as- 
signee of  the  payee's  husband  is  a  bar  to  an  action  during  that  period. 

Disapproved  in  Sutton  v.  Beckwith,  68  .Mich.  303,  13  A.  S.  R.  344,  36  N..W. 
79,  holding  that  a  collateral  agreement  which  is  the  real  consideration  of  a  note 
should  be  treated  as  one  entire  transaction  between  the  parties  and  assignee  with 
notice.  • 

—  Effect  of  notice. 

Cited  in  Jennings  v.  Todd,  118  Mo.  290,  40  A.  S.  R.  373,  24  S.  W.  148;  Miller 
v.  Ottaway,  81  Mich.  196,  21  A.  S.  R.  513,  8  L.R.A.  428,  45  N.  W.  665,— holding 
that  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  holder  at  the  time  he  took  the  note,  that  it 
was  not  to  be  paid  on  a  specified  contingency  will  not  defeat  a  recovery  though  the 
-contingency  had  then  happened  if  he  was  without  notice;  Mater  v.  American  Nat. 
Bank,  8  Colo.  A  pp.  325,  46  Pac.  221,  holding  that  a  memorandum  on  a  note 
might  be  disregarded  by  the  holder  like  a  collateral  contract. 

—  Enforcement  of  agreements  to  forbear. 

Cited  in  Hibbard  v.  Eastman,  47  N.  H.  507,  93  A.  D.  467,  holding  that  equity 
will  restrain  the  violation  of  an  agreement  to  dismiss  an  action  on  a  note  though 
the  agreement  would  be  ineffectual  in  a  court  of  law;  Greely  v.  Dow,  2  Met.  176, 
holding  that  a  collateral  agreement  extending  time  of  payment  of  a  note  will  dis- 
charge a  surety  because  there  is  remedy  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Z  AM.  DEC.   227,   KENNEBECK  PURCHASE  v.   SPRINGER,    4   MASS. 

416. 
Sufficiency  and  effect  of  adverse  possession. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Hosmer,  7  N.  H.  436,  28  A.  D.  354,  holding  that  to  sustain 
title  by  adverse  possession  there  must  be  continued,  open,  visible  and  exclusive  pos- 
session marked  by  definite  boundaries;  Neilson  v.  Grignon,  85  Wis.  550,  55  N.  W. 
€90,  holding  widow's  possession  of  land  for  thirty  years  after  death  of  husband  who 
held  for  seven  years  after  foreclosure  of  mortgage  by  permission  of  mortgagee 
-who  paid  taxes,  not  adverse;  Smith  v.  Hitchcock,  38  Neb.  104,  56  N.  W.  791, 
holding  that  fact  that  occupation  was  permissive,  concurrent  with  that  of  holder 
of  legal  title  and  without  color  of  title,  negatives  any  presumption  that  it  was  ad- 
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verse  to  him;  Hapgood  v.  Burt,  4  Vt.  155,  holding  adverse  possession  not  shown  by 
evidence  that  claimant  cut  timber  for  coal,  built  fences,  pastured,  cleared  portions, 
and  called  property  his  "back  lot;"  Fuentes  v.  McDonald,  85  Tex.  132,  20  S.  W.  43, 
holding  occupancy  of  land  for  grazing  purposes  without  substantial  inclosures  or 
improvements,  insufficient  to  establish  adverse  possession;  Menkens  v.  Ovenhouse, 
22  Mo.  70,  holding  that  renting  out  land  for  over  forty  years,  cutting  timber,  pay- 
ing taxes  and  prosecuting  trespass  cases,  establishes  adverse  claim;  Boston  v. 
Richardson,  105  Mass.  351,  holding  proof  of  city's  maintenance  of  fish  house  on 
demanded  premises  on  sea  and  repair  of  capsill  of  dock,  evidence  of  disseisin  by 
city;  Boston  Mill  Corp.  v.  Bulfinch,  6  Mass.  229,  4  A.  D.  120,  holding  that  sixty 
years'  occupation  of  building  constructed  over  mill  pond  and  supported  by  pilesr 
establishes  title  by  adverse  possession ;  Boynton  v.  Hodgdon,  59  N.  H.  247,  holding 
that  where  two  parties  acquire  different  shares  of  same  parcel  of  land  and  neither 
evicts  the  other,  they  are  tenants  in  common  neither  of  whom  can  maintain  tres- 
pass against  the  other;  Towle  v.  Ayer,  8  N.  H.  57,  holding  tenant's  declarations 
that  he  had  deed  from  third  person  and  intended  to  hold  land,  insufficient  to  work  a 
disseisin  of  true  owner;  Crandell  v.  Taunton,  110  Mass.  421,  holding  that  grad- 
ing and  treating  premises  as  part  of  street  do  not  show  ouster  by  city;  Thomas  v. 
Marsh  field,  13  Pick.  240,  holding  prescriptive  right  of  commonage  not  acquired  in 
beach  by  permissive  user;  Huntington  v.  Whaley,  29  Conn.  391,  holding  acquiescence* 
in  location  of  wall  for  fifteen  years  as  a  dividing  line,  when  in  fact  it  stood  wholly 
on  land  of  one  party,  insufficient  to  establish  other's  claim  to  center  of  wall  by 
adverse  possession ;  French  v.  Pearce,  8  Conn.  439,  21  A.  D.  680,  holding  occupation 
of  land  for  statutory  period  beyond  division  line,  through  ignorance  of  its  location,, 
sufficient  to  establish  adverse  title;  Boston  v.  Richardson,  105  Mass.  351,  holding 
that  city  removing  obstruction  to  sewer  on  flats  and  constructing  box  drain  under 
claim  of  title  to  whole  parcel  of  flats,  could  support  wit  of  entry  against  one  not 
showing  better  title;  McConet  v.  Eckstein,  22  Wis.  153,  94  A.  D.  594,  holding  that 
ejectment  lies  where  foundation  stones  project  eight  inches  over  neighbouring  lot. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  26  A.  D.  102,  103,  on  requisites  to  obtain  title  by  ad- 
verse possession. 

Cited  in  notes  in  4  L.R.A.  322,  as  to  what  constitutes  adverse  possession;  40 
L.  ed.  U.  S.  215,  on  what  constitutes  such  adverse  possession  as  will  give  title; 
15  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1190,  on  essential  elements  in  adverse  possession;  15  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1243,  1246,  on  nature  of  possession  under  color  of  title;  15  L.R.A.  ( N.S. )  1201,  on> 
openness,  visibility,  and  notoriety  as  essential  elements  in  adverse- possession; 
28  A.  S.  R.  159,  on  acts  equivalent  to  notice  of  adverse  possession. 

—  Duration  and  continuity. 

Cited  in  Cornelius  v.  Giberson,  25  N.  J.  L.  1,  holding  that  failure  to  establish 
twenty  years'  adverse  possession  defeats  claim ;  Farley  v.  Smith,  39  Ala.  38,  hold- 
ing that  merely  cutting  timber  on  uninclosed  lands  two  weeks  each  year  for  six 
years,  and  again  for  three  years  after  an  interval  of  sixteen  years,  does  not  con- 
stitute adverse  possession;  Sydnor  v.  Palmer,  29  Wis.  226,  holding  occasional  oc- 
cupancy of  land  for  purpose  of  digging  minerals,  not  connected  with  cultivation  of 
soil,  insufficient  to  establish  adverse  possession;  Stevens  v.  Taft,  11  Gray,  33r 
holding  that  uninterrupted  adverse  possession  for  twenty  years  establishes  claim ; 
Harris  v.  McGovern,  99  U.  S.  161,  25  L.  ed.  317,  holding  that  continuous  ad- 
verse possession  under  color  of  title  for  statutory  period  establishes  claim;  Byers 
v.  Danley,  27  Ark.  77,  holding  that  adverse  possession  to  confer  title,  must  be 
uninterrupted  for  whole  of  statutory  period. 

—  Hostility.  ' 

Cited  in  Towle  v.  Ayer,  8  N.  H.  57,  holding  that  to  constitute  disseisin  there 
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must  be  entry  with  intention  to  usurp  possession  and  oust  another  of  his  freehold; 
Cook  v.  Babcock,  11  Cush.  206,  holding  owner's  knowledge  of  claimant's  acts  of 
ownership  over  disputed  lands  insufficient  to  work  a  disseisin;  McClellan  v. 
Kellogg,  17  111.  498,  holding  adverse  claim  not  established  in  absence  of  slightest 
notice  of  intention  to  hold  adversely;  English  v.  Doe,  7  Ga.'  387,  holding  one  in 
actual  possession,  who  disclaims  having  title,  not  protected  by  statute ;  Roberts  v. 
Richards,  84  Me.  1,  24  Atl.  425,  holding  that  adverse  claim  must  rest  upon  some 
overt  act  indicating  character  of  possession  to  owner  visiting  premises  during 
statutory  period;  Cobb  v.  Davenport,  32  N.  J.  L.  369,  holding  adverse  possession 
not  established  where  evidence  fails  to  distinguish  claimant's  user  from  that  of 
public. 

—  Claim  of  right. 

Cited  in  Lund  v.  Parker,  3  N.  H.  49,  holding  that  absence  of  color  of  title  raises 
presumption  that  occupancy  is  subject  to  rights  of  holder  of  legal  title;  Sch wall- 
back  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  69  Wis.  292,  2  A.  S.  R.  740,  34  tf.  W.  128, 
holding  conveyance  by  grantor  remaining  in  possession,  presumptively  subject  to 
title  of  one  to  whom  he  previously  conveyed  and  therefore  insufficient  to  constitute 
basis  of  possession  adverse  to  him;  Magoun  v.  Tapham,  21  Pick.  135,  denying 
claimant's  right  to  land  by  virtue  of  mixed  possession  under  deed  from  grantor 
having  no  title,  as  against  one  claiming  under  similar  possession;  Bates  v. 
Norcross,  14  Pick.  224,  holding  conveyance  of  wild  lands  by  one  having  no  inter- 
est and  entry  by  grantee  without  exclusive  occupation,  not  a  disseisin  of  true 
owner;  Blood  v.  Wood,  1  Met.  528,  holding  levy  of  execution  on  land  of  stranger 
not  such  disseisin  as  to  bar  him  from  maintaining  trespass  without  re-entry; 
Murphy  v.  Doyle,  37  Minn.  113,  33  N.  W.  220,  holding  that  possession  and  im- 
provement of  land  for  more  than  20  years  under  tax  deed  void  on  its  face,  gave 
title  by  adverse  possession;  Foulke  v.  Bond,  41  N.  J.  L.  527,  sustaining  adverse 
claim  of  one  making  improvements  on  land  held  for  statutory  period  under  deed 
of  entire  tract  from  one  cotenant;  Bellis  v.  Bellis,  122  Mass.  414,  holding  that  one 
having  possession  for  statutory  period  under  void  deed  acquired  title  by  adverse 
possession  except  as  to  strip  used  by  his  cotenant  without  his   permission. 

—  When  possession  of  part  of  tract  extends  to  whole  tract  claimed. 
Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Boston  &  W.  R.  Corp.  1  Cush.  575,  holding  that  one  entering 

part  of  tract  under  conveyance  to  him  became  seised  of  whole  parcel  conveyed; 
Jones  v.  Merrimack  River  Lumber  Co.  31  N.  H.  381,  holding  that  claim  of  one 
entering  under  conveyance  should  be  regarded  as  coextensive  with  conveyance; 
Thomas  v.  Pickering,  13  Me.  337,  holding  that  execution  of  warranty  deed  by  one 
tenant  in  common  in  possession  to  a  stranger,  and  latter's  occupation  of  part, 
other  part  remaining  vacant,  ousts  grantor's  cotenant;  Kennebec  Purchase  v. 
Laboree,  2  Me.  275,  11  A.  D.  79,  holding  that  entering  upon  land  under  void  deed, 
duly  registered  and  improving  only  part  of  land,  works  disseisin  of  true  owner  as 
to  whole  tract;  Allen  v.  Holton,  20  Pick.  458,  holding  that  disseisor's  possession 
extended  to  stream,  although  strip  bordering  thereon  was  not  cultivated;  Stearns 
v.  Palmer,  10  Met.  32,  holding  that  possession  under  deed  extended  to  all  property 
described,  although  one  portion  was  unoccupied;  Clark  v.  Potter,  32  Ohio  St.  49, 
holding  that  one  entering  on  portion  under  color  of  title  to,  and  with  intention  to 
occupy,  entire  tract  of  which  no  part  is  held  adversely  at  the  time  of  entry,  is 
deemed  to  hold  coextensively  with  claim ;  Copp  v.  Neal,  7  N.  H.  275,  holding  that 
occupation  of  portion  of  abandoned  highway  under  attempted  conveyance  of  whole 
by  vote  of  town,  extended  to  whole  as  against  one  claiming  under  mere  naked 
possession. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  30  A.  D.  155;  93  A.  D.  448, — on  possession  of  part 
of  tract  of  land  as  possession  of  all. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  12  A.  D.  357,  on  essentials  to  establish  constructive  possession 
to  whole  by  one  actually  occupying  only  part  of  tract;  125  A.  S.  R.  303,  on  pos- 
session of  part  as  possession  of  the  whole  when  possessor  has  no  writing  purport- 
ing to  give  title  or  right  of  possession;  12  A.  D.  357,  on  distinction  between  entries 
by  trespassers  and  by  person  having  color  of  title  as  to  effect  of  part  occupancy. 
—  When  rights  acquired  are  limited  to  part  occupied. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Shaw,  7  Serg.  &  R.  129,  holding  that  one  entering  lajnd  with- 
out color  of  title  may  acquire  adverse  title  only  to  so  much  as  he  actually  occupies; 
Wilborn  v.  Anderson,  37  Miss.  155,  holding  that  statute  protects  one  entering 
without  color  of  title  to  extent  of  land  actually  occupied  for  requisite  period;  Hoag 
v.  Wallace,  28  N.  H.  547,  holding  entry  upon  one  lot  without  color  of  title,  in- 
sufficient to  extend  possession  beyond  parcel  actually  held ;  Riley  v.  Jameson,  3  N. 
H.  23,  14  A.  D.  325,  holding  that  one  entering  without  color  of  title  holds  only  the 
land  actually  occupied;  Whitehead  v.  Foley,  28  Tex.  268,  holding  one  occupying 
land  under  void  certificate,  entitled  to  claim  only  part  actually  occupied;  Bailey 
v.  Carleton,  12  N.  H.  9,  37  A.  D.  190,  holding  that  possession  by  grantee  of  land 
to  which  grantor  had  title  did  not  extend  to  other  land  in  deed  to  which  grantor 
had  no  title;  Stewart  v.  Harris,  9  Humph.  714,  holding  that  actual  possession  of 
one  half  of  premises  under  tax  deed  including  all,  gives  no  constructive  possession 
of  other  half;  Watrous  v.  Southworth,  5  Conn.  304,  holding  that  one  inclosing  and 
occupying  for  28  years  portion  of  highway  greater  part  of  which  was  originally 
taken  from  land  of  another,  should  be  limited  to  portion  occupied. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  39  A.  D.  687,  on  adverse  possession  limited  to  land 
actually  occupied. 

Distinguished  in  Humphries  v.  Huffman,  33  Ohio  St.  395,  holding  that  one 
entering  under  tax  deed  conveying  100  acres  of  600-acre  tract  without  metes  and 
bounds  or  other  specification,  cannot,  by  surveying  off  100  acres  and  improving 
portion  thereof,  acquire  adverse  title  to  whole  survey. 
—  Abandonment. 

Cited  in  Fosgate  v.  Herkimer  Mfg.  &  Hydraulic  Co.  9  Barb.  287,  holding  that 
seisin  of  one  who  removed  and  left  premises  vacant  is  presumed  to  have  continued 
until  he  was  disseised;  School  Dist.  No.  4  v.  Benson,  31  Me.  381,  52  A.  D.  613, 
holding  title  acquired  by  adverse  possession  cannot  be  devested  by  parol  abandon- 
ment. * 

3  AM.  DEC.  2S0,  KIMBALL  v.  CUNNINGHAM,  4  MASS.  502. 
Rescission  as  dependent  on  restitution. 

Cited  in  Hemstreet  v.  Hurley,  21  Misc.  426,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  975;  Carson  v. 
Smith,  133  Mo.  606,  34  S.  W.  855;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Thayer,  41  III 
192, — holding  contract  not  rescindable  without  a  return  or  offer  to  return  anything 
of  value  received;  Colson  v.  Smith,  9  Ind.  87,  holding  that  both  parties  must  be 
placed  in  statu  quo;  Potter  v.  Titcomb,  22  Me.  300,  holding  mutual  consent  neces- 
sary if  the  parties  cannot  be  placed  in  statu  quo;  Collins  v.  Townsend,  58  Cal. 
608;  Gifford  v.  Carvill,  29  Cal.  589;  Cook  v.  Gilman,  34  N.  H.  55C;  Wheaton  v. 
Baker,  14  Barb.  594;  Desha  v.  Robinson,  17  Ark  228, — denying  rescission  for  fraud 
without  an  election  within  a  reasonable  time  and  a  return  or  offer  to  return  any- 
thing of  value  received;  Bartlett  v.  Drake,  100  Mass.  174,  97  A.  D.  92,  1  A.  R. 
101;  Bassett  v.  Brown,  105  Mass.  551, — holding  same  as  to  rescission  of  a  deed 
for  fraud  of  grantee;  Moyer  v.  Shoemaker,  5  Barb.  319,  denying  recovery  of  con- 
sideration paid  for  land  on  the  ground  of  breach  of  warranty  in  the  absence  of 
a  reconveyance  or  offer  to  reeonvey ;  Earle  v.  DeWitt,  6  Allen,  520,  holding  under 
same  circumstances  grantee  must  place  grantor  in  statu  quo;  Pittsburgh  &  N. 
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Turnp.  Road  Co.  v.  Conn.  2  Watts,  433,  holding  that  the  state  cannot  rescind  a 
subscription  to  corporate  stock  and  recover  money  paid  without  a  return  of  the 
shares  already  received;  Barnes  v.  Bailey,  2  Ala.  749,  holding  that  a  contract  of 
payment  in  discharge  of  an  action  cannot  be  impeached  for  fraud  without  a  re- 
turn or  offer  to  return  the  consideration;  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Hayes, 
83  Ga.  558,  10  S.  E.  350;  Barker  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  65  Fed.  460;  Hill  v. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  51  C.  C.  A.  544,  113  Fed.  914;  Gould  v.  Cayuga  County  Nat. 
Bank,  86  N.  Y.  75  (affirming  21  Hun,  293), — holding  a  compromise  not  rescind- 
Able  for  fraud  without  return  of  anything  of  value  received;  Girard  v.  St.  Louis 
Car  Wheel  Co.  46  Mo.  App.  79  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Girard  v.  St.  Louis  Car 
Wheel  Co.  123  Mo.  358,  45  A.  S.  R.  556,  25  L.R.A.  514,  27  S.  W.  648  (dissent- 
ing opinion), — on  same  point;  Laughead  v.  H.  C.  Frick  Coke  Co.  28  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
$7,  on  restoration  of  status  quo  as  precedent  to  rescission  of  accord  and  satis- 
faction. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  35  A.  D.  132,  on  endeavor  of  courts  of  equity  to  place 
parties  in  statu  quo. 

—  Rescission  of  sales. 

Cited  in  Thayer  v.  Turner,  8  Met.  550,  holding  that  a  vendor  cannot  rescind  and 
maintain  replevin  in  the  absence  of  a  return  or  offer  to  return ;  Jones  v.  Anderson, 
82  Ala.  302,  2  So.  911,  holding  defrauded  seller  cannot  rescind  sale  without  a  re- 
turn or  offer  to  return  purchaser's  note;  Thurston  v.  Blanchard,  22  Pick  18,  33 
A.  D.  700,  holding  in  such  case  a  previous  tender  of  note  is  not  necessary  provided 
it  has  not  been  negotiated  and  is  produced  at  trial;  Nichols  v.  Pinner,  18  N.  Y. 
295  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  same  contention. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  12  A.  D.  465,  on  vendor's  rights  upon  rescission  of 
contract. 

Cited  in  notes  in  33  A.  D.  707,  on  vendor's  duty  to  restore  consideration  on  dis- 
affirming fraudulent  purchase  of  goods;  50  A.  D.  674,  on  return  of  purchase  money 
or  of  placing  the  other  party  in  statu  quo  as  prerequisite  to  rescission  by  vendor; 
21  L.R.A.  207,  on  necessity  of  returning  consideration  before  bringing  replevin  for 
property  obtained  by  fraudulent  purchase. 

Distinguished  in  Warner  v.  Vallily,  13  R.  I.  483,  holding  that  a  vendor  may 
rescind  a  sale  for  fraud  and  sue  the  purchaser  in  trover  without  returning  the 
consideration  provided  it  consisted  entirely  of  money;  Raby  v.  Steetzer,  12  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  380,  34  S.  W.  779,  where  there  was  a  question  as  to  the  retention  of  a 
note  as  indemnity. 

—  For  breach  of  warranty  or  fraud  on  buyer. 

Cited  in  Whalen  v.  Gordon,  37  C.  C.  A.  70,  95  Fed.  305;  Conner  v.  Henderson, 
15  Mass.  319,  8  A.  D.  103;  Morse  v.  Brackett,  98  Mass.  205;  Sumner  v.  Gray,  4 
Ark.  467,  35  A.  D.  39, — holding  that  a  purchaser  cannot  rescind  a  sale  of  chattels 
and  recover  the  amounts  paid  by  him  without  placing  the  vendor  in  statu  quo; 
Dorr  v.  Fisher,  1  Cush.  271;  Milliken  v.  Skillings,  89  Me.  180,  36  Atl.  77,  holding 
that  a  sale  cannot  be  rescinded  for  breach  of  warranty  without  a  return  or  offer  to 
return  the  goods;  Reed  v.  Prentiss,  1  N.  H.  174,  8  A.  D.  50,  to  the  effect  that 
breach  of  warranty  is  a  defense  to  a  note  when  the  article  has  been  returned. 

Distinguished  in  Shultz  v.  Christman,  6  Mo.  App.  338;  Cozzins  v.  Whitaker,  3 
Stew,  k  P.  (Ala.)  322, — holding  that  an  offer  to  return  is  not  essential  to  enable  a 
vendee  to  maintain  case  for  fraudulent  representations ;  Shepherd  v.  Temple,  3  N. 
H.  455,  holding  that  a  return  of  the  chattel  is  unnecessary  in  an  action  on  a  war- 
ranty unless  a  return  was  stipulated. 

Criticized  in  Bryant  v.  Isburgh,  13  Gray,  607,  74  A.  D.  655,  holding  that  a  pur- 
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chaser  has  the  same  rights  of  rescission  for  breach  of  either  express  or  implied 

warranty. 

—  Rescission  or  affirmance  in  toto. 

Cited  in  Higgins  v.  Lansingh,  154  111.  301,  40  N.  E.  362;  Junkins  v.  Simpson,  14 
Me.  364;  Wheaton  v.  Baker,  14  Barb.  594;  Aldrich  v.  Grimes,  10  N.  H.  194,— 
holding  that  a  contract  must  be  affirmed  or  rescinded  in  toto. 
Ground  for  rescission. 

Cited  in  Gatlin  v.  Wilcox,  26  Ark.  309,  holding  that  partial  failure  of  perform- 
ance by  one  party  to  a  contract,  capable  of  compensation  in  damages  does  not 
authorize  a  rescission. 

Reasonable  time  within  which  to  rescind. 

Cited  in  Hoggins  v.  Becraft,  1  Dana,  28,  holding  it  timely  to  rescind  while  the 
true  nature  of  property  remains  uncertain  provided  the  purchaser  acted  in  good 
faith  and  no  act  of  his  impaired  the  value. 
Remedies  on  rescission. 

Cited  in  Mallory  v.  Leach,  35  Vt.  156,  82  A.  D.  625,  upholding  right  to  waive  a 
rescission  for  fraud  and  maintain  case  for  damages;  Hammond  v.  Lynes,  21  Fla. 
118,  holding  that  a  vendor  may  rescind  sale  and  maintain  replevin  except  as 
against  bona  fide  purchaser;  Pharr  v.  Bachelor,  3  Ala.  237,  holding  that  one  who 
rescinds  for  nonperformance  may  recover  money  as  had  and  received  or  goods  in 
detinue  or  their  value  in  trover  or  may  waive  the  tort  and  recover  for  goods  sold; 
Gassett  v.  Glazier,  165  Mass.  473,  43  N.  E.  193,  holding  that  action  to  recover 
back  whole  of  purchase  money  is  virtually  for  money  had  and  received;  Shultis  v. 
Rice,  1 14  Mo.  App.  274,  89  S.  W.  357,  on  right  of  purchaser  upon  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty to  rescind  and  sue  for  price  instead  of  on  warranty;  Canada  v.  Canada,  (i 
Cush.  15,  holding  that  upon  rescission  of  a  special  contract  a  common  assumpsit 
will  lie  against  the  rescinding  party  for  work  already  done. 

Cited  in  note  in  56  A.  D.  155,  on  form  of  action  for  breach  of  warranty  in  sales. 
Election  to  affirm  or  rescind. 

Cited  in  Thomasson  v.  Boyd,  13  Ala.  419,  on  affirmance  of  contract  by  retaining 
its  fruits;  Bronson  v.  Wiman,  10  Barb.  406,  holding  that  one  who  expressly  affirms 
a  fraudulent  contract  cannot  subsequently  disaffirm;  Whiteside  v.  Brawley,  152 
Mass.  133,  24  N.  E.  1088,  holding  action  for  breach  of  contract  an  affirmance  in- 
consistent with  an  action  of  rescission ;  Bulkley  v.  Morgan,  46  Conn.  393,  holding 
same  as  to  action  for  the  price;  Sonnesyn  v.  Akin,  14  N.  D.  248,  104  N.  W.  1026, 
holding  that  a  fraudulent  contract  is  affirmed  by  an  action  for  damages;  Gaffney 
v.  Megrath,  23  Wash.  476,  63  Pac.  520,  holding  judgment  against  an  attorney  for 
the  value  of  property  taken  in  satisfaction  of  clients  judgment  is  a  bar  to  original 
judgment. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  L.R.A.  217,  on  conclusiveness  of  election  of  remedy. 

Disapprove  J  ™  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  7  Fed.  401,  hold- 
ing that  an  action  for  deceit  is  not  an  election  to  affirm  a  fraudulent  purchase 
where  the  complaint  fails  to  show  an  affirmance  and  where  the  ad  damnum  is 
the  price  of  the  property. 
Election  between  inconsistent  rights  and  remedies. 

Cited  in  Hartland  v.  Hackett,  57  Vt.  92,  holding  that  the  issuance  of  an  extent 
causing  the  imprisonment  of  a  delinquent  tax  collector  is  a  bar  to  an  action  on 
his  bond;  Hoffman  v.  Wilson,  65  C.  C.  A.  14,  130  Fed.  694,  holding  trover  not 
maintainable  by  an  owner  of  goods  who  held  like  goods  of  defendant  by  substitu- 
tion. 

Distinguished  in  Connihan  v.  Thompson,  111  Mass.  270,  holding  that  the  mere 
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commencement  of  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  to  convey  and  attachment  of  the 
land  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person  is  no  bar  to  a  bill  for  specific  performance. 
Implied  warranties  from  fraud. 

Cited  in  Getty  v.  Rountree,  2  Pinney  (Wis.)  379,  54  A.  D.  138;  Moore  v.  Ken- 
dall, 2  Chand.  (Wis.)  33,  52  A.  D.  145,— holding  that  fraud  by  a  vendor  of  chattels 
which  are  in  view  of  the  parties  operates  to  imply  a  warranty  of  quality. 
•Construction  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Evans  v.%Sanders,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  497,  33  A.  D.  297,  holding  that  a 
doubtful  contract  is  construed  most  strongly  against  one  who  stipulates  for  the 
performance  of  a  duty. 

*  AM.  DEC.  232,  AYER  v.  HUTCHINS,  4  MASS.  370. 
Defenses  against  holder  of  bill  or  note. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Cheney,  3  Gray,  215,  holding  that  a  negotiable  paper  can- 
not be  avoided  for  illegality  of  consideration  against  a  bona  fide  holder  without 
notice;  State  Capital  Bank  v.  Thompson,  42  N.  H.  369,  holding  the  same  provided 
the  purchase  was  before  maturity  and  there  was  no  statute  providing  otherwise; 
Dyer  v.  Homer,  22  Pick.  253,  holding  non-negotiable  note  in  the  hands  of  an  as- 
signee subject  to  equitable  defenses. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  41  A.  D.  75,  on  who  is  a  bona  fide  Holder  of  nego- 
tiable instruments;  33  A.  D.  555,  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  good  faith  of  holder; . 
90  A.  D.  695,  on  mala  fides  in  holder  of  note;  4  A.  D.  76,  on  defenses  against  in- 
dorsee; 3  A.  D.  705,  on  defenses  against  note  where  received  under  circumstances 
creating  suspicion. 

Cited  in  notes  in  25  A.  D.  611,  on  title  of  transferee  of  stolen  cash,  bank  bills, 
checks,  notes  payable  to  bearer,  and  other  negotiable  instruments;  26  A.  D.  158, 
as  to  who  is  a  bona  fide  holder;  11  A.  S.  R.  309,  on  fraud  in  inception  of  negotiable 
instrument  as  affecting  bona  fide  holders. 
—  Against  taker  after  maturity  or  dishonor. 

Cited  in  Pine  v.  Smith,  11  Gray,  38;  Atlantic  DeLaine  Co.  v.  Tredick,  5  R.  I. 
171, — holding  that  assignee  of  overdue  note  takes  subject  to  equitable  defenses 
existing  between  the  original  parties;  Bishop  v.  Dexter,  2  Conn.  419;  Bridge  v. 
Johnson,  5  Wend.  342, — on  the  same  contention;  Tucker  v.  Smith,  4  Me.  415, 
holding  that  fraud  or  any  equitable  defense  is  good  against  an  indorsee  of  an 
overdue  note;  Woodfolk  v.  Blount,  3  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  147,  9  A.  D.  736,  same  of 
an  indorsee  after  the  refusal  of  payment  or  under  an  indorsement  without  re- 
course after  maturity;  Holton  v.  Hubbard,  49  La.  Ann.  715,  22  So.  338,  holding 
note  not  transferred  on  first  day  of  grace  as  collateral  security  not  subject  to 
equities  between  original  parties. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  39  A.  D.  710,  as  to  what  defenses  indorsee  of  over- 
due note  is  subject;  16  A.  D.  415,  on  defenses  against  overdue  note  in  hands  of 
indorsee. 

Cited  in  notes  in  46  L.R.A.  813,  on  proof  as  to  equities  in  case  of  transfer  of 
negotiable  paper  after  maturity;  46  L.R.A.  770,  on  violation  of  contemporaneous 
agreement  as  defense  to  negotiable  paper  transferred  after  maturity. 

Distinguished  in  Paige  v.  Cagwin,  7  Hill,  361,  42  A.  D.  68,  holding  payee's 
declarations  prior  to  indorsement  inadmissible  against  indorsee  after  maturity. 

Disapproved  in  Continental  Nat.  Bank  v.  Townsend,  87  N.  Y.  8,  holding  indorsee 
on  the  last  day  of  grace  before  actual  dishonor  is  bona  fide;  Kilcrease  v.  White* 
6  Fla.  45,  holding  that  the  indorsee  of  an  overdue  note  takes  subject  to  all  equities 
arising  out  of  the  note  transaction  itself,  but  not  as  to  those  arising  from  col- 
lateral matters. 
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—  Usury  as  a  defense. 

Cited  in  Kendall  v.  Robertson,  12  Cush.  166,  holding  by  statute  that  usury  is  a 
defense  pro  tanto  to  a  note  against  a  bona  fide  indorsee  before  maturity  for  value 
and  without  notice;  Young  v.  Berkley,  2  N.  H.  410,  holding  that  usury  is  not 
available  against  a  bona  fide  holder  of  a  note  without  notice  in  the  absence  of  an 
express  statute  making  the  note  void. 
When  a  demand  note  becomes  overdue. 

Cited  in  Atlantic  De  Laine  Co.  v.  Tredick,  5  R.  I.  171,  hdlding  that  a  demand 
note  is  overdue  after  it  has  run  a  reasonable  time  from  its  date;  Thielman  v. 
Gueble,  32  La.  Ann.  260,  36  A.  R.  267,  holding  that  this  rule  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  note  bears  interest  though  this  may  be  an  element  in  ascertaining 
what  is  a  reasonable  time;  Herrick  v.  Woolverton,  41  N.  Y.  581,  2  Phila.  Leg. 
Gaz.  265,  holding  note  payable  on  demand  with  interest,  subject  to  defense  against 
payee,  as  against  transferee  nearly  three  months  after  date;  Shirley  v.  Todd,  9 
Me.  83,  holding  that  an  indorsement  of  a  demand  note  three  years  after  its  date 
lets  in  equitable  defenses;  Cromwell  v.  Arrott,  1  Serg.  &  R.  180,  holding  that  a 
failure  to  give  notice  of  an  assignment  until  fourteen  months  after  the  date  of  a 
demand  note  will  justify  presumption  that  the  indorsee  had  notice. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  5  A.  D.  246,  on  dishonor  of  note  payable  on  demand. 
Notice  implied  from  circumstances. 

Cited  in  Pringle  v.  Phillips,  5  Sandf.  157,  holding  that  circumstances  which 
ought  reasonably  to  arouse  one's  suspicions  will  operate  to  charge  notice. 

—  As  to  purchasers  of  negotiable  paper. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Hale,  8  Conn.  336;  Birdsall  v.  Russell,  1  Robt.  538;  Thompson 
v.  Hale,  6  Pick.  259;  Hunt  v.  Sandford,  6  Yerg.  387, — holding  that  an  indorsee 
under  circumstances  which  might  reasonably  create  suspicion  takes  subject  to 
equitable  defenses;  Hamilton  v.  Marks,  52  Mo.  78,  14  A.  R.  391,  holding  that 
equitable  defenses  are  available  against  an  assignee  before  maturity  under  circum- 
stances sufficient  to  cast  a  shade  on  the  transaction  though  there  was  no  express 
notice;  Stein  v.  Rheinstrom,  47  Minn.  476,  50  N.  W.  827,  holding  that  a  purchaser 
of  negotiable  paper  must  exercise  ordinary  prudence  in  respect  to  knowledge  de- 
rived from  an  inspection  of  the  paper;  Perkins  v.  Challis,  1  N.  H.  254,  holding 
that  proof  that  an  indorsement  before  maturity  was  colorable  will  let  in  defenses 
which  existed  between  the  original  parties;  Fillebrown  v.  Hay  ward,  190  Mass. 
472,  77  N.  E.  45,  holding  by  virtue  of  statute  that  neither  knowledge  of  suspicious 
circumstances  nor  doubts  as  to  genuineness  nor  gross  negligence  will  defeat  a  re- 
covery unless  amounting  to  bad  faith;  Isom  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  52  Miss.  902, 
holding  words  trust  or  trustee  on  paper  called  for  inquiry;  Griffith  v.  Reford,  1 
Rawle,  196  (dissenting  opinion),  on  duty  to  follow  up  facts  challenging  inquiry; 
Fusilier  v.  Bonin,  12  Mart.  (La.)  235,  holding  notary's  signature  "ne  varietur" 
did  not  call  for  inquiry  or  restrict  indorsement. 

Cited  in  note  in  125  A.  S.  R.  802,  as  to  who  are  bona  fide  holders  of  negotiable 
instruments. 
Contracts  against  public  policy. 

Cited  in  Adams  v.  Barrett,  5  Ga.  404,  holding  that  a  contract  for  compounding 
a  felony  is  illegal  and  void;  Bills  v.  Comstock,  12  Met.  468,  holding  that  a  note 
given  to  secure  the  release  of  a  prisoner  in  the  custody  of  an  officer  by  virtue  of 
a  mittimus  is  void;  Brooks  v.  Cooper,  50  N.  J.  Eq.  761,  55  A.  S.  R.  793,  21  L.R.A. 
1617,  26  Atl.  978,  holding  that  a  contract  between  two  newspapers  to  take  turns 
on.  state  contracts  and  divide  the  profits  is  void  where  the  statute  provides  that 
the  contract  shall  go  to  the  one  having  the  largest  circulation;  Commercial  Bank  v. 
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Wilkins,  9  Me.  28,  arguing  that  a  promise  to  indemnify  an  officer  for  violating 
duty  will  not  be  implied. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  40  A.  D.  524,  on  contracts  deemed  void  as  against 
public  policy;  26  A.  D.  79,  on  sufficiency  of  act  forbidden  by  law  as  consideration 
for  promise. 

Cited  in  notes  in  86  A.  S.  R.  558,  on  invalidity  of  indemnity  to  sheriffs;  40  A. 
D.  426,  as  to  when  agreement  for  indemnity  is  void  because  act  indemnified  against 
is  illegal 

3  AM.  DEC.  236,  STOUGHTON  v.  BAKER,  4  MASS.  522. 
Grants  of  right  of  fishing. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Vincent,  108  Mass.  441,  as  an  instance  where  the  grant  of  an 
exclusive  right  of  fishing  to  an  individual  was  in  question. 
Public  fishery  rights  in  streams. 

Cited  in  Holyoke  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Lyman,  15  Wall.  500,  21  L.  ed.  133,  holding 
fishery  rights  in  the  Connecticut  river  in  Massachusetts  public  and  subject  to 
legislation. 

Cited  in  note  in  60  L.R.A.  508,  on  interference  with  other  fishery  rights  in 
exercising  right  to  fish. 

Criticized  in  People  v.  Piatt,  17  Johns.  195,  8  A.  D.  382,  holding  the  fact  that 
fish  generally  or  salmon  frequent  a  river  at  certain  seasons  is  no  criterion  in 
determining  whether  a  river  is  private  property. 
Duty  of  the  owner  of  a  dam  as  to  fish  way. 

Cited  in  Inland  Fisheries  v.  Holyoke  Water  Power  Co.  104  Mass.  446,  6  A.  R. 
247;  Swift  v.  Falmouth,  167  Mass.  115,  45  N.  E.  184,— holding  that  every  owner 
of  a  dam  across  a  stream  where  migratory  fish  are  accustomed  to  pass  is  obliged 
to  provide  a  passage  for  fish  unless  exempted  by  his  grant;  Cole  v.  East  ham,  133 
Mass.  65,  on  same  point;  Parker  v.  People,  111  111.  581,  53  A.  R.  643  (dissenting 
opinion ) ,  on  inapplicability  of  foregoing  rule  to  a  common-law  state. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  84  A.  S.  R.  349,  on  requiring  fish  ways  in  dam. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Glen,  52  N.  C.  (7  Jones  L.)  321,  holding  on  purely 
common-law,  principles  that  a  grantee  of  mill  rights  on  non-novigable  stream  can- 
not be  compelled  to  provide  a  fish  way  except  by  the  exercise  of  eminent  domain. 
Legislative  power  to  protect  fish. 

Cited  in  Cottrill  v.  Myrick,  12  Me.  222,  holding  that  the  legislature  has  power  to 
regulate  streams  in  which  fish  have  been  accustomed  to  pass;  State  v.  Roberts, 
69  N.  H.  256,  47  A.  R.  199,  holding  that  the  legislature  may  regulate  the  passage 
of  migratory  fish  in  rivers  and  streams;  Com.  v.  Look,  108  Mass.  452,  sustaining 
a  statute  regulating  the  time  and  manner  of  taking  fish  from  unnavigable  rivers. 

Cited  in  note  in  39  L.R.A.  587,  on  right  of  government  to  prevent  obstruction 
of  stream  in  control  over  right  of  fishery. 
—  Retroactive  provisions  as  to  fish  ways. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Essex  Co.  13  Gray,  239,  holding  a  riparian  right  established 
in  conformity  to  laws  respecting  fish  ways  not  alterable  in  that  regard  by  statute; 
State  v.  Beardsley,  108  Iowa,  396,  79  N.  W.  138;  Parker  v.  People,  111  111.  581,  53 
A.  R.  643;  West  Point  Water  Power  &  Land  Improv.  Co.  v.  State,  49  Neb.  218,  66 
N.  W.  6, — upholding  the  validity  of  a  statute  which  provided  for  fish  ways  in  dams 
already  existing  and  in  those  to  be  constructed;  State  ex  rel.  Remley  v.  Meek, 
112  Iowa,  338,  84  A.  S.  R.  342,  51  L.R.A.  414,  84  N.  W.  3,  holding  that  grantee  of 
a  dam  from  the  state  is  not  exempt  from  the  operation  of  a  similar  statute; 
Vinton  v.  Welsh,  9  Pick.  87,  sustaining  a  penal  law  against  keeping  &  dam  with- 
out a  fish  way. 
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Public  and  private  riparian  rights. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Alger,  7  Cush.  53,  holding  soil  right  subject  to  public  rights; 
Shaw  v.  Crawford,  10  Johns.  236,  holding  owner  of  dam  liable  for  obstructing 
rafts;  Dyer  v.  Curtis,  72  Me.  181,  holding  fee  ownership  in  certain  flats  subject  to 
public  easement. 

Cited  in  notes  in  57  A.  D.  693,  on  dams  in  navigable  streams;  13  L.RJL  826, 
on  right  to  float  logs  in  navigable  stream. 
Construction  of  statutes  In  favor  of  public. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Hewes,  Crabbe,  307,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,359,  4  Clark  (Pa.) 
358,  2  Am.  L.  J.  211;  United  States  v.  Greene,  4  Mason,  427,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15, 
258;  People  v.  Gilbert,  18  Johns.  227;  State  v.  Milburn,  9  Gill,  105,— holding  that 
restrictive  acts  are  construed  so  as  to  exclude  the  sovereign  power  unless  they  pro- 
vide otherwise;  Den  ex  dem.  Van  Kleek  v.  O'Hanlon,  21  N.  J.  L.  582,  holding  that 
lands  which  have  escheated  to  the  state  are  not  within  a  statute  which  authorizes 
a  sale  of  decedent's  lands  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  United  States  v.  Tetlow,  2  Low. 
Dec.  159,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,456,  holding  the  United  States  as  plaintiffs  in  aq 
action  at  common  law  are  not  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  a  statute  exempt' 
ing  poor  debtors  from  arrest. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  £.  R.  C.  203,  on  binding  effect  of  statute  on  state  when  net 
expressly  named. 

Limitations  or  laches  as  against  state. 

Cited  in  Armstrong  v.  Morrill,  14  Wall.  120,  20  L.  ed.  765;  Josselyn  v.  Stone,  28 
Miss.  753;  Levasser  v.  Washburn,  11  Gratt.  572;  Brinsfield  v.  Carter,  2  Ga.  143; 
Doe  ex  dem.  Kennedy  v.  Townsley,  16  Ala.  239, — holding  that  statutes  of  limi- 
tation do  not  run  against  the  state  in  the  absence  of  express  provisions;  Atty. 
Gen.  v.  Revere  Copper  Co.  152  Mass.  444,  9  L.R.A.  510,  25  N.  E.  605,  holding  by 
virtue  of  an  express  statute  that  a  real  action  by  commonwealth  may  be  barred 
by  limitation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  8  E.  R.  C.  179,  on  imputation  of  laches  to  the  government; 
101  A.  S.  R.  147,  on  origin  and  purpose  of  maxim,  Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi; 
101  A.  S.  R.  165,  166,  on  effect  on  maxim,  Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi,  of  stat- 
utes expressly  applying  limitations;  26  L.R.A.  451,  on  applicability  of  maxim 
Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi  to  acquiring  of  title  to  highway  by  prescription;  8 
L.R.A.  829,  as  to  whether  length  of  time  will  legalize  encroachment  on  highway; 
93  A.  S.  R.  716,  on  acquiring  prescriptive  title  to  water  as  against  sovereign  state 
or  government. 
—  As  to  public  nuisances. 

Cited  in  Cross  v.  Morristown,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  305,  holding  that  an  encroachment 
upon  a  public  highway  cannot  be  legalized  by  lapse  of  time;  State  v.  Franklin 
Falls  Co.  49  ¥  H.  240,  6  A.  R.  513,  holding  that  a  public  nuisance  cannot  be 
legalized  by  an  adverse  user  which  is  known  to  have  originated  within  the  memory 
of  persons  now  living;  State  v.  Rankin,  3  S.  C.  N;  S.  438,  16  A.  R.  737;  Charlotte 
v.  Pembroke  Iron  Works,  82  Me.  391,  8  L.R.A.  828,  19  Atl.  902,— holding  that  no 
length  of  time  will  legalize  a  public  nuisance  in  the  absence  of  an  express  stat- 
ute; Phinizy  v.  Augusta,  47  Ga.  260,  on  public  nuisances  as  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule  that  the  statute  of  limitations  runs  against  nuisances;  Parker  v. 
People,  111  111.  581,  53  A.  R.  643;  State  v.  Beardsley,  108  Iowa,  396,  79  N.  W. 
138, — holding  that  the  maintenance  of  a  dam  for  the  prescriptive  period  will  not 
create  a  right  against  the  power  of  the  state  to  compel  the  erection  of  fish  ways. 
Execution  of  joint  discretionary  power. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  Com.  v.  Essex  Co.  13  Gray,  239,  on  necessity  of 
united  action  by  committee  of  several  members. 
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Cited  in  Stephenson  v.  Gooch,  7  Me.  152,  holding  that  discretionary  power  in  a 
^committee  cannot  be  exercised  by  one  of  their  number;  Andover  v.  Grafton,  7  N. 
H.  298,  holding  note  executed  by  single  selectman  not  binding  on  town. 
Delegation  of  delegated  authority. 

Cited  in  Despatch  Line  pi  Packets  v.  Bellamy  Mfg.  Co.  12  N.  H.  205,  37  A.  D. 
203,  on  power  of  corporate  directors  to  delegate  to  one  of  their  number  authority 
to  execute  a  mortgage;  Mason  v.  Wait,  5  111.  127,  holding  as  a  general  rule  that  a 
trust  cannot  be  delegated  unless  it  is  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest;  Female 
Orphan  Asylum  v.  Johnson,  43  Me.  180,  holding  that  power  in  a  board  of  managers 
of  an  orphanage  to  bind  to  service  children  under  their  control  cannot  be  delegated; 
Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chase,  56  N.  H.  341,  holding  same  of  directors'  power 
to  levy  insurance  assessments;  Gillis  v.  Bailey,  21  N.  H.  149,  holding  same  of  power 
of  directors  to  lease  lands;  State  ex  rel.  Pearson  v.  Hayes,  61  N.  H.  264,  holding 
statute  invalid  which  was  dependent  for  operative  force  on  vote  of  electors. 

Cited  in  notes  in  50  A.  S.  R.  119,  on  power  of  fiduciary  officers  to  delegate  au- 
thority; 50  A.  S.  R.  Ill,  on  power  of  agent  to  appoint  subagent. 
Interpretation  of  early  franchises  from  towns. 

Cited  in  Gloucester  Water  Supply  Co.  v.  Gloucester,  179  Mass.  365,  60  N.  E. 
■977,  holding  that  the  ordinary  rigid  rules  as  to  the  construction  of  conveyances 
have  no  application  to  early  grants  of  franchises  by  towns;  Gray  v.  Cambridge, 
189  Mass.  405,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  976,  76  N.  E.  195,  arguing  the  same;  Charles 
River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge,  11  Pet.  420,  9  L.  ed.  773  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
construction  of  franchises. 

*  AM.  DEC.  243,  HOLBROOK  v.  FINNEY,  4  MASS.  566. 
Seisin  to  support  dower. 

Cited  in  Pendleton  v.  Pomeroy,  4  Allen,  510;  Johnson  v.  Plume..  77  Ind.  166, — 
nolding  that  a  surviving  wife  has  no  interest  in  land  if  the  seisin  of  the  husband 
was  merely  instantaneous;  Gully  v.  Ray,  18  B.  Mon.  107,  holding  that  a  widow  is 
not  entitled  to  dower  where  the  husband  was  only  a  trustee  of  the  legal  title; 
Fisk  v.  Eastman,  5  N.  H.  240,  holding  legal  seisin  of  a  vested  remainder  not  suf- 
ficient; Stanwood  v.  Dunning,  14  Me.  290,  holding  that  seisin  by  the  husband  for 
fiis  own  use  for  any  portion  of  time  even  if  it  be  but  for  a  moment  entitles  the 
•widow  to  dower. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  20  A.  D.  438,  on  dower  in  case  of  transitory  seisin. 

Cited  in  note  in  34  L.  ed.  U.  S.  826,  on  right  to  dower. 
—  Land  held  under  purchase  money  mortgage. 

Cited  in  George  v.  Cooper,  15  W.  Va.  666;  Eslava  v.  Lepretre,  21  Ala.  504,  56 
A.  D.  266;  Thomas  v.  Hanson,  44  Iowa,  651 ;  McCauley  v.  Grimes,  2  Gill  &  J.  318, 
■20  A.  D.  434, — holding  that  a  widow  is  not  entitled  to  dower  against  a  purchase 
money  mortgagee  where  the  execution  of  the  deed  and  mortgage  were  simultaneous: 
Hubbard  v.  Norton,  10  Conn.  422;  Slaughter  v.  Culpepper,  44  Ga.  319  (dissenting 
•opinion), — on  the  same  proposition;  Kittle  v.  Van  Dyck,  1  Sandf.  Cli.  76;  Roush 
v.  Miller,  39  W.  Va.  638,  20  S.  E.  663;  King  v.  Stetson,  11  Allen,  407;  Clark  v. 
Munroe,  14  Mass.  351, — holding  the  same  though  the  purchase  money  mortgago 
was  to  a  third  party;  Mayburry  v.  Brien,  15  Pet.  21,  10  L.  ed.  646,  holding  the 
same  where  the  purchase  money  mortgage  was  either  to  the  vendor  or  a  third 
party;  De  Garmo  v.  Phelps,  176  N.  Y.  455,  68  N.  E.  873,  holding  lender  of  money 
to  purchase  at  judicial  sale  secured  by  the  land  has  same  standing  as  purchase 
money  mortgage;  Blevins  v.  Rogers,  32  Ark.  258,  holding  same  of  mortgagee  who 
Advanced  money  to  take  up  bond  for  title  receiving  a  mortgage  from  the  purchaser; 
Whitehead  v.  Middleton,  2  How.  (Miss.)  692,  holding  that  rule  that  seisin  under  a 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 21. 
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purchase  money  mortgage  will  not  give  a  right  to  dower  prevails  only  as  to  the 
mortgagee  or  his  representatives;  Adams  v.  Hill,  29  N.  H.  202,  holding  that  a 
widow  is  entitled  to  dower  upon  the  payment  of  her  share  of  the  mortgage  debt  for 
purchase  money. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  37  A.  D.  659,  on  dower  as  affected  by  purchase  money 
mortgage  or  trust. 

Distinguished  in  Bell  v.  New  York,  10  Paige,  49,  where  the  purchase  money 
mortgage  had  not  been  foreclosed  when  dower  was  claimed  in  the  equity  of  re- 
demption. 

Questioned  in  Wooldridge  v.  Wilkins,  3  How.  (Miss.)  360,  whether  simultane- 
ous deed  and  purchase  money  mortgage  was  a  momentary  seisin  excluding  dower; 
Beck  v.  McGillis,  9  Barb.  35,  expressing  doubts  as  to  the  rule  that  a  widow  is  not 
to  be  endowed  against  a  purchase  money  mortgagee  where  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance  and  mortgage  were  simultaneous. 

Disapproved  in  Stow  v.  Tifft,  15  Johns.  458,  8  A.  D.  266  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  the  right  to  dower  under  the  same  circumstances. 
Quality  of  seisin  or  estate  where  grantee  Immediately  reconveys. 

Cited  in  Flynt  v.  Arnold,  2  Met.  619;  M'K^chnie  v.  Hoskins,  23  Me.  230,— hold- 
ing that  the  seisin  of  a  purchase  money  mortgagor  is  instantaneous;  Dunlap  v. 
Wright,  11  Tex.  597,  62  A.  D.  506,  holding  that  the  fee  will  substantially  remain 
in  the  vendor  where  a  purchase  money  mortgage  is  executed  simultaneously  with 
the  deed;  Lynch  v.  Dearth,  2  Penr.  &  W.  101  (dissenting  opinion),  on  reality  of 
title  in  property  passed  through  grantee  as  conduit  without  his  having  paid  for  it 
—  Effect  on  right  to  homestead  exemption. 

Cited  in  Burns  v.  Thayer,  101  Mass.  426,  holding  that  no  estate  of  homestead  is 
let  in  upon  the  release  of  an  old  mortgage  and  the  taking  of  a  new  one;  Lessen 
v.  Vance,  8  Cal.  271,  68  A.  D.  322,  holding  same  where  a  purchase  money  mort- 
gage to  a  third  person  was  executed  as  a  part  of  the  transaction. 
Priorities  dependent  on  momentary  seisin. 

Cited  in  Cowardin  v.  Anderson,  78  Va.  88;  Scott  v.  Warren,  21  Ga.  408;  Ban- 
ning v.  Edes,  6  Minn.  402,  Gil.  270, — holding  same  and  that  lien  of  a  judgment 
does  not  attach;  Hazelton  v.  Lesure,  9  Allen,  24;  Chickering  v.  Lovejoy,  13  Mass. 
51, — holding  the  same  in  such  case  as  to  attachment;  Farmers  Loan  &  T.  Co-  v- 
People,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  139,  holding  the  same  so  as.  to  preserve  the  lien  of  the 
mortgage  where  the  land  escheated  because  the  purchaser  was  an  alien;  Ree» 
v.  Ludington,  13  Wis.  277,  80  A.  D.  741;  Middleton  Sav.  Bank  v.  Fellowes,  42 
Conn.  36 ;  Thaxter  v.  Williams,  14  Pick.  49, — holding  the  same  so  as  not  to  let  in 
a  mechanic's  lien  against  the  mortgagor;  Libbey  v.  Tiddeu,  192  Mass.  175,  78  N- 
E.  313,  restricting  this  rule  to  purchase  money  mortgages;  Cass  v.  Martin,  6  X.  H. 
25,  holding  that  a  grantee  who  executed  a  purchase  money  mortgage  as  part  of 
an  entire  transaction  has  no  estate  except  an  equity  of  redemption ;  Woodward  v. 
Sartwell,  129  Mass.  210,  holding  that  the  seisin  of  one  who  immediately  conveyed 
to  another  as  a  part  of  the  same  transaction  is  not  ordinarily  attachable;  Harsh 
v.  Rice,  1  N.  H.  167,  holding  release  of  a  mortgage  to  permit  conveyance  to  pur- 
chaser from  the  mortgagee  does  not  let  in  rights  under  an  execution ;  Edwards  t. 
Weil,  99  Fed.  822,  holding  no  additional  rights  acquired  by  a  judgment  creditor 
upon  the  release  of  the  mortgage  and  the  simultaneous  execution  of  a  new  mort- 
gage to  a  third  person ;  Huffaker  v.  Bowman,  4  Sneed,  89,  holding  that  conveyance 
to  the  debtor  by  a  purchaser  at  a  foreclosure  sale  and  an  immediate  reconveyance 
for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  the  equity  of  redemption  will  not  operate  to  let 
in  a  judgment  lien. 

Cited  in  reference  not*  in  8  A.  D.  271,  on  momentary  seisin. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


323  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  [243 

Distinguished  in  Monroe  v.  West,  12  Iowa,  119,  79  A.  D.  524,  holding  under  stat- 
ute that  a  mechanic  has  a  Men  for  work  under  a  contract  with  one  in  possession 
under  a  bond  for  a  deed. 
Retroactive  laws. 

Cited  in  Clarke  v.  Cordis,  4  Allen,  466,  upholding  power  of  legislature  to  author- 
ize executors,  trustees,  etc.,  to  compromise  disputes  between  claimants;  Thayer  v. 
Seavey,  11  Me.  284,  holding  that  a  statute  which  changes  the  remedy  for  an 
escape  of  a  prisoner  on  execution  for  debt  is  not  an  impairment  of  rights  though 
it  applies  to  an  action  already  commenced. 

Cited  in  notes  in  19  L.R.A.  248,  on  legislative  power  to  defeat  contingent  inter- 
ests in  property;  cited  in  note  in  41  L.  ed.  U.  S.  96,  on  retroactive  laws  and  laws 
impairing  vested  rights. 

Distinguished  in  Simmons  v.  Hanover,  23  Pick.  188,  upholding  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  change  remedial  laws  though  they  incidentally  operate  on  existing 
rights. 

—  As  to  rights  or  tenures. 

Cited  in  Burke  v.  Barron,  8  Iowa,  132,.  holding  vested  rights  not  subject  to  legis- 
lative control  unless  the  same  is  beneficial;  Davison  v.  Johonnot,  7  Met.  388,  41 
A.  D.  448,  arguing  that  the  legislature  has  power  to  alter  a  tenure  by  substituting 
another  more  beneficial ;  Miller  v.  Miller,  16  Mass.  59,  upholding  statute  providing 
that  real  property  conveyed  to  two  or  more  persons  shall  be  held  as  estates  in 
common  unless  joint  tenancy  clearly  shown  to  have  been  intended. 

—  As  to  dower. 

Cited  in  Noel  v.  Ewing,  9  Ind.  37,  holding  that  the  legislature  has  plenary  powei 
over  dower;  Bass  v.  Roanoke  Nav.  &  Water  Power  Co.  Ill  N.  C.  439,  19  L.R.A. 
247,  16  S.  E.  402,  holding  law  regulating  sale  of  corporate  property  for  benefit 
of  creditors  not  an  impairment  of  contract;  Loveren  v.  Lamprey,  22  N.  H.  434, 
holding  rights  under  a  will  not  vested  till  death  of  testator. 

Distinguished  in  Dunn  v.  Sargent,  101  Mass.  336,  holding  that  the  interest  of 
a  husband  in  a  remainder  already  bequeathed  to  his  wife  upon  the  contingency  of 
her  surviving  a  life  tenant  is  so  far  vested  as  not  to  be  taken  away  by  a  statute 
passed  before  the  contingency. 
Separate  instruments  as  one  transaction. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Watson  v.  McKenny,  3  Wend.  233,  20  A.  D.  690;  Dun- 
lap  v.  Wright,  11  Tex.  597,  62  A.  D.  506, — holding  that  a  deed  and  defeasance  ex- 
ecuted at  the  same  time  between  the  same  parties  constitute  one  entire  trans- 
action; Hanford  v.  Rogers,  11  Barb.  18,  holding  the  same  as  to  an  assignment  and 
guaranty  of  a  mortgage  executed  under  similar  circumstances;  Stow  v.  Tifft,  15 
Johns.  458,  8  A.  D.  266;  Lessen  v.  Vance,  8  Cal.  271,  68  A.  D.  322;  Moring  v. 
Dickcrson,  85  N.  C.  466;  Howards  v.  Davis,  6  Tex.  174;  Young  v.  Tarbell,  37  Me. 
509, — where  a  deed  and  mortgage  executed  under  similar  circumstances  were  re- 
garded as  one  transaction;  Isham  v.  Morgan,  9  Conn.  374,  23  A.  D.  361,  holding 
that  the  foregoing  rules  have  no  application  where  the  contracts  were  in  every 
sense  separate  and  disjoined;  Webster  v.  Campbell,  1  Allen,  313,  holding  that  the 
execution  of  a  deed  on  the  same  day  as  ttye  grantor  received  a  conveyance  is  a  fact 
for  the  jury  but  not  conclusive  of  instantaneous  seisin;  Xewbegin  v.  Langley,  39 
Me.  200,  63  A.  D.  612,  holding  that  deed  and  mortgage  though  of  different  dates 
constitute  one  transaction  when  both  were  delivered  at  the  same  time;  Hill  ▼. 
Edwards,  11  Minn.  22,  Gil.  5,  where  a  deed  and  a  bond  executed  at  the  same  time 
by  the  same  parties  and  affecting  the  same  subject-matter  were  construed  in 
♦•quity  as  a  mortgage;  Reed  v.  Morrison,  12  Serg.  &  R.  18,  holding  that  the  several 
parts  and  ceremonies  necessary  to  complete  a  conveyance  are  taken  together  as  one 
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act;  Roberts  v.  Wiggin,  1  N.  H.  73,  8  A.  D.  38,  on  the  effect  of  a  deed  and  pur- 
chase money  mortgage  as  one  transaction  where  party  seeks  to  avoid  one  and  af- 
firm the  other. 

Distinguished  in  Clark  v.  Brown,  3  Allen,  509,  denying  equality  of  lien  to  mort- 
gages which  though  simultaneous  were  intended  to  be  senior  and  junior. 
Equality  of  shares  as  implying  tenancy  in  common. 

Cited  in  Midgett  v.  Midgett,  117  N.  C.  8,  23  S.  E.  37,  holding  that  a  number  of 
devisees  taking  a  like  number  of  parts  of  land  share  and  share  alike  are  tenants  in 
common. 
Dower  In  mortgaged  lands. 

Distinguished  in  Bolton  v.  Ballard,  13  Mass.  227,  upholding  right  to  dower,  of 
wife  of  one  conveying  mortgaged  premises,  when  grantee  pays  mortgage  to  mort- 
gagee and  balance  to  grantor;  McMahon  v.  Russell,  17  Fla.  698,  holding  under 
statute  that  a  mortgage  by  husband  with  release  of  dower  by  wife  to  the  mort- 
gagee do  not  cut  off  the  mortgagor's  title  nor  affect  the  dower  right  of  the  wife 
except  as  to  the  mortgage  debt. 
Dower  rights  in  common  tenancies. 

Cited  in  Reed  v.  Kennedy,  2  Strobh.  L.  67,  holding  that  the  removal  of  the  right 
of  survivorship  among  joint  tenants  by  statute  entitles  the  widow  of  such  a  ten- 
ant to  dower. 

3  AM.  DEC.  246,  PRESCOTT  v.  TRUEMAN,  4  MASS.  627. 

What  constitutes  encumbrance. 

Cited  in  Post  v»  Campau,  42  Mich.  90,  3  N.  W.  272,  holding  that  every  right  to, 
or  interest  in,  land  to  diminution  of  its  value  is  encumbrance;  Leary  v.  Durham, 

4  Ga.  593;  Fletcher  v.  Holmes,  32  Ind.  497;  Carter  v.  Denman,  23  N.  J.  L.  260; 
Polk  v.  Sumter,  2  Strobh.  L.  81;  Russ  v.  Perry,  49  N.  H.  547;  Muirhead  v.  Clabby, 
7  Phila.  345,  27  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  117;  Shearer  v.  Ranger,  22  Pick.  447,— holding  in- 
choate right  of  dower  an  encumbrance;  Shell  v.  Duncan,  31  S.  C.  547,  5  L.R.A.  821, 
10  S.  E.  330,  holding  that  inchoate  right  while  an  encumbrance  is  not  a  lien;  Mc- 
Cord  v.  Massey,  155  111.  123,  39  N.  E.  592,  holding  dower  either  inchoate  or  con- 
summate an  encumbrance ;  Fletcher  v.  Button,  4  N.  Y.  396,  holding  an  outstanding 
legal  title  an  encumbrance;  Doctor  v.  Darling,  68  Hun,  70,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  669, 
holding  restrictions  as  to  character  of  buildings  erected  on  land  constitute  an  en- 
cumbrance; Foster  v.  Foster,  62  N.  H.  532,  holding  condition  limiting  the  use  of 
property  is  an  encumbrance;  Fuller  v.  Scribner,  76  N.  Y.  190,  holding  a  judgment 
an  encumbrance;  Weiss  v.  Binnian,  178  111.  241,  52  N.  E.  969,  holding  an  ice  cut- 
ting privilege  an  easement  constituting  an  encumbrance;  Beach  v.  Miller,  51  111. 
206,  2  A.  R.  290;  Burk  v.  Hill,  48  Ind.  52,  17  A.  R.  731 ;  Farrington  v.  Tourtelott, 
39  Fed.  738:  Pilcher  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  38  Kan.  516,  5  A.  S.  R.  770, 
16  Pac.  945,-  -holding  right  of  way  of  railroad  an  encumbrance;  Fritz  v.  Pusey, 
31  Minn.  368,  18  N.  W.  94;  Grice  v.  Scarborough,  2  Speers,  L.  649;  Hoover  v. 
Chambers,  3  Wash.  Terr.  26,  13  Pac.  547;  Brass  v.  Vandecar,  70  Neb.  35,  96  X. 
W.  1035;  Demars  v.  Koehler,  62  N.  J.  L.  203,  72  A.  S.  R.  642,  41  Atl.  720,— hold- 
ing outstanding  lease  an  encumbrance;  Harrison  v.  Des  Moines  &  Ft.  D.  R.  Co. 
91  Iowa,  114,  58  N.  W.  1081,  holding  highway  running  through  land  not  an  en- 
cumbrance; Herrick  v.  Moore,  19  Me.  313;  Copeland  v.  McAdory,  100  Ala.  553,  13 
So.  545, — holding  that  public  highway  constitutes  an  encumbrance;  Schmisseur  v. 
Penn,  47  111.  App.  278,  holding  same  of  a  private  way;  Giles  v.  Durgo,  1  Duer,  331, 
holding  that  privilege  to  use  wall  on  premises  as  a  party  wall  was  an  encumbrance; 
Burr  v.  Lamaster,  30  Neb.  688,  27  A.  S.  R.  428,  9  L.R.A.  637,  46  N.  W.  1015,  hold- 
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ing  that  obligation  to  pay  part  of  cost  of  maintaining  party  wall  constitutes  an 
incumbrance;  Mitchell  v.  Warner,  5  Conn.  497,  holding  existing  right  to  take 
water  from  land  is  encumbrance;  Bronson  v.  Coffin,  108  Mass.  175,  11  A.  R.  335, 
holding  that  obligation  to  maintain  division  fence  constituted  an  encumbrance; 
Butler  v.  Butler,  67  S.  C.  211,  45  S.  E.  184;  Koezly  v.  Koezly,  31  Misc.  397,  65  N. 
Y.  Supp.  613, — holding  mortgage  an  encumbrance;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Vanlue, 
126  Ind.  410,  10  L.R.A.  843,  26  N.  E.  119,  holding  certain  mortgage  an  encum- 
brance within  the  meaning  of  an  insurance  policy ;  Spurr  v.  Andrew,  6  Allen,  420, 
holding  that  an  existing  right  to  cut  and  remove  trees  within  a  certain  time  con- 
stituted an  encumbrance;  Huyck  v.  Andrews,  113  N.  Y.  81,  10  A.  S.  R.  432,  3 
L.R.A.  789,  20  N.  E.  581,  holding  easement  to  dam  up  and  use  waters  of  stream 
upon  lands  conveyed  is  an  encumbrance;  Farnum  v.  Peterson,  111  Mass.  148,  hold- 
ing right  of  redemption  from  mortgage  an  encumbrance;  Chapman- v.  Kimball,  7 
Neb.  399,  holding  that  if  taxes  existed  as  lien  against  the  land  at  time  of  convey- 
ance they  would  constitute  an  encumbrance;  McKenzie  v.  Shows,  70  Miss.  388,  35 
A.  S.  R.  654,  12  So.  336,  holding  that  a  conveyance  by  husband  of  all  merchantable 
timber  on  his  homestead,  with  an  indefinite  time  for  its  removal  is  an  encum- 
brance; Newcomb  v.  Fiedler,  24  Ohio  St.  463,  holding  that  estimated  value  of  labor 
of  constructing  ditches  through  lands  did  not  constitute  an  encumbrance;  Dowd- 
ney  v.  New  York,  54  N.  Y.  186  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  what  constituted  an 
encumbrance. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  3  A.  D.  383,  on  what  constitutes  encumbrance; 
97  A.  D.  643,  on  what  is  encumbrance  within  meaning  of  covenant  against  en- 
cumbrances ;  39  A.  D.  692,  on  easement  in  land  conveyed  as  encumbrance. 

Cited  in  note  in  3  L.R.A.  789,  on  covenant  against  encumbrances. 
Damages  for  encumbrance  as  breach  of  covenant  for  title. 

Cited  in  Richmond  v.  Ames,  164  Mass.  467,  41  N.  E.  671 ;  Bailey  v.  Agawam  Nat. 
Bank,  190  Mass.  20,  112  A.  S.  R.  296,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  98,  76  N.  E.  449;  Funk  v. 
Voneida,  11  Serg.  &  R.  109,  14  A.  D.  617;  Pomeroy  v.  Burnett,  8  Blackf.  142; 
Briggs  v.  Morse,  42  Conn.  258;  Whisler  v.  Hicks,  5  Blackf.  100,  33  A.  D.  454; 
Myers  v.  Brodbeck,  110  Pa.  198,  5  Atl.  662,  17  W.  N.  C.  120,  43  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
186,  17  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  42;  French  v.  Morse,  2  Gray,  111;  Evans  v.  McLucas, 
12  S.  C.  56;  De  Forest  v.  Leete,  16  Johns.  122;  Garfield  v.  Williams,  2  Vt.  327; 
Andrews  v.  Davison,  17  N.  H.  413,  43  A.  D.  606;  Pillsbury  v.  Mitchell,  5  Wis.  17; 
Alden  v.  Parkhill,  18  Vt.  205;  Stowell  v.  Bennett,  34  Me.  422;  Scoffins  v.  Grand- 
staff,  12  Kan.  467;  Harrington  v.  Murphy,  109  Mass.  299;  Bradshaw  v.  Crosby, 
151  Mass.  237,  24  N.  E.  47;  Lessly  v.  Bowie,  27  S.  C.  193,  3  S.  E.  199;  Truckee 
Lodge  No.  14,  I.  0.  O.  F.  v.  Wood,  14  New  293;  Collier  v.  Gamble,  10  Mo.  467; 
Davis  v.  Lyman,  6  Conn.  249, — holding  that  if  the  grantee  has  not  extinguished  the 
encumbrance  his  damages  are  only  nominal;  Delavergne  v.  Norris,  7  Johns.  3o8, 
6  A.  D.  281.  holding  same  but  if  grantee  has  extinguished  encumbrance  he  is  en- 
titled to  recover  price  paid  for  it;  Harlow  v.  Thomas,  15  Pick.  66,  holding  that 
just  compensation  for  real  injury  resulting  from  continuance  of  an  encumbrance 
is  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  against  encumbrances;  Porter 
v.  Bradley,  7  R.  I.  538,  holding  that  when  grantee  has  been  kept  out  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  estate  conveyed  by  an  outstanding  lease  the  rule  of  damages  is  the 
fair  rental  value  of  estate  for  unexpired  term;  Norton  v.  Babcock,  2  Met.  510; 
Stewart  v.  Drake,  9  N.  J.  L.  139;  Haynes  v.  Stevens,  11  N.  H.  28;  Cole  v.  Lee, 
30  Me.  392;  Barnes  v.  Mott,  64  N.  Y.  397,  21  A.  R.  625;  McCord  v.  Massey,  51 
111.  App.  186;  Foote  v.  Burnet,  10  Ohio,  317,  36  A.  D.  90,— holding  that  for 
breach  of  covenant  against  encumbrances,  the  rule  of  damages  is  the  amount  paid 
to  extinguish  the  encumbrance  not  exceeding  consideration. and  interest  thereon; 
Dimmick  v.  Lockwood,  10  Wend.  142,  holding  pro  rata  consideration  is  measure 
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for  breach  of  covenant  against  encumbrances  where  part  of  the  premises  have 
been  sold  under  the  encumbrance;  Smith  v.  Carney,  127  Mass.  179,  holding  that 
grantor's  covenant  in  deed  to  fractional  interest  is  measured  by  the  corresponding 
fraction  of  the  amount  paid  to  discharge  the  encumbrance,  though  he  conveyed  the 
remaining  interest  to  the  same  grantee;  DeLong  v.  Spring  Lake  &  Sea  Girt  Co.  65 
N.  J.  L.  1,  47  Atl.  491,  holding  that  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  covenant 
against  encumbrances  is  same  as  for  breach  of  covenant  of  seisin,  namely  the  con- 
sideration money  and  interest. 

Cited  in  notes  in  6  L.R.A.  360,  on  what  is  breaking  of  covenant  of  seisin;  17 
L.R.A.  ( N.S. )  1185,  on  necessity  of  eviction  to  maintenance  of  action  for  breach  of 
covenant  of  seisin  or  right  to  convey. 

Distinguished  in  Gardner  v.  Niles,  16  Me.  279,  holding  that  when  grantor  af- 
firmatively covenants  to  remove  the  encumbrance  within  a  stipulated  time  he  is 
liable  for  damages  although  the  grantee  has  not  removed  it. 
Damages  for  want  of  seisin,  eviction,  or  disturbance. 

Cited  in  Mitchell  v.  Hazen,  4  Conn.  495,  10  A.  D.  169,  as  to  grantee's 
damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of  seisin;  Hammerslough  v.  Hackett,  48  Kan.  700, 
29  Pac.  1079,  holding  that  grantee  who  sold  the  property  and  was  never  disturbed 
in  his  ownership  can  only  recover  nominal  damages  for  grantor's  want  of  seisin; 
Mecklem  v.  Blake,  22  Wis.  472,  99  A.  D.  68,  holding  that  for  breach  of  covenant  of 
seisin  when  there  has  been  no  eviction  or  other  actual  injury,  the  grantee  can 
recover  only  nominal  damages;  Loomis  v.  Bedel,  11  N.  H.  74;  Morris  v.  Rowan,  17 
N.  J.  L.  304, — holding  measure  for  breach  of  warranty  of  title,  on  eviction,  is 
amount  of  the  consideration  with  interest  and  costs;  Cushman  v.  Blanchard,  2  Me. 
266,  II  A.  D.  76,  holding  that  expense  of  defending  possession  is  recoverable  under 
a  covenant  of  warranty;  Merrill  v.  Shaw,  38  Me.  267,  holding  that  covenantor  is 
not  liable  for  costs  incurred  by  covenantee  in  defending  a  groundless  su;t. 

Cited  in  notes  in  3  L.R.A.  792,  on  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  against  en- 
cumbrances; 125  A.  S.  R.  463,  on  nominal  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of 
seisin. 

Disapproved  in  Mitchell  v.  Hazen,  4  Conn.  495,  10  A.  D.  169,  holding  measure  for 
covenants  of  seisin  and  right  to  convey  is  consideration  paid  and  interest. 
Accrual  of  action  for  breach  of  covenant. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Swift,  3  Met.  390,  holding  that  if  there  is  an  encumbrance  on 
the  land  at  the  time  it  is  conveyed  the  covenant  against  encumbrances  is  broken  as 
soon  as  made;  Seibert  v.  Bergman,  91  Tex.  411,  44  S.  W.  63,  holding  that  limi- 
tations against  action  on  covenant  against  existing  encumbrances  does  not  run 
till  the  warrantee  has  suffered  damage  therefrom;  Dickson  v.  Briggs,  12  Ala.  217, 
holding  that  covenant  to  remove  encumbrance  should  be  performed  within  reason- 
able time. 
—  On  indemnity  contracts. 

Cited  in  Conner  v.  Bean,  43  N.  H.  202,  denying  right  of  sheriff  to  recovery  on 
indemnifying  bond  on  mere  entry  of  judgment  against  him;  Taliaferro  v.  Brown, 
11  Ala.  702,  holding  that  covenantee  in  bond  of  indemnity  cannot  recover  till  he 
has  suffered  loss ;  Jeff  era  v.  Johnson,  21  N.  J.  L.  73,  holding  that  judgment  against 
sureties  on  bond  will  not  entitle  them  to  indemnity  unless  they  have  paid  the 
judgment. 
Right  to  pay  encumbrance  and  resort  to  covenantor. 

Cited  in  Funk  v.  Creswell,  5  Iowa,  62,  holding  that  under  special  covenant 
against  encumbrances  grantee  need  not  wait  till  he  is  evicted  but  he  may  ex- 
tinguish the  encumbranpe  and  call  upon  grantor  for  indemnity;  Brooks  v.  Moody. 
20  Pick.  474,  holding  that  plaintiff  may  recover  the  amount  of  money  paid  by  him 
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to  remove  encumbrance  although  it  was  paid  after  action  was  commenced;  Carter 
v.  Denman,  23  N.  J.  L.  260,  as  to  remedies  for  breach  of  covenant  against  encum- 
brances; Smith  v.  Pettus,  1  Stew.  &  P.  107,  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  has  right 
to  discharge  liens  and  remove  disabilities  upon  such  estate  and  have  amount  thus 
paid  deducted  from  price  agreed  to  be  given;  English  v.  English,  69  Ga.  636,  al- 
lowing purchaser's  right  to  pay  off  encumbrance  and  off  set  against  purchase  price ; 
Bush  v.  Adams,  22  Fla.  177,  holding  he  cannot  set  up  title  purchased  adverse  to 
grantor. 
Who  may  sue  on  covenant  against  encumbrance. 

Cited  in  Lawrence  v.  Montgomery,  37  Cal.  183,  holding  covenant  against  en- 
cumbrances is  personal  and  does  not  run  with  the  land ;  Andrews  v.  Appel,  22  Hun, 
429,  holding  that  subsequent  grantee  who  has  paid  off  encumbrance  is  the  real 
party  in  interest  in  action  against  original  grantor  for  breach. 
Personal  covenants  and  covenants  running  with  land. 

Cited  in  Stewart  v.  Drake,  0  N.  J.  L.  139;  Mitchell  v.  Warner,  5  Conn.  497,— 
holding  that  covenants  of  seisin  and  against  encumbrances,  if  false,  are  broken 
upon  delivery  of  deed;  Dickson  v.  Desire,  23  Mo.  151,  66  A.  D.  661,  holding  that 
statutory  covenant  of  indefeasible  seisin  implied  in  the  words  "grant  bargain  and 
-sell"  is  a  covenant  running  with  the  land. 

Cited  in  notes  in  6  L.R.A.  361,  on  covenant  of  seisin  running  with  the  land; 
€2  A.  S.  R.  677,  on  covenants  as  to  encumbrances  running  with  the  land. 

Distinguished  in  Mitchell  v.  Hazen,  4  Conn.  495,  holding  covenant  of  seisin 
Jroken  where  grantor  owning  in  common  gave  deed  to  parcel  of  the  land. 
Seisin  requisite  to  satisfy  covenant. 

Cited  in  Lockwood  v.  Sturdevant,  6  Conn.  373,  holding  that  covenant  that 
grantor  has  an  indefeasible  estate  in  fee  simple,  is  not  supported  by  an  estate 
as  tenant  by  curtesy,  with  actual  possession. 

Disapproved  in  Richardson  v.  Dorr,  5  Vt.  9,  holding  mere  seisin  in  fact  not  suf- 
ficient. 
Covenant  of  right  to  convey. 

Cited  in  Baldwin  v.  Timmins,  3  Gray,  302,  holding  that  an  executor,  who  after 
foreclosing  mortgage  held  by  testator,  sells  the  land  without  license  of  court,  ia 
not  liable  to  an  action  on  covenant  of  good  right  to  convey. 
Liability  for  breach  of  covenant  to  convey. 

Cited  in  Baldwin  v.  Munn,  2  Wend.  399,  20  A.  D.  627,  holding  vendor  who  be- 
lieving in  good  faith  that  he  has  title  covenants  to  convey  and  discovering  before 
any  part  of  the  consideration  is  paid  a  defect  in  his  title,  not  liable  for  refusing 
to  convey;  Fletcher  v.  Button,  6  Barb.  646,  holding  that  a  breach  of  the  contract 
alone  entitles  the  purchaser  to  an  action  and  such  breach  occurs  when  vendor, 
upon  request,  refuses  to  convey;  Western  R.  Corp.  v.  Babcock,  6  Met.  346,  as  to 
damages  for  refusal  to  perform  contract  for  sale  of  land. 
Usual  covenants  in  deeds. 

Cited  in  Kirkendall  v.  Mitchell,  3  McLean,  144,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,841,  holding  that 
under  a  covenant  to  convey  by  "a  good  general  warranty  deed  with  fee  simple  an- 
nexed" a  covenant  of  seisin  is  not  essential. 

3  AM.  DEC.  249,  FARNSWORTH  v.  CHUjDS,  4  MASS.  637. 
Notice  of  prior  unrecorded  conveyance. 

Cited  in  Peebles  v.  Reading,  8  Serg.  &  R.  484,  to  point  that  evidence  of  notice 
of  ihird  person's  rights  in  real  property  as  cestui  que  trust  must  amount  to 
fraud  and  be  clearly  proved;  M'Mechan  v.  Griffing,  3  Pick.  149,  15  A.  D.  198, 
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holding  that  implied  notice  of  unregistered  deed  must  be  a  necessary  and  unques- 
tionable inference  from  the  facts  proved;  Bridgewater  Iron  Co.  v.  Lissbcrger,  11$ 
U.  S.  8,  29  L.  ed.  557,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  241,  holding  bona  fide  transfer  of  shares  in 
corporation,  not  recorded  as  required  by  statute,  is  valid  against  subsequent  at- 
tachment of  creditor  having  notice;  Lamont  v.  Cheshire,  6  Lans.  234  on  notice  of 
unrecorded  conveyance ;  Newcomb  v.  Presbrey ,  8  Met.  406 ;  Rogers  v.  Jones,  8  N.  H. 
264, — holding  that  if  party  make  proper  inquiry  and  has  good  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  no  deed  exists  he  is  not  charged  with  notice  of  unrecorded  deed;  War- 
ren v.  Swett,  31  N.  H.  332,  holding  that  defendants  were  put  upon  inquiry  in 
regard  to  certain  partition  of  land  and  were  bound  to  inquire  before  they  took 
subsequent  conveyances. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  38  A.  D.  130,  on  effect  of  actual  or  constructive  notice 
of  unrecorded  deed ;  5  A.  D.  330,  on  conveyance  with  notice  of  previous  unrecord- 
ed one;  15  A.  D.  255,  on  application  of  doctrine  of  relation  under  recording  acts. 

Distinguished  in  Porter  v.  Cole,  4  Me.  20,  holding  that  if  second  purchaser  is 
informed  of  existence  of  prior  title  it  is  enough  to  defeat  operation  of  his  deed, 
without  regard  as  to  how  such  information  was  obtained. 
—  Defective  record  as  notice. 

Cited  in  Hill  v.  McNichol,  76  Me.  314,  holding  defective  record  of  mortgage  not 
notice  of  such  mortgage. 
Possession  as  notice. 

Cited  in  Kent  v.  Plummer,  7  Me.  464,  holding  possession  of  land  is  implied 
notice;  McRae  v.  McMinn,  17  Fla.  876,  holding  that  possession  is  notice  requiring 
inquiry;  Hewes  v.  Wiswell,  8  Me.  94,  holding  that  entry  under  unrecorded  deed, 
followed  by  continual  visible  occupancy,  is  only  implied  notice  of  a  change  of  prop- 
erty and  does  not  take  the  place  of  the  registry  acts ;  Pritchard  v.  Brown,  4  N.  H. 
397,  17  A.  D.  431,  holding  same  of  cestui  que  trust  possession;  Davis  v.  Blunt,  6 
Mass.  486,  4  A.  D.  168;  Hamilton  v.  Fowlkes,  16  Ark.  340,— holding  that  actual 
and  open  possession  of  land  is  sufficient  to  put  purchaser  on  inquiry  as  to  nature 
and  extent  of  occupant's  title;  Rublee  v.  Mead,  2  Vt.  544,  holding  open  and  notori- 
ous possession  as  notice  to  attaching  creditor;  Gallery  v.  Ward,  60  N.  H.  331, 
holding  possession  is  notice  to  creditor  as  well  as  purchaser;  Colby  v.  Kenniston, 
4  N.  H.  262,  holding  that  open  and  visible  possession  of  land  is  notice  to  the  world 
that  occupant  has  a  deed;  McLaughlin  v.  Shepherd,  32  Me.  143,  52  A.  D.  64C, 
holding  that  when  proposing  to  purchase  land,  of  which  some  person,  other  than 
grantor,  is  in  possession,  it  is  purchaser's  duty  to  inquire  into  state  of  title. 

Cited  in  notes  in  104  A.  S.  R.  347,  on  possession  of  prior  grantor  as  notice  of 
rights;  4  L.R.A.  223,  on  effect  of  possession  of  grantee  as  notice  of  his  rights; 
13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  57,  60,  on  possession  of  land  as  putting  purchaser  on  inquiry  as  to 
title. 
Effect  of  delay  as  destroying  notice. 

Cited  in  Watkins  v.  Wassell,  15  Ark.  73,  holding  failure  to  record  or  collect  a 
mortgage  for  a  long  period  may  render  it  void  as  against  a  subsequent  purchaser 
who  once  had  actual  notice  of  it. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A. (N.S.)  137,  on  estoppel  of  possessor  of  land  to  assert 
claim  by  refusal  of  information  or  failure  to  assert  title. 
Validity  of  unrecorded  deed. 

Cited  in  Musgrove  v.  Bonser,  5  Or.  313,  20  A.  R.  727;  Tart  v.  Crawford,  1 
McCord,  L.  265;  Priest  v.  Rice,  1  Pick.  164,  11  A.  D.  156;  Dixon  v.  Doe,  1  Smedes 
&  M.  70, — holding  that  unrecorded  deed  valid  against  subsequent  purchasers  and 
creditors  with  notice;  United  States  v.  Campbell,  4  Cranch,  C.  C.  653,  Fed*  ^w* 
No.  14,715,  holding  that 'attaching  creditor  without  notice  can  hold  land  against 
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prior  purchaser  whose  deed  is  not  recorded;  Flynt  v.  Arnold,  2  Met.  619,  holding 
that  a  deed  without  registration  passes  title  as  against  grantor  and  his  heirs  but 
not  against  purchasers  without  notice. 
Matters  chargeable  to  notice. 

Cited  in  Merritt  v.  Lambert,  Hoffm.  Ch.  166,  holding  that  a  purchaser  of  land 
from  a  corporation  is  chargeable  with  notice  of  all  the  restrictions  upon  its  power 
to  hold  and  convey  lands  contained  in  its  charter. 
Effect  of  fraud  upon  bona  fide  purchasers  of  land. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Winton,  1  Overt,  230,  3  A.  D.  755,  holding  that  fraud  in 
grant  of  land  cannot  be-  shown  to  defeat  title  of  bona  fide  purchaser  without 
notice. 

8  AM.  DEC.  253,  PORTLAND  BANK  v.  STACEY,  4  MASS.  661. 

Sufficiency  of  bill  of  sale  without  manual  delivery. 

Cited  in  Carter  v.  Willard,  19  Pick.  1,  holding  delivery  of  bill  of  parcels  to 
buyer  and  giving  of  notice  to  lessee  in  possession  to  hold  for  buyer  suffices ;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Northern  R.  Co.  58  N.  H.  203,  holding  transfer  of  bill  of  lading  suf- 
ficient when  delivery  of  goods  is  impracticable;  Neill  v.  Roger  Bros.  Produce  Co. 

41  W.  Va.  37,  23  S.  E.  702,  holding  that  transfer  of  bill  of  lading  confers  right  to 
property  with  actual  delivery  of  possession;  Pinkerton  v.  Manchester  &  L.  R.  Co. 

42  N.  H.  424,  holding  that  upon  pledge  of  stock  in  a  railroad  corporation  there 
should  be  such  a  delivery  as  nature  of  thing  is  capable  of;  Thuret  v.  Jenkins,  7 
Mart.  (La.)  318,  12  A.  D.  508;  Ricker  v.  Cross,  5  N.  H.  570,  22  A.  D.  480,— 
holding  that  it  is  sufficient  if  the  delivery  be  such  as  situation  of  the  property  ad- 
mits; Caldwell  v.  Edwards,  5  Stew.  &  P.  312,  as  to  whether  sale  of  slaves  was  suf- 
ficiently consummated  by  delivery. 

—  As  to  ship  at  sea. 

Cited  in  Crapo  v.  Kelly,  16  Wall.  610,  21  L.  ed.  430,  holding  that  ship  at  sea 
may  be  transferred  without  actual  delivery. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  35  A.  D.  189,  on  validity  of  sale  of  vessel  without 
delivery;  74  A.  D.  454,  as  to  when  sale  of  vessel  abroad  without  delivery  is  good. 
Retention  of  possession  by  seller  as  badge  of  fraud. 

Cited  in  The  Alma,  2  Sprague,  203,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  256,  holding  retention  of 
possession  does  not  alone  invalidate  the  sale;  Meade  v.  Smith,  16  Conn.  346,  hold- 
ing that  purchaser  is  bound,  where  it  is  practicable  to  take  immediate  possession  of 
the  property;  Burrows  v.  Stoddard,  3  Conn.  431,  applying  same  rule  when  prop- 
erty is  attached  and  left  with  debtor;  Davis  v.  McFarlane,  37  Cal.  634,  99  A.  D. 
340,  holding  that  sale  of  growing  crops  to  be  valid  as  against  creditors  must  be 
accompanied  by  an  immediate  delivery  and  continued  change  of  possession;  Co- 
burn  v.  Pickering,  3  N.  H.  415,  14  A.  D.  375,  holding  that  retention  of  possession 
after  absolute  sale  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  secret  trust;  Haven  v.  Low,  2  N.  H. 
13,  9  A.  D.  25,  holding  such  possession  not  conclusive  evidence  of  fraud. 
Right  of  mortgagee  to  demand  delivery  of  vessel. 

Cited  in  Cole  v.  Brandt,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,978,  holding  mortgagee  of  vessel  by  bill 
of  sale  may  have  possessory  action  for  such  vessel;  Kenneway  v.  The  Wickford, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,709,  holding  that  grantee  in  absolute  bill  of  sale  of  vessel  in- 
tended as  mortgage  is  bound  by  his  promise  to  pay  wages  earned  during  time  he 
held  such  title. 

S  AM.  DEC.  255,  STANTON  v.  WILIiSON,  3  DAY,  37. 
Liability  of  parent  for  support  of  child. 

Cited  in  River  Rendering  Co.  v.  Behr,  10  Mo.  App.  345,  holding  estate  of  in* 
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sane  widowed  mother  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  child;  Johnson  v.  Gibson,  4 
E.  D.  Smith,  231,  holding  father  not  liable  for  medical  attendance  on  son  who  had 
left  home  with  consent  of  father  who  never  received  his  earnings  or  provided 
for  his  support  abroad. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  42  A.  D.  112,  on  parents'  liability  for  maintenance  of 
child;  36  A.  D.  540,  on  liability  of  father  for  necessaries  furnished  minor  child. 

Cited  in  notes  in  47  A.  S.  R.  314,  316,  on  father's  obligation  to  support  child,  as 
affected  by  award  of  custody  to  mother;  74  A.  D.  782,  on  child's  absence  from 
home  or  abandonment  by  father  as  affecting  liability  for  necessaries. 

Distinguished  in  Gordon  v.  Potter,  17  Vt.  348,  holding  that  parent  is  not  liable 
for  necessaries  furnished  minor  child  unless  they  are  furnished  by  his  authority 
express  or  implied. 
Liability  of  divorced  husband  for  support  of  minor  children. 

Cited  in  McGoon  v.  Irvin,  1  Pinney  (Wis.)  526,  44  A.  D.  409;  Alvey  v.  Hartwig, 
106  Md.  254,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  678,  67  Atl.  132;  Welch's  Appeal,  43  Conn.  342; 
Pretzinger  v.  Pretzinger,  45  Ohio  St.  452,  4  A.  S.  R.  542,  15  N.  E.  471 ;  Dolloff  v. 
Dolloff,  67  N.  H.^12,  38  Atl.  19;  Zilley  v.  Dunwiddie,  98  Wis.  428,  67  A.  S.  R.  820, 
40  L.R.A.  579,  74  N.  W.  126, — holding  husband  liable  for  support  of  minor 
children  although  the  mother  may  have  control  and  custody  of  same;  McCloskey  v. 
McCloskey,  93  Mo.  App.  393,  67  S.  W.  669,  holding  that  father  remains  liable  to 
mother  for  necessary  disbursements  made  by  her  in  behalf  of  the  minor  children, 
after  a  decree  of  divorce;  Marlborough  v.  Hebron,  2  Conn.  20,  on  liability  of  di- 
vorced husband  for  support  of  minor  child  under  guardianship;  Lapworth  v.  Leach, 
79  Mich.  16,  44  N.  W.  338  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  of  divorced  husband 
for  support  of  minor  child;  Spencer  v.  Spencer,  97  Minn.  56,  114  A.  S.  R.  695,  2 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  851,  105  N.  W.  483,  holding  that  obligation  of  father  to  support 
minor  children  is  not  impaired  by  divorce  at  suit  of  wife  for  his  misconduct  and 
when  decree  is  silent  as  to  their  support. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  30  A.  D.  574;  44  A.  D.  412, — on  father's  obligation 
for  support  of  child;  44  A.  D.  715,  on  father's  liability  for  maintenance  of  child. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  L.R.A.  861,  on  common-law  duty  of  father  to  support  his 
child;  6  L.R.A.  683,  on  custody  and  support  of  child  in  case  of  divorce;  2  L.RJL 
(N.S.)  852,  holding  that  on  effect  of  divorce  on  liability  for  support  of  children. 
Distinguished  in  Holt  v.  Holt,  42  Ark.  495,  holding  husband  liable  to  support 
children  in  custody  of  wife  while  they  are  too  young  to  earn  their  own  liveli- 
hood ;  Johnson  v.  Barnes,  69  Iowa,  641,  29  N.  W.  759,  holding  that  under  statute 
which  charges  husband  and  wife  jointly  and  severally  with  support  of  children  a 
wife  abandoned  by  husband  and  who  supports  child  cannot  recover  against  hus- 
band; Finch  v.  Finch,  22  Conn.  411,  holding  that  divorced  husband  not  liable  for 
entire  support  of  minor  children  living  with  their  mother  who  had  been  awarded 
custody  and  control  of  the  children. 
Implied  obligation  to  pay  for  necessaries. 

Cited  in  Finn  v.  Adams,  138  Mich.  258,  101  N.  W.  533,  holding  that  a  total 
abandonment  of  child  by  father  raises  an  implied  agency  on  child's  part  to  bind 
father  for  necessaries;  Fowlkes  v.  Baker,  29  Tex.  135,  94  A.  D.  270,  holding  that 
where  goods  are  not  necessaries  the  authority  of  father  must  be  proved,  where  they 
are  necessaries  the  father's  authority  is  presumed  unless  he  supplies  them  him- 
self or  was  ready  to  supply  them;  Price  v.  Sanders,  60  Ind.  310,  holding  that 
minor  is  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  his  wife. 
What  are  necessaries. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Young,  19  N.  C.  (2  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  26,  holding  that  whether 
articles  furnished  an  infant  are  of  the  classes  for  which  he  is  liable  is  a  matter  o! 
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law,  whether  they  were  actually  necessary  and  of  reasonable  price  is  matter  of 
fact  for  jury;  St.  John's  Parish  v.  Bronson,  40  Conn.  75,  10  A.  R.  17,  holding  seat 
in  church  pew  not  a  necessary  for  wife. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  28  A.  S.  R.  360 ;  40  A.  D.  625, — as  to  what  are  neces- 
saries. 

Cited  in  notes  in  5  L.R.A.  177,  on  what  are  necessaries  a?  question  of  law;  10 
A.  D.  463,  on  what  are  necessaries  for  which  husband  is  liable. 
When  wife  may  testify  in  actions  by  or  against  husband. 

Cited  in  Dickerman  v.  Graves,  6  Cush.  308,  53  A.  D.  41,  holding  that  wife  com- 
petent witness  for  husband  in  action  by  him  for  criminal  conversation;  Birdsall 
v.  Dunn,  16  Wis.  250,  holding  wife  who  is  acting  as  agent  for  husband  competent 
witness  in  his  behalf;  Littlefield  v.  Rice,  10  Met.  287,  holding  wife  who  keeps  hus- 
band's accounts  may  testify  that  she  made  certain  entries  by  his  direction  and 
in  his  presence;  Merriam  v.  Hartford  &  N.  H.  R.  Co.  20  Conn.  354,  52  A.  D.  344, 
holding  that  under  statute  the  wife  of  party  is  a  competent  witness  in  his  behalf ; 
Jackson  v.  Barron,  37  N.  H.  494,  holding  that  where  estate  of  deceased  person  is 
interested,  in  a  suit,  his  wife  if  she  has  no  interest  in  the  suit  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness except  to  privileged  communication. 
What  provable  by  books  of  account. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  L.R.A.  696,  on  provability  of  sale  and  delivery  of  goods  by 
books  of  account. 

3  AM.  DEC.  260,  RILEY  v.  RILEY,  S  DAY,  74. 

Authority  of  foreign  executors,  administrators,  guardians,  or  assignees. 

Cited  in  McCarty  v.  Hall,  13  Mo.  480;  Morrell  v.  Dickey,  1  Johns.  Ch.  153; 
Davis  v.  Smith,  5  Ga.  274,  48  A.  D.  279;  Beach  v.  Norton,  9  Conn.  182;  Hobart  v. 
Connecticut  Turnp.  Co.  15  Conn.  145;  Holcomb  v.  Phelps,  16  Conn.  127;  Vaughn 
v.  Barret,  5  Vt.  333,  26  A.  D.  306, — holding  that  letters  of  administration  granted 
in  one  state  are  of  no  authority  in  another ;  Curtis  v.  Smith,  6  Blatchf .  537,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3,505,  holding  that  foreign  guardian  cannot  sue  -in  Connecticut  without 
being  appointed  such  by  courts  of  that  state;  South- Western  R.  Co.  v.  Paulk,  24 
Ga.  356,  holding  that  under  statute  a  foreign  administrator  cannot  sue  in  Georgia 
unless  intestate  died  outside  of  the  state;  Harrison  v.  Mahorner,  14  Ala.  829, 
holding  that  under  statute  foreign  executors  are  permitted  to  sue  in  Alabama  upon 
recording  their  letters  testamentary;  Campbell  v.  Tousey,  7  Cow.  64,  holding  that 
an  administrator  appointed  in  a  neighboring  state  cannot  be  sued  as  such  in  New 
York;  Re  Stockman,  71  Mich.  180,  38  N.  W.  876;  Reynolds  v.  McMullen,  55  Mich. 
568,  54  A.  R.  386,  22  N.  W.  41, — holding  that  foreign  administrators  have  no  au- 
thority except  such  as  might  be  recognized  by  comity ;  Upton  v.  Hubbard,  28  Conn. 
274,  73  A.  D.  670,  holding  that  foreign  assignees  cannot  sue  in  another  state. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  42  A.  D.  101,  on  foreign  administrators;  20  A.  D.  462, 
on  powers  and  liabilities  of  foreign  administrator;  3  A.  D.  436,  on  foreign  as- 
signee's right  to  sue. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  A.  D.  723,  on  liability  of  foreign  administrator;  45  A.  S.  R. 
665,  on  power  and  duty  of  administrator  and  executor  as  to  property  outside  of 
state;  45  A.  S.  R.  672,  on  extraterritorial  powers  and  liabilities  of  executors  and 
administrators;  10  A.  D.  343,  on  right  of  foreign  administrator  to  sue  or  defend; 
27  L.R.A.  101,  106,  on  judgments  of  another  state  or  county  rendered  against 
executor  or  administrator;  35  A.  D.  485,  on  necessity  for  appointment  of  ancillary 
administrator;  5  L.R.A.  542,  on  authority  of  domiciliary  executor  or  adminis- 
trator. 

Distinguished  in  Pedan  v.  Robb,  8  Ohio,  227,  holding  that  where  guardian  ap* 
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pointed  in  Pennsylvania  receives  assets  of  ward  and  removes  with  both  to  Ohio  and 
dies  without  settlement  the  ward  can  sustain  bill  in  equity  against  his  personal 
representatives  in  Ohio;  Marcy  v.  Marcy,  32  Conn.  308,  holding  that  an  executor  of 
person  domiciled  in  another  state  may  sue  in  Connecticut  for  debts  due  testator; 
Cooke  v.  Orange,  48  Conn.  401,  allowing  foreign  receiver  to  sue. 
Effect  of  bankruptcy  law  on  debts  due  in  foreign  countries. 

Cited  in  M'Menomy  v.  Murray,  3  Johns.  Ch.  435,  holding  that  discharge  under 
bankruptcy  act  in  this  country  does  not  discharge  debtor  from  debts  contracted  in 
and  payable  in  Europe. 

3  AM.  DEC.  262.  NICHOLS  v.  RUGGLES,  3  BAT,  145. 
Illegal  consideration. 

Cited  in  Caldwell  v.  Sigourney,  19  Conn.  37  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  illegal- 
ity of  consideration;  Michigan  Bank  v.  Niles,  1  Dougl.  (Mich.)  401,  41  A.  R.  575, 
holding  contract  entered  into  by  bank  for  purchase  of  lands  in  violation  of  its 
charter  unlawful  and  not  enforceable  by  either  party. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  40  A.  D.  524,  on  contracts  deemed  void  as  against 
public  policy;  18  A.  D.  403,  on  validity  of  contract  prohibited  by  statute;  25  A.  D. 
79,  on  sufficiency  of  act  forbidden  by  law  as  consideration  for  promise. 

Cited  in  notes  in  66  A.  D.  513,  on  contracts  for  services  void  as  against  public 
policy ;  6  L.R.A.  458,  on  refusal  of  courts  to  grant  relief  from  fraudulent  or  unlaw- 
ful contracts. 
Notice  of  copyright  and  deposit  of  copies. 

Disapproved  in  Wheaton  v.  Peters,  8  Pet.  725,  Appx.  8  L.  ed.  1106,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
17,486  (reversing  8  Pet.  591,  8  L.  ed.  1055),  holding  it  indispensable  that  author 
publish  the  title  of  his  book  in  a  newspaper  and  transmit  a  copy  to  Secretary  of 
State. 
Strict  construction  of  statutory  procedure. 

Cited  in  Hartford  &  N.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Kennedy,  12  Conn.  499,  holding  the  rule  in- 
applicable to  beneficial  civil  acts  that  when  statute  creates  an  offense  unknown  at 
common  law  and  points  out  the  mode  of  proceeding  under  it,  that  mode  alone 
can  be  pursued. 

3  AM.  DEC.  265,  HILLHOUSE  v.  CHESTER,  3  DAY,   166. 
Seisin  to  support  inheritance. 

Cited  in  Chalker  v.  Chalker,  1  Conn.  79,  6  A.  D.  206;  Campbell's  Appeal,  64 
Conn.  277,  24  L.R.A.  667,  29  Atl.  494;  Gray  v.  Corbit,  4  Del.  Ch.  357;  Bush  v. 
Bradley,  4  Day,  306, — holding  seisin  in  decedent  unnecessary;  Miller  v.  Reinhart, 
13  Ga.  239,  holding  actual  seisin  unnecessary;  Fish  v.  Fish,  1  Conn.  559,  holding 
wife  entitled  to  dower  in  husband's  equity  of  redemption. 
Law  governing  descent  of  real  property. 

Cited  in  Bruce  v.  Baker,  Wilson,  Super.  Ct.  (Ind.)  462,  holding  common-law 
rules  of  descent  no  longer  in  force. 

Distinguished  in  Fidler  v.  Higgins,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  138,  holding  that  descent  of  real 
property  in  New  Jersey  is  governed  by  rules  of  common  law,  so  far  as  these  rules 
have  not  been  changed  by  statute. 
Rule  for  determining  kinship. 

Cited  in  Hays  v.  Thomas,  Breese  (111.)   180,  holding  that  civil-law  rules  prevail 
in  computation  of  degrees  of  kinship. 
When  half  blood  inherit  from  decedent. 

Cited  in  Kelly  v.  McGuire,  15  Ark.  555,  holding  that  half  blood  take  equally 
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with  whole  blood  except  that  they  are  excluded  from  ancestral  real  estate  if  they 
lack  the  blood  61  transmitting  ancestor ;  Seery  v.  Fitzpatrick,  79  Conn.  562,  65  Atl. 
964,  holding  that  word  brother  in  statute  relating  to  descent  included  half 
brothers;  Gardner  v.  Collins,  3  Mason,  398,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,223,  holding  under 
statute  of  descents  in  Rhode  Island  brothers  and  sisters  of  half  blood  inherit 
equally  with  those  of  whole  blood. 
Meaning  of  common- law  terms  used  in  statute. 

Cited  in  Crawford  v.  Linn  County,  11  Or.  482,  5  Pac.  738;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co. 
v.  Prindle,  82  Va.  122, — holding  that  if  word  has  fixed  meaning  in  English  law  it 
is  supposed  to  be  used  in  that  sense. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  41  A.  D.  109,  on  construction  of  words  used  in 
statute;  34  A.  D.  120,  on  construction  of  doubtful  or  ambiguous  statutes. 

Cited  in  notes  in  15  L.R.A.  301,  as  to  who  are  "next  of  kin;"  29  L.R.A.  542,  on 
meaning  of  term  "kindred  of  the  half  blood;"  61  A.  D.  657,  on  meaning  of  broth- 
ers and  sisters  next  of  kin,  etc.,  within  rule  as  to  inheritance  of  half  blood. 

«  AM.  DEC.  269,  BIRD  v.  CLARK,  3  DAY,  272. 
Assignability  of  chose  in  action  founded  on  tort. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Stanton  v.  Tioga,  19  Wend.  73,  holding  that  chose  in 
action  founded  on  tort  is  not  assignable. 

Distinguished  in  Gil  let  v.  Fairchild,  4  Denio,  80,  holding  that  under  statute 
term  "chose  in  action"  embrace  demands  arising  out  of  tort. 

—  Effect  of  bankruptcy  or  insolvency. 

Cited  in  Sibley  v.  Nason,  196  Mass.  125,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1173,  81  N.  E.  887, 
holding  that  under  bankrupt  act  the  rights  of  a  bankrupt  in  an  action  for  per- 
sonal injuries  do  not  pass  to  trustee. 

Distinguished  in  Lovell  v.  Hammond  Co.  66  Conn.  500,  34  Atl.  511,  holding  that 
under  insolvent  laws  right  of  action  founded  on  a  tort  pass  to  trustee  in  in- 
solvency. 
Ownership  as  including  possession  in  law. 

Cited  in  Merwin  v.  Morris,  7 1  Conn.  555,  42  Atl.  855,  as  to  ownership  of  personal 
property  giving  right  to  possession. 

—  Trespass  by  owner  out  of  possession  of  goods. 

Cited  in  Crenshaw  v.  Moore,  10  Ga.  384;  Van  Brunt  v.  Schenck,  11  Johns.  377, 
— holding  that  owner  of  personal  property  though  not  in  his  possession  may  main- 
tain trespass  against  stranger. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  17  A.  D.  43,  on  what  is  necessary  to  maintain 
trover;  36  A;  D.  115,  on  property  necessary  to  maintain  trover  for  chattels;  28  A. 
D.  708,  on  property  and  possession  necessary  to  maintain  trover;  31  A.  D.  548, 
on  necessity  of  possession  to  maintenance  of  trespass  or  trover. 

Cited  in  notes  in  23  A.  D.  685,  on  property  and  possession  sufficient  to  main- 
tain trover;  21  A.  D.  345,  on  right  of  property  necessary  to  maintain  trover. 

3  AM.  DEC.  273,  KILBOURN  v.  BRADIjEY,  3  DAY,  356. 
Validity  of  promise  to  pay  debt  pnrged  of  usury. 

Cited  in  Sheldon  v.  Haxtun,  91  N.  Y.  124;  Vermeule  v.  Vermeule,  95  Me.  138, 
49  Atl.  608, — holding  that  renewal  of  usurious  note  by  a  new  note,  which  ex- 
cludes al]  usurious  taint,  renders  the  contract  valid  and  binding  on  the  maker; 
Cotton  States  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Jones,  94  Tex.  497,  62  S.  W.  741,  holding  that  one  who 
made  a  usurious  contract  with  building  association  may  make  a  valid  contract 
purging  the  original  contract  of  usury;  Mitchell  v.  Lyman,  77  111.  525,  holding  that 
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debtor  may  insist  that  all  payments  of  usurious  interest  be  deducted  from  new 
note;  Ambler  v.  Ruddell,  17  Ark.  138,  as  to  validity  of  promise  by  borrower  to 
repay  principal  and  interest  after  the  usurious  contract  has  been  canceled  by  mu- 
tual consent. 

Distinguished  in  National  Bank  v.  Eyre,  52  Iowa,  114,  2  N.  W.  995,  holding  that 
note  given  in  renewal  of  one  which  is  usurious  and  covering  usurious  interest  is 
itself  usurious. 
Moral  obligation  as  consideration. 

Cited  in  Cook  v.  Bradley,  7  Conn.  57,  18  A.  D.  79,  as  to  moral  obligation  as 
consideration  for  express  promise  where  prior  legal  obligation  existed. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  18  A.  D.  86,  on  sufficiency  of  moral  obligation;  39 
A.  D.  639,  on  moral  obligation  or  equitable  duty  as  consideration  for  promise. 

Cited  in  note  in  53  L.R.A.  371,  on  moral  obligation  as  consideration  for  new 
promise  when  original  promise  was  illegal. 
Construction  of  statute  relating  to  usury. 

Cited  in  Woodruff  v.  Scruggs,  27  Ark.  26,  11  A.  R.  777,  holding  that  act  repeal- 
ing usury  laws  operated  upon  all  contracts  made  previous  to  its  passage,  still 
outstanding,  as  well  as  upon  all  future  contracts;  Welch  v.  Wadsworth,  30  Conn. 
149,  79  A.  D.  236,  holding  retrospective  statute  which  increased  the  amount  which 
could  be  collected  upon  usurious  contracts  by  adding  lawful  interest  when  the 
principal  alone  was  collectible  before  valid. 

Distinguished  in  Miller  v.  Hull,  4  Denio,  104,  holding  that  parties  cannot 
render  valid  original  usurious  security. 

3  AM.  DEC.  274,  HARTFORD  BANK  v.  HART,  3  DAY,  491. 
When  corporation  bound  by  knowledge  and  acts  of  Its  officers. 

Cited  in  Lyman  v.  Norwich  University,  28  Vt.  560 ;  Fairfield  County  Turnp.  Co. 
v.  Thorp,  13  Conn.  173;  Southington  Ecclesiastical  Soc.  v.  Gridley,  20  Conn.  200; 
Re  Kip,  1  Paige,  601 ;  Dabney  v.  Stevens,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  39,  40  How.  Pr.  341, 

2  Sweeney,  415;  Guillaume  v.  K.  S.  D.  Land  Co.  48  Or.  400,  86  Pac.  883;  National 
Bank  v.  Norton,  1  Hill,  572;  City  Bank  v.  Bateman,  7  Harr.  &  J.  102;  Polleys 
v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  14  Me.  141;  Loomis  v.  Eagle  Bank,  1  Disney  (Ohio)  25;  Sim- 
mons v.  Sisson,  26  N.  Y.  264, — holding  that  acts  and  admissions  of  members  of 
corporation  are  not  competent  to  charge  corporation  unless  made  in  relation  to 
transaction  in  which  member  is  authorized  agent  of  corporation;  Mann  v.  Second 
Nat.  Bank,  30  Kan.  412,  1  Pac.  579,  holding  that  mere  fact  that  bank  director 
knew  of  infirmity  in  commercial  paper  will  not  charge  bank  with  notice;  Talcott 
v.  Pine  Grove  Twp.  1  Flipp.  120,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,735,  as  to  want  of  identity 
between  stockholders  and  corporation  itself;  Osgood  v.  Manhattan  Co.  3  Cow. 
612,  15  A.  D.  304,  as  to  admissions  of  one  in  prejudice  of  another. 
Consanguinity  or  affinity  to  party  as  grounds  for  challenge  of  juror. 

Cited  in  Mono  County  v.  Flanigan,  130  Cal.  105,  62  Pac.  293,  holding  interest  of 
juror's  brother  in  litigation  a  good  ground  for  challenge. 

Cited  in  note  in  79  A.  S.  R.  203,  on  who  are  related  by  affinity. 
Presumption  as  to  mailed  letter  reaching  destination. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  33  A.  S.  R.  842,  on  presumption  that  mailed  letter 
reaches  destination. 

3  AM.  DEC.  27  7,  LUDLOW  v.  BOWNE,   1  JOHNS.  1. 
Title  to  goods  in  transit  to  buyer. 

Cited  in  Blum  v.  Caddo,  1  Woods,  64,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,573,  holding  goods  wW 
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on  credit  and  delivered  to  carrier  for  transportation  pass  to  the  buyer ;  Hobart  v. 
Littlefield,  13  R.  I.  341,  holding  delivery  at  wharf  where  but  one  line  touched 
was  delivery  to  the  buyer;  Smith  v.  Smith,  27  N.  H.  244,  holding  a  sale  com- 
plete when  goods  were  delivered  at  depot. 

Cited  in  notes  in  1  L.R.A.  768,  on  delivery  to  carrier  or  person  appointed 
by  vendee  as  passing  property  in  goods;  22  L.R.A.  421,  on  passing  of  title  to 
property  by  delivery  to  carrier  for  transportation  under  agreement  to  deliver  at 
designated  place. 

Distinguished  in  Rodgers  v.  Phillips,  40  N.  Y.  519,  holding  that  delivery  to  a 
common  carrier  not  designated  by  the  buyer  does  not  constitute  an  acceptance 
of  the  goods  within  the  statute  of  frauds;  Mechanics'  &  T.  Bank  v.  Farmers  & 
M.  Nat.  Bank,  60  N.  Y.  40,  holding  same  of  an  order  directing  a  delivery  to  the 
common  carrier  where  contract  of  sale  was  not  in  writing. 

—  Agreement  to  deliver  at  destination. 

Cited  in  Hobbie  v.  Smith,  27  Fed.  656,  holding  that  where  the  vendor  is  by 
agreement  to  convey  the  goods  to  a  certain  place  and  there  deliver  them  the 
sale  is  made  at  that  place. 

—  Consignments  on  account. 

Cited  in  Sproule  v.  McNulty,  7  Mo.  62,  holding  that  goods  shipped  to  a 
creditor  with  directions  to  sell  same  and  apply  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  a 
debt,  are  subject  to  attachment  while  in  transit  by  a  creditor  of  the  shipper. 

—  Effect  of  stoppage  in  transitu. 

Cited  in  Hurd  v.  Bickford,  85  Me.  217,  35  A.  S.  *R.  353,  27  Atl.  107;  Newhall 
v.  Vargas,  15  Me.  314,  33  A.  D.  617, — holding  that  stoppage  in  transitu  does  not 
rescind  the  sale. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  L.R.A.  348,  on  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu. 
Contracts  between  neutrals  and  belligerents. 

Cited  in  Martine  v.  International  L.  Ins.  Soc.  53  N.  Y.  339,  13  A.  R.  529, 
holding  a  neutral's  contract  with  a  belligerent  valid,  but  distinguishing  a  con- 
tract between  an  enemy  and  a  neutral  corporation  doing  business  within  the 
country;  Robinson  v.  International  L.  Assur.  Soc.  42  N.  Y.  54,  1  A.  R.  400, 
holding  a  contract  of  insurance  between  a  citizen  of  a  neutral  and  a  citizen  of  a 
belligerent  country  not  avoided  by  war,  nor  a  power  of  attorney  to  receive 
premiums  suspended  or  annulled. 

—  Presumption  as  to  good  faith  and  title. 

Cited  with  approval  in  New  York  Firemen   Ins.  Co.  v.  De  Wolf,  2  Cow.  56 
(affirming   20   Johns.    214),    holding    a   consignment    in    shipper's    name    to    a 
belligerent  was  not  presumptively  in  evasion  of  laws  of  war. 
Evidence  to  vary  bill  of  lading. 

Cited  in  Harrison  v.  Hixson,  4  Blackf.  226,  holding  that  a  bill  of  lading  is 
susceptible  of  explanation  by  rebutting  testimony,  showing  the  consignor  to  be 
the  real  owner  of  the  property. 

3  AM.  DEC.  293,  HOLMES  v.  DECAMP,  1  JOHNS.  34. 
Suit  on  account  stated  by  legal  successor  of  party. 

Cited  in  Schutz  v.  Morette,  146  N.  Y.  137,  40  N.  E.  780,  holding  that  an  action 
on  an  account  stated  will  lie  against  an  executor  in  his  representative  character. 
Parties  in  actions  on  contract  with  firm. 

Cited  in  Tom  v.  Goodrich,  2  Johns.  213,  holding  that  money  paid  by  a  surety 
on  a  bond,  executed  by  one  partner  on  the  firm  account,  cannot  be  recovered  in  an 
action  against  other  members  after  the  death  of  the  member  who  signed  the  bond. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


3  AM.  DEC]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  336 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  40  A.  D.  174,  on  necessity  that  surviving  partners 
prove  death  of  partner  in  action  on  firm  debt. 

Joinder  of  plaintiffs  in  partnership  or  Joint  actions. 

Cited  in  Suydam  v.  Ewing,  2  Blatchf.  359,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,655,  Code  Rep.  N.  S. 
294,  holding  that  debt  due  a  copartnership  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the 
surviving  members. 

Distinguished   in  Gray   v.   White,   5   Ala.  490,   holding  that  the  rule  which 
requires  joinder  of  all  plaintiffs  in  an  action  ex  contractu,  does  not  apply  to  a 
party  suing  in  a  representative  character. 
Pleading  survivorship  and  decease  of  joint  creditor. 

Cited  in  Mott  v.  Petrie,  15  Wend.  37,  holding  it  necessary  in  the  case  of  a 
surviving  plaintiff  to  notice  the  decease  of  a  joint  plaintiff  in  the  declaration; 
Vandenheuvel  v.  Storrs,  3  Conn.  203,  holding  that  a  plaintiff  may  declare  on  a 
simple  contract  without  describing  himself  as  surviving  partner,  but  he  must 
declare  according  to  his  title. 
What  constitutes  an  account  stated. 

Cited  in  Purtel  v.  Morehead,  19  N.  C.  (2  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  239,  holding  acknowl- 
edgment of  specified  balance  due  at  end  of  three  months  for  delivery  of  specified 
articles  a  stated  account,  not  a  promissory  note;  Stevens  v.  Tuller,  4  Mich.  387, 
holding  it  sufficient  to  prove  some  existing  antecedent  debt  or  demand  and  an 
acknowledgment  of  indebtedness  or  promise  to  pay;  Beeler  v.  Pittsburgh  Farmers' 
A  M.  Turnp.  Road  Co.  14  Pa.  162,  holding  that  a  written  acknowledgment  of  in- 
debtedness, on  account  of  tolls,  was  sufficient;  Smith  v.  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.  66 
Barb.  556,  holding  that  where  parties  ascertain  the  amount  of  loss  of  property 
covered  by  insurance  and  a  promise  is  made  to  pay,  the  amount  may  be  recovered 
on  account  stated ;  Artcher  v.  McDuffie,  5  Barb.  147,  holding  same  as  to  promise  to 
pay  difference  between  the  amount  of  a  bond  and  mortgage  and  the  judgment. 

Cited  in  note  in  27  L.R.A.  815,  on  what  constitutes  an  account  stated  with 
third  person. 
—  Account  stated  as  new  agreement. 

Cited  in  Carey  v.  Philadelphia  &  C.  Petroleum  Co.  33  Cal.  694,  holding  that 
an  account  stated  is  itself  in  the  nature  of  a  new  promise  or  undertaking;  Throop 
v.  Sherwood,  9  111.  92,  holding  that  action  on  account  stated  is  not  on  the  original 
contract  but  upon  the  promise  in  the  new  undertaking  to  pay  the  balance  ascer- 
tained; Young  v.  Hill,  6  Hun,  613  holding  account  stated  of  a  balance,  where  a 
bond  and  interest  has  been  added  from  time  to  time  so  as  to  call  for  payment  of 
compound  interest,  is  enforceable  as  a  new  agreement;  Hamilton  v.  Dubuque 
Branch  of  State  Bank.  25  Iowa,  593,  Appx.,  holding  that  showing  an  account 
stated  and  settlement  for  certain  bonds  is  a  bar  to  an  action  for  conversion  of  said 
bonds;  Grell  v.  Globe  &  R,  F.  Ins.  Co.  55  App.  Div.  612,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  253, 
holding  as  to  an  insurance  company,  after  loss  adjusted  and  agreement  to  pay  it. 
the  company  should  not  be  permitted  to  avail  itself  of  a  defense  in  the  policy; 
State  v.  Brown,  10  Or.  215,  holding  presentation  of  a  claim  against  the  state 
and  its  allowance  by  the  secretary  not  an  account  stated,  because  not  a  contract; 
Hunt  v.  State,  93  Ind.  311,  holding  similar  account  stated  or  settled  is  merely 
an  admission  that  the  account  is  correct. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  62  A.  D.  93,  on  effect  upon  original  debt  of  stating 
account. 

Conclusiveness  of  account  stated. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Camden  Bank,  47  Ark.  541,  1  S.  W.  704, 
holding  that  a  balance  being  admitted  a  promise  to  pay  is  implied  without  refer- 
ence to  the  original  items  of  the  account;   Crampton  v.  Seymour,  67  Vt.  393, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


337  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  [293 

31  Atl.  889,  holding  an  account  rendered  by  a  trustee  conclusive  only  as  to  the 
items  therein ;  Hendy  v.  March,  75  Cal.  566,  17  Pac.  702,  holding  th&t  an  account 
stated  becomes  a  contract,  and  while  it  may  be  attacked  for  mistake,  the  mis- 
take must  be  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings. 
I>ebt  as  consideration  "for  new  promise. 

Distinguished  in  Melchoir  v.  McCarty,  31  Wis.  256,  11  A.  R.  605,  holding  that 
a  promise  to  pay  for  a  past  consideration,  for  which  there  is  not  and  never  has 
been  any  legal  liability  on  the  part  of  the  party  promising,  does  not  make  a  con- 
tract binding  in  law. 
Note  as  payment. 

Cited  in  Randlet  v.  Herren,  20  N.  H.  102,  holding  receipt  ot  *Jiird  person's  note 
in  placo  of  debtor's  not  a  payment  unless  so  intended;  Whitney  v.  Goin,  20  N.  H. 
354,  holding  note  of  third  person  indorsed  by  debtor  received  by  creditor  when 
debt  created  not  presumptively  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt;  Wright  v.  First  Crockery 
Ware  Co.  1  N.  H.  281,  8  A.  D.  68,  holding  same  whether  note  is  given  for  precedent 
debt  or  one  arising  at  the  time;  Pintard  v.  Tackington,  10  Johns.  104;  Waydell 
v.  Luer,  3  Denio,  410;  Patapsco  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith,  6  Harr.  &  J.  166,  14  A.  D. 
268;  Lazell  v.  Lazell,  12  Vt.  443,  36  A.  D.  352,— holding  note  but  prima  facie 
payment  overcome  by  production  or  proof  of  loss;  Hughes  v.  Wheeler,  8  Cow. 
#77,  holding  that  note  is  not  an  absolute  extinguishment  of  a  simple  contract  debt, 
but  only  sub  modo;  Bill  v.  Porter,  9  Conn.  23,  holding  same  in  the  absence  of 
agreement  to  accept  it  as  payment;  Wallace  v.  Agry,  4  Mason,  336,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
17,096,  holding  that  creditor  may  resort  to  his  original  debt  upon  the  dishonor 
of  a  bill  of  exchange;  Ford  v.  Mitchell,  15  Wis.  305,  same  as  to  a  certificate  of 
deposit  on  failure  of  bank  to  pay ;  Pugh  v.  Little  Rock,  35  Ark.  75,  holding  accept- 
ance of  a  city's  certificate  of  indebtedness  is  a  payment  where  such  certificate  has 
been  sold;  Jaffrey  v.  Cornish,  10  N.  H.  505,  holding  that  the  giving  of  a  note  in 
payment  of  a  tax  and  the  destruction  of  the  same  later  as  worthless  is  not  an 
extinguishment  of  the  tax;  Martendale  v.  Follet,  1  N.  H.  95,  holding  in  an  action 
on  a  note  made  void  by  an  alteration  promisee  cannot  prove  the  contract  by  other 
evidence. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  D.  328.  on  payment  by  note;  24  A.  D.  640; 
27  A.  D.  192, — as  to  when  note  given  by  debtor  or  third  person  operates  as  pay- 
ment; 42  A.  D.  383,  on  etfect  of  accepting  note  for  pre-existing  debt. 

Distinguished  in  Risher  v.  The  Frolic,  1  Woods,  92,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,856,  holding 
acceptance  of  a  note  signed  by  another  person  as  surety  extinguished  the  debt, 
where  the  note  was  payable  in  thirty  days  with  a  rate  of  interest  greater  than 
the  account  drew;  Frisbie  v.  Lamed,  21  Wend.  450,  holding  acceptance  of  note  of 
third  person  from  one  member  of  a  firm,  indorsed  by  him,  is  an  accord  and  satis- 
faction of  the  demand  against  the  firm ;  Smith  v.  Boston,  C.  &  M.  R.  Co.  33  N.  H. 
337,  holding  taking  and  negotiation  of  note  suspended,  if  it  did  not  extinguish  the 
original  cause  of  action;  Carter,  R.  &  Co.  v.  Howard,  17  Misc.  381,  39  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1060,  where  note  was  indorsed  by  third  person  on  consideration  of  extin- 
guishing debt. 
—  As  suspending  action  on  original  debt. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Leavitt,  65  Mo.  562;  Judge  v.  Fiske,  2  Speers,  L. 
436,  42  A.  D.  380, — holding  that  making  note  operates  to  suspend  the  right  to 
sue  on  the  old  debt  until  there  is  a  right  of  action  on  the  new. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  51  A.  D.  73,  on  payee's  right  to  recover  on  original 
consideration  when  note  is  unavailing. 
Production  of  note  as  precedent  to  recovery  on  original  debt. 

Cited  in  McMullin  v.  Granniss,  10  N.  Y.  Legal  Obs.  57,  holding  draft  not  an 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 22. 
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extinguishment  of  original  debt  but  its  production  precedent  to  action  thereon; 
Angel  v.  Felton,  8  Johns.  149,  holding  that  a  demand  founded  on  a  note  cannot  be 
given  in  evidence  when  the  note  is  not  produced  or  accounted  for;  Brabazon  v.  Sey- 
mour, 42  Conn.  551,  holding  same  as  to  orders;  La  Farge  v^Herter,  4  Barb.  346,. 
same  where  a  judgment  creditor  has  taken  a  bond  and  mortgage  for  the  amount; 
Pipes  v.  Norton,  47  Miss.  61,  holding  in  an  action  to  recover  money  paid  on  drafts, 
they  must  be  produced  or  accounted  for;  Vanauken  v.  Hornbeck,  14  N.  J.  L.  178, 
25  A.  D.  509;  Miller  v.  Lumsden,  16  111.  161;  Strang  v.  Hirst,  61  Me.  9;  Spear 
v.  Atkinson,  23  N.  C.  (1  Ired.  L.)  262;  mil  v.  Marcy,  49  N.  H.  265;  Reehl  v. 
Martens,  40  App.  Div.  231,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  1059;  Hays  v.  McClurg,  4  Watts,  452; 
Hart  v.  Hudson,  6  Duer,  294;  Fulwider  v.  Wilford,  Morris  (Iowa)  323;  Carrigan 
v.  Washburn,  14  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  350,  17  N.  Y.  S.  R.  851,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  616; 
Burdick  v.  Green,  15  Johns.  247, — holding  that  where  a  note  has  been  given  the 
party  must  produce  and  cancel  the  note,  or  show  it  to  have  been  lost  or  not  en- 
forceable, in  order  to  recover  on  the  original  consideration;  Johnson  v.  Jones,  4 
Barb.  369,  holding  it  sufficient  if  the  note  is  produced  and  placed  at  the  court's 
disposal ;  Smith  v.  Lock  wood,  10  Johns.  366 ;  Raymond  v.  Merchant,  3  Cow.  147,— 
holding  that  original  consideration  may  be  recovered  upon  where  the  note  is  shown 
to  be  lost  or  is  canceled  at  the  trial ;  The  Charlotte  v.  Lumm,  9  Mo.  64,  holding 
that  a  discharge  of  the  maker  as  bankrupt  furnishes  no  reason  for  not  producing 
or  accounting  for  note. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  37  A.  D.  71,  on  necessity  for  production  of  note  in 
suit  on  original  debt. 
Substituted  agreement  as  accord  and  satisfaction. 

Cited  in  note  in  100  A.  S.  R.  436,  on  acceptance  of  notes  or  executory  agree- 
ments in  part  payment  as  consideration  for  accord  and  satisfaction. 

Distinguished  in  Tomlin  v.  M'Chord,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  1,  holding  that  a  second  cove- 
nant materially  variant  from  the  original  is  a  legal  satisfaction  of  the  original 
where  second  covenant  is  more  advantageous  to  the  covenantee. 

3  AM.  DEO.  296,  PEOPLE  v.  SANDS,  1  JOHNS.  78. 
Keeping  explosives  as  nuisance. 

Cited  with  approval  in  Kinney  v.  Koopman,  116  Ala.  310,  67  A.  S.  R.  119,  37 
L.R.A.  497,  22  So.  593,  holding  gunpowder  kept  in  large  quantities  in  public  places 
is  not  per  se  a  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Kleebauer  v.  Western  Fuse  &  Explosives  Co.  138  Cal.  497,  94  A.  S.  R. 
62,  60  L.R.A.  377,  71  Pac.  617,  holding,  that  manufacture  of  gunpowder  is  not  ft 
nuisance  per  se  where  no  negligence  is  shown;  Bradley  v.  People,  56  Barb.  72; 
Rudder  v.  Koopman,  116  Ala.  332,  37  L.R.A.  489,  22  So.  601,— holding  keeping 
quantities  of  gunpowder  and  dynamite  in  a  thickly  settled  portion  of  town,  consti- 
tuted nuisance;  Dumesnil  v.  Dupont,  18  B.  Mon.  800,  68  A.  D.  750,  holding  ft 
powder  house  not  nuisance  because  of  mere  possibility  that  injury  may  result; 
Myers  v.  Malcolm,  6  Hill,  292,  41  A.  D.  744,  holding  keeping  gunpowder  insuffi- 
ciently secured  in  a  wooden  building  in  large  quantity  a  public  nuisance  when  kept 
near  other  buildings;  Lee  v.  Vacuum  Oil  Co.  54  Hun,  156,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  426, 
holding  pipes  conveying  naphtha  under  the  streets  not  a  nuisance  when  kept  in 
good  order. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  107  A.  S.  R.  243,  on  manufacture  or  storage  of  ex- 
plosive materials  as  public  nuisance. 

Cited  in  notes  in  38  L.R.A.  310,  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  involved  in 
use  of  electricity,  steam,  and  explosives;  67  A.  S.  R.  137,  on  liability  for  keeping 
explosives. 

Distinguished  in  Flynn  v.  Butler,  189  Mass.  377,  75  N.  E.  730,  holding  that 
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storing  gunpowder  and  dynamite,  in  a  populous  neighborhood,  may  be  nuisance 
where  portions  of  the  floor  are  saturated  with  nitroglycerin ;  Heeg  v.  Licht,  80  N, 
Y.  579,  36  A.  R.  654,  8  Abb.  N.  C.  355  (reversing  16  Hun,  257),  holding  keeping 
a  powder  magazine  upon  one's  premises  is  a  private  nuisance  when  it  explodes  and 
causes  the  injuries  complained  of. 

Criticized  in  Cheatham  v.  Shearon,  1  Swan,  213,  55  A.  D.  734,  holding  that  a 
powder  house  located  in  a  populous  part  of  a  city  is  per  se  a  nuisance. 

Disapproved  in  Wilson  v.  Phoenix  Powder  Mfg.  Co.  40  W.  Va.  413,  52  A.  S.  R. 
890,  21  S.  E.  1035,  holding  that  a  mill  manufacturing  explosives  and  storing  the 
same  is  a  nuisance  when  situated  near  two  railroads  and  a  public  road. 
Negligence  as  making  act  nuisance. 

Cited  as  leading  case  in  Morris  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  36  N.  J.  L.  553,  holding 
an  indictment  that  the  locomotive  engines  emit  sparks  that  cause  damage  to  prop- 
erty is  not  good  for  a  common  nuisance  without  declaration  charging  negligence. 

Cited  in  Ryan  v.  Copes,  11  Rich.  L.  217,  73  A.  D.  106,  holding  in  an  action  for 
a  private  nuisance  that  an  allegation  that  the  erection  and  working  of  a  steam 
cotton  press  rendered  plaintiff's  dwelling  unfit  for  habitation  by  reason  of  danger 
from  fire  and  liability  of  boilers  exploding,  was  sufficient. 

Cited  in  note  in  29  L.R.A.  719,  on  negligence  in  manufacture  and  storage  of  gun- 
powder, nitroglycerin,  dynamite,  and  other  explosives. 
Annoyance  or  danger  as  ingredient  in  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Bohan  v.  Port  Jervis  Gaslight  Co.  122  N.  Y.  18,  9  L.R.A.  711,  25  N.  L\ 
246,  holding  odor  arising  from  naphtha  used  by  a  gas  company  where  the  busi- 
ness was  properly  conducted  was  not  nuisance;  State  v.  Moore,  31  Conn.  479,  83 
A.  D.  159,  holding  that  maintaining  spring  guns  in  a  shop  for  its  protection 
against  burglars  where  it  does  not  appear  passers-by  are  in  danger  from  them  is 
not  a  nuisance;  Morris  v.  Barrisford,  9  Misc.  14,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  17,  holding  that 
an  awning  negligently  suspended  over  a  public  street,  which  fell  from  its  own  in- 
firmity, constituted  a  public  nuisance ;  Hackney  v.  State,  8  Ind.  494,  holding  a  ten- 
pin  alley  a  nuisance  in  that  it  was  a  source  of  annoyance  to  part  of  the  public; 
Com.  v.  Kidder,  107  Mass.  188,  holding  the  manufacture  of  petroleum  near  public- 
highways  and  private  dwellings  a  nuisance  by  reason  of  its  noisome  and  offensive 
nature;  Barnes  v.  Ha  thorn,  5£  Me.  124  (dissenting  opinion),  on  unoccupied  tomb 
as  nuisance  per  se. 

3  AM.  DEC.  804,  SCHEMERHORN  v.  VANDERHEIDEN,  1  JOHNS. 

139. 
Right  of  third  party  to  sue  on  a  contract  made  for  his  benefit. 

Cited  in  Todd  v.  Tobey,  29  Me.  219;  Huckabee  v.  May,  14  Ala.  263;  Talbot  v. 
Wilkins,  31  Ark.  411;  Crocker  v.  Higgins,  7  Conn.  342;  Eddy  v.  Roberts,  17  111. 
505;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Olcott,  97  111.  439;  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  v. 
Westchester  County  Bank,  4  Denio,  97 ;  Colt  v.  Wilder,  1  Edw.  Ch.  484 ;  Kaufman 
v.  United  States,  31  Neb.  661,  48  N.  W.  738;  Shamp  v.  Meyer,  20  Neb.  223,  29  X. 
W.  379;  Brown  v.  O'Brien,  1  Rich.  L.  268,  44  A.  D.  254;  Coster  v.  Albu^,  43  N.  Y. 
399;  Tiernan  v.  Jackson,  5  Pet.  580,  8  L.  ed.  234;  Anthony  v.  Herman,  14  Kan. 
494;  Mittenbeyer  v.  Atwood,  18  How.  Pr.  330;  Bridge  v.  Niagara  Ins.  Co.  1  Hall, 
246;  Bank  of  Missouri  v.  Benoist,  10  Mo.  519, — holding  that  promise  wade  by  one 
to  another,  on  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  peiboii,  suable 
by  such  third  party ;  Grafton  Bank  v.  Flanders,  4  N.  H.  239 ;  Bennett  v.  Merchant- 
ville  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  44  N.  J.  Eq.  116,  13  Atl.  852;  Sailly  v.  Cleveland,  10  Wend. 
156;  Budd  v.  Thurber,  61  How.  Pr.  206;  Johnston's  Case,  13  Ct.  CI.  217  (disrat- 
ing opinion);  Beemer  v.  Packard,  92  Hun,  546,  38  X.  Y.  Surr.  1(mo;  Heath  7. 
Cprcth,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  91„  32  S.  W.  56;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Charlotte,  C.  &  A. 
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R.  Co.  65  Fed.  264;  Treat  v.  Stanton,  14  Conn.  445,— on  the  right  of  a  third  person 
to  maintain  an  action  on  a  promise  by  one  to  another  for  benefit  of  the  plain- 
tiff; Morgan  v.  Overman  Silver  Min.  Co.  37  Cal.  534;  Barker  v.  Bucklin,  2  Denio, 
45,  43  A.  D.  726;  Warren  v.  Batchelder,  16  N.  H.  580;  Traver  v.  Snyder,  35  Misc. 
261,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  761;  Spann  v.  Cochran,  63  Tex.  240;  Dearborn  v.  Parks,  5  Me. 
81,  17  A.  D.  206, — holding  that  where  one  party  undertakes  to  pay  the  debt  of 
another  and  thus  pay  his  own  debt,  he  may  be  held  upon  such  promise;  Grosvenor 
v.  Atlantic  F.  Ins.  Co.  5  Duer,  517;  Motley  v.  Manufacturers'  Ins.  Co.  29  Me.  337, 
50  A.  D.  591;  Roussel  v.  St.  Nicholas  Ins.  Co.  52  How.  Pr.  495,  9  Jones  &  S. 
279, — holding  that  where  a  policy  of  insurance  by  its  terms  makes,  the  loss  payable 
to  a  mortgagee  named  of  the  property  insured,  he  may  maintain  an  action  in  his 
own  name  for  such  loss;  Getchell  &  M.  Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Peterson,  124  Iowa, 
599,  100  N.  W.  550,  holding  sureties  on  a  builder's  bond  liable  to  the  materialmen 
for  supplies  furnished  the  builder;  McCown  v.  Schrimpf,  21  Tex.  22,  73  A.  D.  221, 
holding  that  when  the  purchaser  of  property  agrees  as  part  of  the  considera- 
tion to  release  mortgages  thereon  the  mortgagee  may  maintain  a  suit  on  said 
agreement  in  his  own  name;  Cumberland  v.  Codrington,  3  Johns.  Ch.  229,  8  A.  D. 
492,  holding  that  in  such  case  after  the  promisor  died,  the  land  is  primarily  liable 
for  the  payment  of  the  residue ;  King  v.  Whitely,  10  Paige,  465 ;  Halsey  v.  Reed,  9 
Paige,  446,— holding  to  similar  effect;  Crone  v.  Stinde,  156  Mo.  262,  55  S.  W.  863, 
holding  that,  where  grantee  did  not  agree  to  pay  mortgage  but  again  conveyed 
the  property  with  a  provision  that  payment  by  the  purchaser  was  a  part  of  the 
consideration,  purchaser  would  be  liable  to  the  holder  of  the  deed  of  trust;  Bleeker 
v.  Bingham,  3  Paige,  246,  holding  that  although  that  in  a  deed  inter  partes  a 
stranger  cannot  at  law  recover  on  a  covenant  contained  therein  for  hjs  benefit,  he 
may  in  equity  on  a  covenant  in  marriage  articles  and  other  conveyances  in  trust; 
Stewart  v.  Hamilton  College,  2  Denio,  403,  holding  that  where  several  parties  sub- 
scribed to  fund  to  assist  a  college,  it  thought  its  trustees  might  sue  upon  these 
mutual  promises;  Barnes  v.  Perine,  9  Barb.  202,  holding  to  similar  effect;  Hart's 
Estate,  13  Phila.  226,  36  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  175,  7  W.  N.  C.  162,  holding  that  an 
agreement  by  a  number  of  persons  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  the  relief  of  a  church 
is  not  wanting  in  mutuality  and  the  church  may  maintain  an  action  upon  the 
promises;  Seaman  v.  Hasbrouck,  35  Barb.  151;  Bagaley  v.  Waters,  7  Ohio  St. 
359;  King  v.  Shoemaker,  1  Pearson  (Pa.)  206, — holding  that  where  property  is 
assigned  to  a  person  upon  his  promising  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  assignor  any  credit- 
or of  the  assignor  may  maintain  an  action  upon  such  promise ;  Van  Duyne  v.  Vree- 
land,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  370,  holding  that,  where  a  father  made  an  agreement  in  refer- 
ence to  his  infant  child,  from  which  benefits  were  to  accrue  to  the  child  upon  per- 
formance, the  child' might  enforce  the  agreement  in  his  own  name  after  perform- 
ance; Todd  v.  Weber,  95  N.  Y.  181,  47  A.  R.  20,  holding  an  agreement  by  the  father 
of  an  illegitimate  child  to  pay  for  her  support  and  education  and  to  make  provision 
for  her  in  his  will  enforceable  by  the  child  against  the  estate;  Judson  v.  Gray,  17 
How.  Pr.  289,  holding  that  where  an  attorney  requested  his  client  to  give  him  a 
note  for  the  amount  of  the  referee's  fees  in  an  action,  and  promised  to  settle  with 
the  referee,  the  referee  could  hold  the  attorney  for  his  fees ;  Prentice  v.  Wilkinson, 
5  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  49,  holding  that  an  action  would  lie  upon  the  promise  of  a 
third  person  to  an  attorney  in  an  action  for  divorce,  to  pay  his  fees  on  condition 
that  he  discontinue  the  action;  Knowles  v.  Erwin,  43  Hun,  150,  holding  that  where 
one  person  upon  a  sufficient  consideration  promised  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of 
money  to  the  daughter  of  the  other,  he  could  maintain  an  action  on  the  promise. 
<Jited  hi  reference  notes  in  71  A.  S.  R.  176,  on  promise  for  benefit  of  third  per- 
son; 15  A.  D.  173,  on  who  may  sue  on  contract;  24  A.  D.  325,  on  who  may  sue 
on  promise  for  benefit  of  third  person;  39  A.  S.  R.  531,  on  promise  for  benefit  of 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


341  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  [304 

third  person;  66  A.  S.  R.  435,  on  suits  on  contract  by  persons  not  parties  thereto; 
22  A.  S.  R.  797,  on  parties  in  action  on  contract  for  benefit  of  third  person;  6 
A.  D.  713;  12  A.  D.  76;  26  A.  D.  109;  26  A.  D.  263;  38  A.  D.  692;  37  A.  D.  653,— 
on  third  person's  right  to  sue  on  contract  made  for  his  benefit. 

Cited  in  notes  in  39  A.  8.  R.  533,  on  promise  for  benefit  6f  third  person;  9  A.  D. 
155,  on  right  of  action  on  promise  for  another's  benefit;  15  A.  D.  393,  on  validity  of 
parol  promise  to  pay  debt  of  another;  12  A.  D.  693;  35  A.  D.  621;  71  A.  S.  R. 
185,  187;  25  L.R.A.  270;  1  E.  R.  C.  705, — on  right  of  third  person  for  whose 
benefit  contract  was  made  to  maintain  action  thereon;  6  L.R.A.  612,  on  right  of 
mortgagee  to  personal  action  against  grantee. 

Criticized  in  Lawrence  v.  Fox,  20  N.  Y.  268    (dissenting  opinion),  as  being 
dictum. 
—  Privity  of  third  person  to  the  consideration  or  to  parties. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  Lawrence  v.  Fox,  20  N.  Y.  268,  holding  that  the 
third  person  need  not  have  been  privy  to  the  consideration. 

Cited  in  Riordan  v.  First  Presby.  Church,  6  Misc.  84,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  38,  holding 
that  a  promise  by  one  person  for  the  benefit  of  another  will  sustain  an  action  by 
that  other,  although  the  debt  was  not  then  in  existence,  the  beneficiary  identified 
or  aware  of  the  promise;  White  v.  White,  20  Misc.  481,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  658,  holding 
that  the  heirship  of  a  son  of  two  contracting  parties  to  an  antenuptial  contract 
gave  to  the  son  such  privity  to  the  contract  as  to  entitle  him  to  claim  the  bene- 
fit of  it;  Clarke  v.  McFarland,  5  Dana,  45,  holding  that  a  party  may  enforce 
a  contract  made  for  his  benefit  upon  a  valuable  consideration  when  he  is  not  a 
stranger  to  the  consideration;  Vigniau  v.  Ruffins,  Walk.  (Miss.)  312,  holding 
that  a  promise  upon  a  sufficient  consideration  made  by  one,  to  pay  the  debt  he 
may  be  owing  to  another,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  third  person  on  which  to  re- 
cover against  the  promisor. 

Distinguished  in  Sim  son  v.  Brown,  68  N.  Y.  355;  Beveridge  v.  New  York  Elev. 
R.  Co.  112  N.  Y.  1,  2  L.R.A.  648,  19  N.  E.  489,— holding  that  where  a  plaintiff 
seeks  to  base  his  right  of  action  on  a  contract  made  between  defendant  and  another 
it  must  appear  by  the  contract  that  it  was  made  or  intended  for  his  benefit; 
Owings  v.  Owings,  1  Harr.  &  G.  484,  holding  that  a  promise  by  a  debtor  to  his 
creditor  to  pay  his  debt  to  a  third  person,  will  not  enable  such  person  to  main- 
tain an  action  at  law  in  his  own  name  for  its  recovery;  Anderson  v.  Fitzgerald,  21 
Fed.  294,  holding  that  where  a  contractor  had  promised  to  be  responsible  for 
claims  against  subcontractors  a  third  person  dealing  with  the  subcontractor  could 
not  hold  the  contractor;  Bigelow  v.  Davis,  16  Barb.  561,  holding  that  in  the  case 
of  a  mere  agency  for  the  transmission  of  money  the  party  for  whom  the  money 
was  designed  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  the  agent  for  money  had  and 
received;  Buchanan  v.  Tilden,  5  App.  Div.  354,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  228,  holding  that 
a  wife  cannot  sue  on  a  contract  made  to  her  husband  to  pay  her  money  in  con- 
sideration of  services  by  the  husband,  where  the  wife  was  not  a  party  to  the 
agreement;  Coleman  v.  Hiler,  85  Hun,  547,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  357,  holding  that  one 
cannot  sue  on  a  promise  to  a  third  person  to  pay  plaintiff  money  in  consideration 
of  a  conveyance  of  land  to  the  promisor  by  the  promisee  who  was  not  indebted  to 
the  plaintiff. 

Disapproved  in  Ross  v.  Milne,  12  Leigh,  204,  37  A.  D.  646,  holding  that  upon 
an  indenture  between  two  parties  wherein  one  of  them  covenants  to  pay  money  to 
the  daughter  of  the  other  upon  his  death,  the  daughter  could  not  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  the  money. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  or  contradict  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument. 

Cited  in  Schultz  v.  Plankinton  Bank,  40  111.  App.  462,  holding  that  parol  evi- 
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dence  was  not  admissible  to  vary  the  terms  of  written  instrument;  Walrath  v. 
Barton,  11  Barb.  382,  on  same  point;  Mead  v.  Steger,  5  Port.  (Ala.)  498,  holding 
parol  not  admissible  to  contradict,  extend  or  vary  substantially  a  written  contract; 
Scoby  v.  Blanchard,  3  N.  H.  170,  discussing  the  introduction  of  parol  evidence  to 
vary  a  written  instrument;  Martin  v.  Hamlin,  18  Mich.  354,  holding  parol  agree- 
ment not  admissible  to  vary  or  contradict  terms  of  deed ;  Howes  v.  Barker,  3  Johns. 
506,  3  A.  D.  526,  holding  that  parol  evidence  was  not  admissible  to  show  that 
there  was  mistake  in  the  number  of  acres  mentioned  in  a  deed  of  real  estate; 
Kerr  v.  Calvit,  Walk.  (Miss.)  115,  12  A.  D.  537,  holding  same  when  no  fraud  is 
proved. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  7  A.  D.  503;  22  A.  D.  212;  25  A.  D.  213;  27  A.  D. 
295;  28  A.  D.  259, — on  parol  evidence  to  vary  written  agreement;  12  A.  D.  169, 
on  parol  evidence  to  affect  deeds  and  other  written  contracts. 

—  To  show  consideration.. 

Cited  in  Allen  v.  Cowan,  28  Barb.  99,  on  right  to  introduce  parol  evidence  as  to 
consideration. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  20  A.  D.  153;  20  A.  D.  359;  26  A.  D.  126, — on  parol 
evidence  as  to  consideration;  11  A.  D.  787;  66  A.  S.  R.  374;  105  A.  S.  R.  1042,— 
on  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration  for  deed;  53  A.  D.  269,  on  parol  evidence  to 
show  real  consideration  of  deed;  18  A.  D.  288,  on  conclusiveness  of  consideratioo 
in  deed;  12  A.  D.  401,  on  effect  of  contradicting  recital  of  consideration;  35  A.  D. 
140.  on  parol  evidence  to  show  illegal  consideration. 

Cited  in  notes  in  10  A.  D.  528,  on  proof  of  consideration;  14  E.  R.  C.  752, 
on  parol  proof  as  to  consideration;  30  A.  D.  1}6,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence 
as  to  consideration  clause  of  deed;  14  A.  D.  676,  on  right  to  inquire  into  con- 
sideration of  deed;  23  A.  D.  526,  on  parol  evidence  to  show  want  of  considera- 
tion. 

Distinguished  in  Davenport  v.  Mason,  15  Mass.  85,  holding  that  where  no  con- 
sideration was  expressed  in  a  deed,  the  presumption  of  consideration  might  be  re- 
pelled by  oral  testimony;  Martin  v.  Stubbings,  27  111.  App.  121,  holding  that 
parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  a  consideration  for  a  note  and  the  assign- 
ment of  an  insurance  policy  when  no  consideration  was  expressed ;  Roper  v.  Stone, 
Cooke  (Tenn.)  497,  where  the  question  was  on  necessity  of  pleading  consideration 
for  unsealed  contract. 

Disapproved  in  Frink  v.  Green,  5  Barb.  455,  holding  that  when  no  consideration 
is  expressed  in  a  deed  parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  the  actual  consideration. 

—  To  show  different  consideration  from  that  expressed. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Bagwell,  3  McCord,  L.  562 ;  Maigley  v.  Hauer,  7  Johns.  341 ; 
Galbreath  v.  Cook,  30  Ark.  417, — holding  that  parol  evidence  inadmissible  to 
show  different  consideration;  Patchin  v.  Pierce,  12  Wend.  61,  holding  that  parol 
evidence  that  the  sum  specified  in  the  condition  of  a  mortgage  exceeded  the 
amount  justly  due  the  mortgagee  was  inadmissible;  Murphy  v.  Branch  Bank,  16 
Ala.  90,  excluding  evidence  at  law  to  prove  a  consideration  different  or  incon- 
sistent with  that  expressed  in  the  deed;  Morse  v.  Shattuck,  4  N.  H.  229,  17  A.  D. 
419,  holding  that  consideration  expressed  in  a  deed  cannot  be  disproved  for  the 
purpose  of  defeating  the  conveyance ;  Pomeroy  v.  Pomeroy,  54  How.  Pr.  228,  on  the 
point  that  when  one  consideration  is  stated  in  an  instrument  another  may  not  be 
shown  by  parol;  Fackler  v.  Ford,  McCahon,  21,  discussing  the  right  to  show  a 
different  consideration  from  that  expressed  in  the  instrument;  Belden  v.  Seymour, 
8  Conn.  304,  21  A.  D.  661  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Winchell  v.  Latham,  6  Cow. 
682, — on  the  right  to  show  by  parol  a  greater  or  different  consideration  than 
that  expressed  in  the  instrument:  Betts  v.  Union  Bank,  1  Harr.  &  G.  175.  18 
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A.  D.  283,  holding  that  marriage  could  not  be  shown  as  consideration  of  a  deed 
of  bargain  and  sale  expressed  to  be  for  money  consideration  only. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  18  A.  D.  166,  on  contradiction  of  consideration  recited 
in  deed. 

Cited  in  note  in  4  A.  D.  510,  on  proof  of  different  consideration. 

Distinguished  in  Steele  v.  Worthington,  2  Ohio,  182,  holding  that  different  but 
-consistent  consideration  may  be  shown;  Belden  v.  Seymour,  8  Conn.  304,  21 
A.  D.  661,  holding  that  in  an  action  on  the  covenant  of  seisin  the  plaintiff  may 
show  by  extrinsic  evidence  the  payment  of  a  greater  consideration  than  that  ex- 
pressed in  the  deed;  Powell  v.  Monson  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  3  Mason,  347,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,356,  holding  that  the  parties  to  a  deed  are  not  estopped  from  showing  by 
parol  an  auxiliary  consideration. 

Disapproved  in  Carver  v.  Louthain,  38  Ind.  530,  holding  that  parol  evidence 
was  admissible  to  show  what  was  part  of  the  consideration  for  a  deed  of  land; 
McMahan  v.  Stewart,  23  Ind.  500,  holding  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
show  the  true  consideration  of  a  written  instrument;  Kockhill  v.  Spraggs,  0 
Ind.  30,  68  A.  D.  607,  holding  that  between  parties  and  privies  to  a  deed  a 
•different  consideration  than  that  expressed  in  the  deed  may  be  proved  by  parol; 
Jack  v.  Dougherty,  3  Watts,  151,  holding  that  parol  evidence  may  be  admitted  to 
prove  a  consideration  other  or  greater  than  that  expressed  in  the  deed  to  rebut 
the  presumption  of  fraud  arising  from  the  inadequacy  of  the  expressed  considera- 
tion. 

Overruled  in  M'Crea  v.  Purmort,  16  Wend.  460,  30  A.  D.  103,  holding  that  parol 
•evidence  was  admissible  to  a  different  consideration  from  that  expressed  in  the 
deed;  Shephard  v.  Little,  14  Johns.  210,  holding  that  where  a  deed  stated  that  the 
•consideration  for  the  deed  had  been  paid,  it  was  admissible  to  show  by  parol  that 
it  had  not  been  paid. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  McNulty  v.  Prentice,  25  Barb.  204,  holding  that  parol  evi- 
dence in  explanation  of  instrument  by  way  of  defense  and  to  explain  matter  patent 
on  the  record  is  admissible. 

—  As  to  nonreceipt  of  payment. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  19  A.  D.  59,  on  conclusiveness  of  recital  of  payment 
in  deed;  16  A.  D.  702,  on  parol  evidence  as  to  receipt;  29  A.  D.  730,  on  conclu- 
siveness of  acknowledgment  of  receipt  of  consideration  in  deed. 

Cited  in  note  in  18  A.  D.  507,  on  nonconclusiveness  of  acknowledgment  of  con- 
eideration  in  deed. 

-S  AM.  DEO.   30  7,  SUYDAM  v.  MARINE  INS.  CO.    1   JOHNS.    181. 
-Ground  for  abandonment  in  marine  insurance. 

Cited  in  Bosley  v.  Chesapeake  Ins.  Co.  3  Gill  &  J.  450,  22  A.  D.  337,  holding 
that  there  must  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  abandonment  or  the  insurer  is  not 
bound  to  accept  it  and  is  not  bound  thereby;  Bohlen  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  4  Binn. 
430,  holding  that  although  the  assured  does  not  abandon  upon  receiving  intelli- 
gence of  the  capture  of  his  property  he  may  nevertheless  do  so  and  recover  as  for 
a  total  loss  upon  the  event  of  its  condemnation  after  the  capture. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  19  A.  D.  288,  as  to  when  abandonment  can  oe  made; 
22  A.  D.  349,  on  abandonment  of  insured  property ;  28  A.  D.  252,  on  abandonment 
of  insured  vessel. 

—  Sufficiency  of  assignment  of  cause  in  notice. 

Cited  in  Peirce  ▼.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  18  Pick.  83,  29  A.  D.  567,  holding  that  an 
assured  cannot  avail  himself  of  any  other  ground  than  that  stated  by  him  at  the 
time  of  abandonment ;  Dickey  v.  New  York  Ins.  Co.  4  Cow.  222,  holding  that  if  an 
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assured  assign  an  insufficient  ground  for  abandonment  he  cannot  avail  himself 
of  a  subsequent  event  which  is  sufficient  without  a  new  abandonment ;  McConochie 
v.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  26  N.  Y.  477,  on  what  must  be  stated  in  the  notice  of  aban- 
donment to  make  it  sufficient. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  D.  168;  33  A.  D.  733, — on  necessity  of  assign- 
ing  true  cause  for  abandonment. 

Cited  in  note  in  1  E.  R.  C.  130,  on  necessity  that  insured  be  advised  of  total 
loss  before  electing  to  abandon. 
Amount  of  loss  upon  damage  after  invalid  abandonment. 

Cited  in  Speyer  v.  New  York  Ins.  Co.  3  Johns.  88,  holding  that  where  a  policy 
contained  provisions  that  the  insurer  was  to  be  free  of  loss  in  certain  cases,  an 
abandonment  for  losses  that  came  within  the  exceptions  would  defeat  recovery  of 
total  loss;  Speyer  v.  New  York  Ins.  Co.  3  Johns.  88,  to  similar  effect. 
Loss  on  cargo  prohibited  from  landing. 

Cited  in  Krumbhaar  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  1  Serg.  &  R.  281,  on  right  of  insured  to 
recover  on  policy  of  insurance  against  loss  when  the  permission  to  land  the  cargo 
is  refused;  Andrews  v.  Essex  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  3  Mason,  6,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  374, 
holding  that  insurers  were  not  liable  for  a  loss  caused  by  seizure  in  a  port  not 
open  of  which  fact  the  parties  were  unaware,  though  no  reservation  to  that  effect 
was  made  in  the  policy. 
Effect  of  adjustment  of  loss. 

Cited  in  Radcliffe  v.  Coster,  Hoffm.  Ch.  98;  Sturm  v.  Williams,  6  Jones  &  S. 
325,— on  adjustment  of  losses. 

3  AM.  DEC.  310,  POTTER  v.  LANSING,   1  JOHNS.  215. 
Measure  of  damages. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Robertson,  Brunner  Col.  Cas.  109,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17.830,  hold- 
ing that  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  breach  of  covenant  to  convey 
lands  was  the  value  of  the  lands  at  the  time  of  judgment;  Talbot  v.  Bedford, 
Cooke  (Tenn.)  447,  on  the  measure  of  damages;  Taylor  v.  Johnson,  17  Ga.  521, 
holding  that  in  an  action  against  sheriff  on  official  bond  evidence  will  be  allowed 
in  mitigation  of  damages  to  show  there  was  little  or  no  loss;  Allen  v.  Suydam, 
20  Wend.  321,  32  A.  D.  555  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Coghlan  v.  Dinsmore,  9  Bosw. 
453  (dissenting  opinion), — on  measure  of  damage  for  failure  of  an  agent  to  per- 
form his  duty. 

—  Against  officer  for  loss  of  rights  under  writ  or  process. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Smith,  9  Conn.  379,  holding  that  in  an  action  against  an 
officer  for  neglect  of  duty  on  mesne  process,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  injury 
actually  sustained  and  not  the  amount  of  the  debt;  Gerrish  v.  Edson,  1  N.  H.  82, 
holding  that  a  sheriff  who  knowingly  took  insufficient  bail  was  liable  for  the 
amount  of  the  plaintiff's  judgment  against  the  bail  after  deducting  the  probable 
value  of  that  and  tho  other  judgment  recovered  against  the  principal;  Me  tea  If  v. 
Stryker,  31  N.  Y.  255  (affirming  31  Barb.  62,  10  Abb.  Pr.  12),  holding  sheriff  liable 
in  same  degree  as  bail  would  be  where  he  did  not  require  them  to  justify; 
Bispham  v.  Taylor,  2  McLean,  408,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,444,  holding  that  where  a 
marshal  took  insufficient  appearance  bail,  he  is  only  responsible  for  the  actual 
injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution;  Dininney  v.  Fay,  38  Barb.  IS. 
holding  that  sheriff  neglecting  to  take  the  body  of  defendant  in  execution,  should  be 
allowed  to  show  in  mitigation  of  damages  the  pecuniary  circumstances  and  condi- 
tion of  the  defendant. 

—  Against  sheriff  suffering  escape. 

Cited  in  Patterson  v.  Westerveit,  17  Wend.  543,  holding  that  in  action  against  a 
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sheriff  for  the  escape  of  a  prisoner,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  actual  loss  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  the  escape;  Russell  v.  Turner,  7  Johns.  189,  5  A.  D.  254,  same 
where  escape  was  from  mesne  process. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  D.  595;  30  A.  D.  300, — on  damages  for  an 
escape. 

Title  of  consignee  or  consignor  of  goods  in  transit. 

Cited  in  Butler  v.  Smith,  35  Miss.  457,  holding  prima  facie  that  consignees 
have  right  to  possession  and  special  property  so  as  to  give  them  the  right  of  action 
for  the  recovery  of  possession ;  Everett  v.  Saltus,  15  Wend.  474,  holding  presump- 
tion that  consignee  of  goods  is  the  real  owner  may  be  rebutted ;  orreen  v.  Clarke, 
12  N.  Y.  343  (affirming  13  Barb.  57) ,  holding  that  as  to  the  carrier  whichever  is  to 
pay  the  freight  is  the  owner;  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Craft,  49  Miss.  480,  19  A.  R. 
4,  holding  that  where  a  party  entered  into  a  contract  with  an  express  company  to 
carry  money  to  a  third  party  and  he  pays  the  charges  he  may  recover  for  its 
loss  and  not  the  consignee;  Krulder  v.  Ellison,  47  N.  Y.  36,  7  A.  R.  402,  holding 
that  upon  delivery  by  the  consignor  to  the  carrier  the  title  rested  absolutely  in  the 
consignee  who  had  the  sole  right  to  sue  for  loss;  The  Argyle  v.  Worthington,  17 
Ohio,  460;  Ogden  v.  Coddington,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  317;  Stimpson  v.  Gilchrist,  1  Me. 
202, — on  right  of  consignor  or  consignee  to  maintain  an  action  for  loss  of  goods; 
Robinson  v.  Pogue,  86  Ala.  257,  5  So.  685,  on  when  consignee  may  sue  the  carrier 
for  loss  of  goods;  Green  v.  Clarke,  12  N.  Y.  343,  on  right  of  owner  to  recover  in 
tort  regardless  of  consignee. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  27  A.  D.  518,  as  to  whether  consignor  or  consignee 
shall  sue  carrier  for  loss  or  nondelivery  of  goods. 

Cited  in  notes  in  38  A.  D.  423,  on  who  may  sue  for  loss  or  injury  to  con- 
signed goods;  8  A.  D.  219,  as  to  whom  delivery  by  carrier  should  be  made  to; 
22  L.R.A.  429,  on  suit  by  consignee  for  property  delivered  to  carrier  for  transpor- 
tation to  purchaser  or  consignee. 
—  As  dependent  on  terms  of  bill  of  lading. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Sims,  6  Port.  (Ala.)  138,  holding  that  ordinary  bill  of  lading 
stating  that  consignee  is  to  pay  freight  vests  title  to. the  goods  in  the  consignee 
on  shipment;  Harrison  v.  Hixson,  4  Blackf.  226,  holding  that  a  bill  of  lading  with 
no  qualifying  terms  is  prima  facie  but  not  conclusive  evidence  that  the  goods  be- 
long to  the  consignee;  Bell  v.  Wood,  1  Dana,  146,  holding  that  consignee  is  deemed 
the  owner  when.the  blank  is  not  filled  up  in  the  bill  of  lading;  Griffith  v.  Ingledew, 
6  Serg.  &  R.  429,  9  A.  D.  444  (dissenting  opinion),  on  where  the  bill  of  lading 
vests  the  title  to  goods  in  the  consignee. 
Harmless  error. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Irwin,  1  Clark  (Pa.)  344,  2  Pa.  L.  J.  328;  Thurston  v.  Cavenor, 
8  Iowa,  155, — holding  error  not  prejudicial  to  either  party  will  not  cause  new 
trial. 

3  AM.  DEC.  319,  SCHMIDT  v.  UNITED  INS.  CO.   1  JOHNS.  249. 
Blockade  or  interdiction  as  grounds  for  abandonment  for  total  loss. 

Cited  in  Saltus  v.  United  Ins.  Co.  15  Johns.  523,  holding  that  where  a  vessel  was 
in  a  port  invested  by  enemy  and  escape  improbable,  an  abandonment  for  loss  by 
restraint  was  sufficient  to  charge;  Thompson  v.  Read,  12  Serg.  &  R.-  440,  holding 
that  vessel  boarded  and  turned  back  from  entering  a  blockaded  port  was  justified 
in  abandoning  her  voyage;  Krumbhaar  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  1  Serg.  &  E.  281,  on  the 
right  of  the  insured  to  recover  for  loss  caused  by  the  blockade  or  interdiction  of  a 
port. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  5  A.  D.  229;  7  A.  D.  54, — on  right  to  abandon  \e«sel 
when  port  of  destination  is  blockaded. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  I  E.  R.  C.  20,  on  right  of  insured  to  abandon  vessel  on  being 
prevented,  by  blockade,  from  entering  port;  13  E.  R.  C.  670,  672,  on  blockade  of 
port  as  justification  for  abandonment. 

Distinguished  in  King  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  2  Wash.  C.  C.  300,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7,788,  holding  that  to  render  an  insurer  liable  on  the  abandonment  the  insured 
must  do  all  in  his  power  to  prevent  a  loss  by  continuing  upon  his  voyage  until  the 
danger  of  an  actual  loss  is  rendered  manifest;  Craig  v.  United  Ins.  Co.  6  Johns. 
226,  holding  that  where  a  master  abandoned  on  hearing  that  a  port  is  blockaded 
and  fearing  capture,  the  insurer  was  not  liable  there  not  having  been  sufficient 
grounds  of  abandonment. 

Disapproved  in  Andrews  v.  Essex  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  3  Mason,  6,  Fed  Cas.  No. 
374,  holding  that  the  denial  of  entry  or  an  interdiction  of  commerce  at  the  port 
of  destination  is  not  a  risk  within  the  common  policy  of  marine  insurance. 
Extent  of  insurer's  liability  on  vessel. 

Disapproved  in  Matheson  v.  Equitable  M.  Ins.  Co.  118  Mass.  209,  19  A.  R.  441, 
holding  that  if  a  partial  loss  as  repaired  and  a  total  loss  afterwards  happens 
during  the  term  of  the  policy  the  insurer  is  liable  for  both  losses  although  it 
exceeds  the  amount  of  the  policy. 
Effect  of  foreign  adjustment  of  loss. 

Referred  to  in  Strong  v.  New  York  Firemen  Ins.  Co.  11  Johns.  323,  holding  a 
fair  foreign  average  adjustment  is  binding  and  stating  that  the  cited  case  did  not 
come  to  decision  on  this  point. 

S  AM.  DEC.   326,  JACKSON  v.  BROWNEIili,   I  JOHNS.    267. 
Creation  of  relationship  of  landlord  and  tenant. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Colden  v.  Rich,  7  Johns.  194,  5 
A.  D.  254,  involving  same  lease. 

Cited  in  Moulton  v.  Robinson,  27  N.  H.  550,  holding  that  the  letting  of  land 
upon  shares  constitutes  the  relationship  of  landlord  and  tenant  between  the 
parties;  Strain  v.  Gardner,  61  Wis.  174,  21  N.  W.  35,  holding  same  of  leasing  for 
a  year  on  shares ;  Ft.  Ann.  v.  Kingsbury,  14  Johns.  365,  holding  same  of  the  work- 
ing of  a  farm  for  above  two  years  on  shares;  Taylor  v.  Bradley,  39  N.  Y.  129,  100 
A.  D.  415,  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  363,  discussing  the  relationship  existing  between  par- 
ties to  a  contract  of  farming  on  shares. 

Disapproved  in  Walker  v.  Fitts,  24  Pick.  191,  holding  that  the  interest  of  an 
occupant  of  land  under  a  contract  with  owner  to  let  the  lands  on  shares  is  that 
of  tenant  in  common  before  the  harvesting  of  the  crops;  Herskell  v.  Bushnell,  37 
Conn.  36,  9  A.  R.  299,  holding  the  parties  tenants  in  common  of  the  crops. 

Overruled  in  Dinehart  v.  Wilson,  15  Barb.  595,  holding  that  where  an  owner  of 
land  lets  it  on  share  to  another  to  crop  the  relationship  between  the  parties  is  that 
of  tenants  in  common  until  a  division  of  the  crops;  Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  235,  37 
A.  D.  309,  holding  to  similar  effect;  Burdick  v.  Washburn,  53  Barb.  397,  36  How. 
Pr.  468,  holding  that  where  a  party  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  owner 
of  land  to  work  it  for  shares  of  the  crops  he  was  tenant  in  common  with  the 
owner  of  the  land  in  the  crops. 
Forfeiture  of  lease. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  51  A.  D.  44,  on  forfeiture  of  lease  by  breach  of  cov- 
enants or  condition  therein. 
Interests  in  land. 

Cited  in  Bullen  v.  Runnels,  2  N.  H.  255,  9  A.  D.  55,  holding  grant  of  water  was 
of  landed  interest. 
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S  AM.  DEC.  S20,  DEFREEZE  t.  THUMPER,  1  JOHNS.  274. 
Implied  warranty  on  sale  of  chattels. 

Cited  in  Hart  v.  Wright,  17  Wend.  207,  holding  that  a  general  sale  of  merchan- 
dise for  a  sound  price  did  not  raise  an  implied  warranty  that  the  article  is  fit 
for  all  purposes  to  which  it  is  ordinarily  applied;  Holden  v.  Dakin,  4  Johns.  421, 
holding  that  there  was  no  implied  warranty  as  to  quality;  Bayard  v.  Malcolm,  1  , 
Johns.  453,  on  implied  warranty  of  goods  sold;  Benin ger  v.  Corwin,  24  N.  J.  L. 
257;  Archdale  v.  Moore,  19  111.  565,  BeLrne  v.  Dord,  5  N.  Y.  95,  55  A.  D.  321,— 
on  implied  warranty  as  to  quality  of  chattels;  McClure  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  165 
N.  Y.  108,  53  L.RJL  153,  58  N.  E.  777,  discussing  implied  warranty  as  an  excep- 
tion to  the  rule  of  caveat  emptor. 

;  Cited  in  notes  in  6  A.  D.  114,  on  implied  warranties;  23  A.  D.  101,  on  implied 
warranty  as  to  quality;  43  A.  D.  680,  on  implication  of  warranty  from  sound 
price  paid  for  goods. 
—  As  to  title. 

Cited  in  Rew  v.  Barber,  3  Cow.  272,  holding  that  on  the  sale  of  a  chattel  there 
is  an  implied  warranty  as  to  title;  McCoy  v.  Artcher,  3  Barb.  323;  Scranton  v. 
Clark,  39  Barb.  273;  Edgerton  v.  Michels,  66  Wis.  124,  26  N.  W.  748;  Burt  v. 
Dewey,  40  N.  Y.  283,  100  A.  D.  482  (reversing  31  Barb.  540);  Barton 
t.  Faherty,  3  G.  Greene,  327,  54  A.  D.  503,— holding  that  where  seller  had  posses- 
sion there  was  an  implied  warranty  of  title;  Ricks  v.  Dillahunty,  8  Port.  (Ala.) 
134,  holding  that  the  seller  of  chattels  impliedly  stipulates  that  they  are  his  own 
and  that  he  will  indemnify  the  buyer  if  the  title  is  in  another;  Faulks  v.  Kamp,  5 
Bann.  &  Ard.  73,  3  Fed.  898,  holding  same  oh  sale  of  a  patent  right;  Burgess  v. 
Wilkinson,  13  R.  I.  646,  holding  that  vendee  damnified  can  maintain  an  action 
without  declaring  that  affirmation  of  title  was  made  falsely  or  with  intent  to  de- 
ceive; Dresser  v.  Ainsworth,  9  Barb.  619;  Baker  v.  McAllister,  2  Wash.  Terr.  48, 
3  Pac.  581, — holding  that  such  implied  warranty  extends  to  encumbrances; 
Ketchum  v.  Stevens,  19  N.  Y.  499,  on  right  to  recover  for  mistake  as  to  title. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  3  A.  D.  681,  on  warranty  of  title;  54  A.  D.  505,  on 
implied  waranty  of  title  in  sale  of  chattels ;  3  A.  D.  744,  on  warranty  of  title  when 
vendor  is  in  possession. 

Cited  in  note  in  62  A.  D.  463,  on  implied  warranty  of  title  on  sale  of  chattel. 

Distinguished  in  Sheppard  v.  Earlss,  13  Hun,  651,  holding  that  upon  a  sale  of 
mortgaged  property  there  is  no  implied  warranty  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagee 
as  to  title. 

Accrual  of  action  on  warranty  of  title. 

Cited  in  O'Brien  v.  Jones,  91  N.  Y.  193,  holding  that  in  an  action  by  a  vendee 
of  personal  property  against  the  vendor  for  breach  of  warranty  of  title  express  or 
implied  damages  can  only  be  recovered  on  showing  an  actual  loss;  Case  v.  Hall, 
24  Wend.  102,  35  A.  D.  606,  holding  that  vendee  must  have  suffered  recovery  by 
the  real  owner  before  resorting  to  warranty;  Sweetman  v.  Prince,  26  N.  Y.  224, 
discussing  when  a  vendee  may  recover  on  implied  warranty  of  title. 
Liability  for  defect  in  quality  or  value  of  goods  sold. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Meeker,  5  Johns.  354,  holding  deceit  would  not  lie  there  being 
no  express  warranty  of  value  or  fraud;  Swett  v.  Colgate,  20  Johns.  196,  11  A.  D. 
266,  holding  that  there  must  have  been  an  express  warranty  or  fraud  in  selling  one 
article  for  another;  Reed  v.  Prentiss,  1  N.  H.  174,  8  A.  D.  50,  holding  that  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  warranty  or  fraud  it  was  no  defense  in  an  action  on  a  note 
that  the  article  proved  of  no  value;  Westmoreland  v.  Dixon,  4  Hayw.  (Tenn.) 
223,  9  A.  D.  763,  holding  that  where  there  is  no  express  warranty  and  the  seller 
•ells  a  thing  as  sound  which  is  unsound,  having  a  latent  defect  unknown  to  him,  he 
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is  not  answerable  to  the  buyer;  Fowler  v.  Abrams,  3  E.  D.  Smith  1,  on  the  war- 
ranty necessary  to  sustain  an  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  deceit. 

3  AM.  DEC.  330,  LIVINGSTON  v.  BISHOP,    1   JOHNS.   290. 
Effect  of  pendency  of  another  action  for  same  tort. 

.  Cited  in  Severy  v.  Nye,  58  Me.  246,  holding  that  suit  against  one  of  several  joint 
trespassers  is  not  barred  by  the  pendency  of  a  suit  against  another;  State  use  of 
Bashe  v.  Boyce,  72  Md.  140,  20  A.  S.  R.  458,  7  L.R.A.  272,  19  Atl.  366,  holding  that 
pendency  of  the  suit  against  one  cannot  be  pleaded  in  abatement  of  the  suit  against 
the  other. 
Effect  of  former  Judgment  against  joint  tort  feasor. 

Cited  in  Sanderson  v.  Caldwell,  2  Aik.  (Vt.)  195;  Cushing  v.  Hederman,  117 
Iowa,  637,  94  A.  S.  R.  320,  91  N.  W.  940;  Matthews  v.  Menedger,  2  McLean,  145, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,289 ;  Osterhout  v.  Roberts,  8  Cow.  43 ;  Sheldon  v.  Kibbe,  3  Conn. 
214,  8  A.  D.  176;  Campbell  v.  Phelps,  1  Pick.  61,  11  A.  D.  139;  Norfolk  Lumber  Co. 
v.  Simmons,  2  Marv.  (Del.)  317,  43  Atl.  163;  Marsh  v.  Berry,  7  Cow.  344, — holding 
that  the  recovery  against  one  without  execution  or  satisfaction  of  judgment  was 
no  bar  to  an  action  against  the  others;  Dawson  v.  Schloss,  93  Cal.  194,  29  Pac. 
31,  holding  that  party  injured  by  joint  tort  feasors  may  bring  separate  suits  and 
no  bar  arises  to  any  of  them  until  satisfaction  is  received ;  Sessions  v.  Johnson,  95 
U.  S.  347,  24  L.  ed.  596;  Russell  v.  McCall,  141  N.  Y.  437,  38  A.  S.  R.  807,  36  N 
E.  498, — on  an  unsatisfied  judgment  as  a  bar  to  an  action  against  other  wrong* 
doers  jointly  liable;  Park  v.  Hopkins,  2  Bail.  L.  411,  holding  plea  of  former  recov- 
ery against  another  for  the  same  injury,  insufficient  without  an  averment  of  satis- 
faction; Blann  v.  Crocheron,  19  Ala.  647,  54  A.  D.  203,  holding  that  the  mere 
recovery  of  a  judgment  against  one  of  several  joint  trespassers  will  not  prevent 
judgment  against  the  others;  McOee  v.  Overby,  12  Ark.  164,  holding  that  there 
must  at  least  be  an  execution  to  bar  a  subsequent  action  against  the  others; 
Christian  v.  Hoover,  6  Yerg.  505:  Pierce  v.  Kearney,  5  Hill,  82;  Collins  v.  Ellis, 
21  Wend.  397;  Jones  v.  Lowell.  35  Me.  538;  Moore  v.  Tracy,  7  Wend.  229,— on 
recovery  against  one  as  a  bar  to  an  action  against  the  other  joint  tort  feasors; 
Hopkins  v.  Hersey,  20  Me.  449,  on  judgment  in  trover,  without  satisfaction, 
against  one  trespasser  as  a  bar  to  an  action  against  a  cotrespasser ;  Parks  v. 
New  York,  111  App.  Div.  836,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  94,  holding  that  entry  of  judg- 
ment against  one  joint  defendant  did  not  preclude  plaintiff  from  proceeding 
against  the  other  against  whom  judgment  had  been  reversed;  Todd  v.  Old 
Colony  &  F.  River  R.  Co.  3  Allen,  18,  80  A.  D.  49,  holding  to  similar  effect; 
Lovejoy  v.  Murray,  3  Wall.  1,  18  L.  ed.  129  (affirming  2  Cliff.  191,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,963),  holding  recovery  against  sheriff  not  bar  to  action  against  levy- 
ing creditor  who  was  cotrespasser;  Christian  v.  Hoover,  6  Yerg.  505,  holding 
same  of  recovery  against  deputy  sheriff  for  moneys  collected  for  which 
sheriff  was  jointly  liable;  Hyde  v.  Noble,  13  N.  H.  494,  38  A.  D.  508,  holding  judg- 
ment against  bailee  for  damages  without  satisfaction  no  bar  to  trover  against  a 
third  person  who  purchased  from  the  bailee. 

Distinguished  in  White  v.  Philbrick,  5  Me.  147,  17  A.  D.  214,  holding  that  a 
judgment  in  trover,  if  execution  be  sued  thereon,  though  without  satisfaction  is  a 
bar  to  an  action  of  trespass  afterwards  brought  by  the  same  party  against 
another  person  for  taking  the  same  goods;  Woods  v.  Pangburn,  75  N.  Y.  495, 
holding  that  if  after  a  recovery  against  two  jointly  one  of  them  repeats  the 
wrong,  there  may  be  another  recovery  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  former  recovery 
does  not  bar  the  latter. 
Effect  of  satisfaction  of  joint  tort. 

Cited  in  Wright  v.  Lathrop,  2  Ohio.  33,  15  A.  D.  529;  McReady  v.  Rogers,  1  Neb. 
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124,  93  A.  D.  333;  Hawkins  v  Hatton,  1  Nott  M'C.  318,  9  A.  D.  700;  Seither 
v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  24  W.  N.  C.  246;  Breslin  v.  Peck,  38  Hun,  623; 
Kasson  v.  People,  44  Barb.  347;  Ashcraft  v.  Knoblock,  146  Ind.  169,  45  N.  E.  69,— 
holding  l  ..at  there  can  be  but  one  satisfaction  from  joint  tort  feasors;  Cleveland 
v.  Bangor,  87  Me.  259,  47  A.  S.  R.  326,  32  Ati.  892,  on  same  point  and  criticizing 
dictum  to  contrary;  Eames  v.  Stevens,  26  N.  H.  117;  Cridland  v.  Floyd,  6  Serg. 
A  R.  412;  Woods  v.  Pangburn,  75  N.  Y.  495, — on  same  point;  Page  v.  Freeman,  19 
Mo.  421,  holding  that  plaintiff  will  be  put  to  election  between  judgments  as  there 
can  be  but  one  satisfaction;  Thomas  v.  Rumsey,  6  Johns.  26;  Sturtevant  v.  Water- 
bury,  2  Hall,  484,  on  satisfaction  as  against  joint  trespassers;  Criner  v.  Brewer, 
13  Ark.  225;  Knapp  v.  Roche,  94  N.  Y.  329, — on  satisfaction  by  one  as  bar  to  an 
action  against  another;  Jones  v.  Chism,  73  Ark.  14,  83  "S.  W.  31$;  Grundel  v. 
Union  Iron  Works,  127  Cal.  438,  78  A.  S.  R.  75,  47  L.R.A.  467,  59  Pac.  826; 
Spurr  v.  North  Hudson  County  R.  Co.  56  N.  J.  L.  346,  28  Atl.  582;  Berkley  v. 
Wilson,  87  Md.  219,  39  Atl.  502;  Ayer  v.  Ashmead,  31  Conn.  447,  83  A.  D.  154.— 
holding  that  discharge  of  one  trespasser  discharges  the  others;  Barrett  v.  Third 
Ave.  R.  Co.  45  N.  Y.  628,  holding  same  of  satisfaction  by  one  of  two  street  car 
companies  jointly  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  negligence  of  their  employees; 
Brogan  v.  Hanan,  55  App.  Div.  92,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  1066,  holding  same  as  to  a 
landlord  and  tenant  jointly  liable  for  injuries;  Blackman  v.  Simpson,  120  Mich. 
377,  58  L.R.A.  410,  79  N.  W.  573,  holding  same  as  to  satisfied  judgment  against 
the  complaining  witness  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  where  sheriff  is  sued 
for  the  same  tort;  Gunther  v.  Lee,  45  Md.  60,  24  A.  R.  504,  holding  same  though 
the  release  declared  it  was  not  to  prejudice  plaintiff's  rights  against  the  other  de- 
fendants; Lord  v.  Tiffany,  98  N.  Y.  412,  50  A.  R.  689,  holding  that  release  of  one 
of  the  trespassers  by  a  payment  in  part  by  his  surety  operated  as  a  release  of  the 
others;  Donaldson  v.  Carmichael,  102  Ga.  40,  29  S.  E.  135,  holding  in  action 
against  one  wrongdoer,  it  was  error  to  reject  evidence  of  a  satisfaction  by  the 
other. 

Cited  in  notes  in  92  A.  S.  R.  874,  on  right  to  only  one  complete  satisfaction  from 
joint  tort  feasors;  58  L.R.A.  425,  on  effect  of  judgment  against  one  joint  tort 
feasor  with  satisfaction  in  whole  or  in  part  on  liability  of  the  other;  73  A.  D.  146, 
147,  on  satisfaction  of  judgment  against  one  joint  trespasser  as  bar  to  action 
against  others,  and  as  satisfaction  of  judgment  against  them  except  as  to  lia- 
bility for  costs;  4  L.R.A.  54,  on  effect  of  release  of  joint  tort  feasor;  11  A.  S.  R. 
907,  on  effect  of  release  given  to,  or  satisfaction  accepted  from,  one  of  several  joint 
wrongdoers;  73  A.  D.  145,  on  release  of  executions  against  other  joint  tort  feasors, 
by  satisfaction  of  execution  against  one;  100  A.  S.  R.  402,  on  accord  and  satisfac- 
tion between  joint  tort  feasors. 
—  Effect  of  execution  against  one. 

Cited  in  Ashcraft  v.  Knoblock,  146  Ind.  169,  45  N.  E.  69,  holding  that  where  a 
plaintiff  has  obtained  several  judgments  for  joint  trespass  he  can  have  but  one 
execution  and  such  execution  or  order  for  it  discharges  all  others;  M'Intosh  v. 
Chew,  1  Blackf.  289,  holding  that  a  judgment  and  levy  on  lands  was  a  bar  to  a 
subsequent  suit  for  the  same  demand  until  the  insufficiency  of  the  levy  was  proved 
by  a"  sale  and  a  return ;  Allen  v.  Wheatley,  3  Blackf.  332,  on  final  judgment  and 
execution  against  one  as  bar  to  recovery  against  other  tort  feasors;  Lindley  v. 
Kelley,  42  Ind.  294,  on  a  levy  under  a  judgment  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt. 

Cited  in  note  in  58  L.R.A.  420,  421,  on  effect  of  issuance  of  execution  after  ob- 
taining several  judgments  against  one  joint  tort  feasor  and  electing  de  melioribus 
domnis  on  liability  of  other. 
Several  liability  of  joint  tort  feasors. 

Cited  in  Turner  v.  Hitchcock,  20  Iowa,  310,  holding  that  plaintiff  has  his  elec- 
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tion  to  sue  all  or  some  of  the  parties  jointly  or  separately;  Turner  v.  Hitchcock, 
20  Iowa,  310,  on  the  same  point;  Sere  v.  Arm  it  age,  9  Mart.  (La.)  394,  13  A.  D. 
311,  on  right  of  joint  trespassers  to  be  sued  separately;  Palmer  v.  Crosby,  1  Blackf. 
139,  holding  that  joint  trespassers  being  equally  liable  may  be  held  for  the  whole 
damages  whether  sued  jointly  or  severally;  O'Shea  v.  Kirker,  4  Bosw.  120  (dis- 
senting opinion) ;  Posthoff  v.  Schreiber,  47  Hun,  593, — on  the  individual  liability 
of  joint  wrongdoers  for  full  damages;  Westfield  Gas  k  Mill.  Co.  v.  Abernathy,  8 
Ind.  App.  73,  35  N.  E.  399;  Fraser  v.  Freeman,  56  Barb.  234,  on  the  liability  of 
joint  tort  feasors;  Egleston  v.  Scheibel,  113  App.  Div.  798,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  969,  on 
right  to  join  joint  wrongdoers  in  the  same  action. 

Cited  in  note  in  50.L.R.A.  645,  on  liability  of  servant  or  agent  for  trespass 
against  third  party  under  order  of  employer. 
Effect  of  judgment  on  joint  and  several  obligation. 

Cited  in  Townsend  v.  Riddle,  2  N.  H.  448,  holding  that  a  judgment  against  one 
joint  and  several  promisor  is  no  bar  to  an  action  against  another  unless  it  appears 
that  the  judgment  was  founded  on  a  satisfaction  or  discharge  of  the  contract; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wallis,  84  Hun,  376,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  382,  holding  suit  against 
one  of  several  debtors  jointly  liable  does  not  bar  an  action  against  the  others 
until  there  is  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  43  A.  D.  667,  on  effect  of  judgment  against  one  of 
several  joint  tort  feasors. 

Cited  in  notes  in  25  A.  D.  544,  on  conclusiveness  of  judgment  between  additional 
parties;  54  A.  D.  205,  206,  on  judgment  against  one  cotrespasser  as  bar  to  action 
against  other. 

Distinguished  in  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18  Johns.  459,  9  A.  D.  227,  holding  that  a 
judgment  against  one  of  several  joint  debtors  was  a  bar  or  a  discharge  as  to  the 
others. 
Effect  of  discharge  of  joint  obligor. 

Cited  in  Jameson  v.  Barber,  56  Wis.  630,  14  N.  W.  859,  on  satisfaction  by  one 
as  extinguishing  joint  debt;  Cutler  v.  Rathbun,  3  Hill,  577;  Barb  v.  Fish,  8  Blackf. 
481, — on  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  as  a  bar  to  action  against  another  jointly 
liable;  Gould  v.  Gould,  4  N.  H.  173,  holding  same  where  on  joint  execution  one 
debtor  taken  in  execution  is  voluntarily  discharged  by  the  creditor. 
Effect  of  judgment  In  tort. 

Cited  in  Kitchen  v.  Clark,  1  Mo.  App.  430,  holding  that  satisfaction  of  judgment 
in  conversion  vested  the  goods  in  defendant;  Severin  v.  Eddy,  52  111.  189,  holding 
that  as  a  plaintiff  may  sue  joint  tort  feasors  separately  or  jointly  a  failure 
to  recover  in  an  action  against  one  of  them  does  not  bar  action  against  the 
others. 

Costs  in  separate  actions  against  joint  tort  feasors. 

Cited  in  Breslin  v.  Peck,  38  Hun,  623,  on  right  to  costs  in  separate  actions 
against  joint  tort  feasors  where  one  is  discharged;  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robert,  9 
Wend.  474,  discussing  the  recovery  of  costs  in  separate  actions  arising  out  of  the 
same  transaction. 

Criticized  in  Austin  v.  Bemiss,  8  Johns.  356,  holding  that  where  separate  suits 
are  brought  against  parties  jointly  liable  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  costs  in 
each  suit. 
Right  to  separate  trials. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  New  Orleans  AC.  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  St.  Paul,  110  La. 
722,  34  So.  715,  holding  grant  or  refusal  of  separate  trial  in  civil  case  discretion- 
arv  with  court. 
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S  AM.  DEC.  333,  LARRABEE  v.  VAN  ALSTINE,   1  JOHNS.  307. 
Election  to  take  provision  in  lien  of  dower. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Loucks  v.  Churchill,  7  Cow.  287,  17  A.  D.  514;  Akin 
t.  Kellogg,  48  Hun,  459,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  846,— on  necessity  of  widow  making  an 
election  between  devise  or  legacy  in  lieu  of  dower;  Davison  v.  Davison,  15  N.  J. 
L.  235,  holding  that  if  widow  has  fairly  and  understanding^  made  her  election 
between  her  dower  and  bequest  of  husband  and  accepted  the  latter  she  cannot 
recover  dower;  Kennedy  v.  Mills,  13  Wend.  553,  holding  that  acceptance  by  the 
widow  of  a  devise  in  lieu  of  dower  Is  a  bar  in  law  as  well  as  equity ;  Avant  v. 
Robertson,  2  McMull.  L.  215,  holding  that  the  acceptance  of  the  provisions  under 
statute  by  a  widow  is  a  legal  bar  to  her  rights  of  dower  and  may  be  pleaded  as  a 
defense  to  the  demand  of  dower;  Hindley  v.  Hindley,  29  Hun,  318,  holding  that 
the  election  of  a  widow  to  accept  a  provision  made  for  her  in  her  husband's  will 
in  lieu  of  dower  is  not  binding  unless  made  with  full  knowledge  of  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  estate. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  43  A.  D.  757,  as  to  when  election  as  to  dower  is 
necessary;  17  A.  D.  277,  on  devise  or  legacy  in  lieu  of  dower;  15  A.  D.  721,  on 
barring  widow's  dower  by  devise  or  legacy. 

Cited  in  notes  in  51  A.  D.  579,  as  to  when  dower  is  barred  by  provision  in  will; 
7  A.  D.  548,  on  right  of  widow  to  dower  in  addition  to  provision  in  will;  3  L.R.A. 
498,  as  to  when  widow  is  put  to  election  between  provision  in  will  and  dower;  2d 
A.  D.  503,  on  election  between  benefits  conferred  by  the  will  and  share  in  com- 
munity property. 
—  Necessity  that  gift  put  widow  to  a  choice. 

Cited  in  Pickett  v.  Peay,  3  Brev.  545,  6  A.  D.  594,  2  Treadway  Const.  746,  hold- 
ing that  dower  cannot  be  barred  by  the  provisions  of  a  will  unless  such  provisions 
be  given  expressly  in  lieu  of  dower  and  accepted  by  the  widow;  Corriell  v.  Ham, 

2  Iowa,  552,  holding  that  there  must  be  express  declaration  or  clear  implication  in 
the  will  that  gift  is  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower. 

3  AM.  DEC.  336,  KENNY  v.  CLARKSON,   1  JOHNS.  385. 
Insurable  interest  in  mortgaged  vessel. 

Cited  in  Higginson  v.  Dall,  13  Mass.  96,  holding  that  where  the  owner  of  a  ship 
mortgaged  it  for  its  full  value  he  still  had  an  insurable  interest  in  it. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  E.  R.  C.  214,  on  special  limited  interest  in  property  as  in- 
surable interest. 
Right  to  insure  an  equitable  interest. 

Cited  in  jEtna  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tyler,  16  Wend.  385,  30  A.  D.  90  (affirming  12 
Wend.  507) ;  Morrison  v.  Tennessee  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  18  Mo.  262,  59  A.  D.  299,— 
holding  that  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation  a  party  having  a  bona 
fide  equitable  interest  in  property  has  such  an  interest  that  may  be  insured; 
White  v.  Hudson  River  Ins.  Co.  7  How.  Pr.  341 ;  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robert,  9 
Wend.  404, — holding  that  an  equitable  interest  in  property  may  be  insured. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  22  A.  D.  127 ;  32  A.  D.  148, — on  mode  of  proving  for- 
eign laws;  52  A.  D.  256,  on  mode  of  proving  foreign  statutory  law;  113  A.  S.  R. 
882,  on  proof  by  expert  witnesses  of  laws  of  sister  states  or  foreign  countries; 
16  A.  D.  741,  on  necessity  of  proving  laws  of  foreign  country  as  question  of  fact. 

Cited  in  notes  in  13  £.  R.  C.  333,  on  right  to  insure  equitable  interest  in  prop- 
erty; 15  A.  D.  76;  2  A.  R.  208, — on  method  of  proving  foreign  law;  25  L.R.A. 
455,  on  oral  proof  of  written  law  of  sister  states;  25  L.R.A.  451,  452,  on  oral  proof 
of  foreign  unwritten  or  common  law;  66  A.  D.  233,  234,  on  proof  of  laws  by  expert 
testimony. 
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Proof  of  foreign  laws. 

Cited  in  McNeill  v.  Arnold,  17  Ark.  154,  holding  that  statute  law  of  another 
Btate  can  be  proved  only  by  production  of  the  statute  and  not  by  parol;  Latterett 
v.  Cook,  1  Iowa,  1,  63  A.  D.  428,  holding  that  it  may  be  shown  by  an  authorized 
printed  copy;  Com  pa  ret  v.  Jernegan,  5  Blackf.  375,  holding  that  printed  laws  of 
other  states  cannot  be  proved  by  parol  evidence;  Pickard  v.  Bailey,  26  N.  H.  152, 
holding  foreign  laws  provable  by  facts  by  evidence  addressed  to  the  court  and  not 
to  the  jury;  Chanoine  v.  Fowler,  3  Wend.  173,  holding  that  the  commercial  code 
of  France  being  written  law  must  be  proved  by  a  printed  book  admitted  to  be  a 
copy  of  the  laws  in  question;  Lincoln  v.  Battelle,  6  Wend.' 475,  holding  that  the 
written  or  statute  laws  and  judicial  records  of  a  foreign  state  must  be  proved 
by  documents  properly  authenticated  under  the  seal  of  the  state  or  a  sworn  copy 
must  be  produced;  Hoes  v.  Van  Alstyne,  20  111.  201,  holding  that  while  the  stat- 
utes of  foreign  states  cannot  be  proved  by  parol,  the  construction  given  to  such 
statutes  may  be  shown  by  witnesses  learned  in  such  laws;  Charlotte  v.  Chouteau, 
25  Mo.  465;  Haven  v.  Foster,  9  Pick.  112,  19  A.  D.  353, — on  how  foreign  laws 
may  be  proved;  Hill  v.  Packard,  5  Wend.  375,  on  the  right  to  prove  the  written 
law  of  a  foreign  state  by  parol;  Geoghegan  v.  Atlas  S.  S.  Co.  16  Daly,  229,  10  N. 
Y.  Supp.  121;  Taylor  v.  Chamberlain,  6  App.  Div.  38,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  737, — on 
proof  required  to  establish  the  existence  of  a  statute  of  a  foreign  jurisdiction; 
Mason  v.  Wash,  1  Breese  (111.)  16,  12  A.  D.  138,  holding  that  before  foreign  laws 
will  be  taken  judicial  notice  of  they  must  be  pleaded  or  proved. 
Effect  of  reading  papers  produced  by  opposite  party  on  notice. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Rentz,  131  N.  Y.  169,  15  L.R.A.  138,  30  N.  E.  54,  22  N.  Y.  Civ. 
Proc.  Rep.  27,  28  Abb.  N.  C.  104  (reversing  60  Hun,  85,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  255) ; 
Carradine  v.  Hotchkiss,  120  N.  Y.  608,  24  N.  E.  1020, — holding  that  a  party  is  not 
bound  to  read  a  paper  in  evidence  simply  because  it  was  produced  by  the  opposite 
party  on  the  trial  at  his  request  and  was  inspected  by  him;  Laufer  v.  Bridge- 
port Traction  Co.  68  Conn.  475,  37  L.R.A.  533,  37  Atl.  379,  holding  same  of  mere 
demand  for  production;  Austin  v.  Thomson,  45  N.  H.  113,  holding  the  mere  inspec- 
tion of  a  book  by  the  defendant  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  and  called  for  by  the 
defendant  did  not  make  it  evidence  for  the  plaintiff ;  Ellis  v.  Randle,  24  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  475,  60  S.  W.  462,  same  of  certain  letters;  Withers  v.  Gillespy,  7  Serg.  &  R. 
10,  discussing  the  right  of  a  party  to  read  in  evidence  instruments  called  for  by  the 
opposite  party's  perusal  but  not  used  by  him  in  evidence;  Stalker  v.  Gaunt,  12 
N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  124,  on  whether  reading  of  a  paper  called  forth  from  the  opposite 
party  makes  it  evidence. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Davidson,  1  Cush.  33,  holding  that    where  a  party  on 
notice  and  demand  produces  books  and  papers  which  are  inspected  and  used  in 
evidence  by  the  party  calling  for  them  such  books  or  papers  thereby  become 
evidence  for  the  party  producing  them. 
Right  to  use  answer  to  bill  of  discovery  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Branch  Bank  v.  Parker,  5  Ala.  731,  holding  that  a  person  could  not 
use  his  answer  to  a  bill  of  discovery  as  evidence  in.  his  favor  unless  it  is  introduced 
by  his  adversary. 
Double  insurance. 

Cited  in  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Griswold,  14  Wend.  399,  on  effect  of  several 
policies  aggregating  less  than  value  of  property. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  E.  R.  C.  497,  on  recovery  upon  valued  policy  where  there  if 
prior  insurance. 
Parol  evidence  to  prove  title  to  ship. 

Cited  in  Thurber  v.  The  Fannie,  8  Ben.  429,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,014,  holding  that 
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absence  of  a  bill  of  sale  may  be  explained  by  parol  so  that  claimant  may  prove 
title. 

Distinguished  in  Ohl  v.  Eagle  Ins.  Co.  4  Mason,  390,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,473, 
holding  parol  inadmissible  to  contradict  papers  showing  title  in  another. 
Bottomry. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  36  A.  D.  732,  on  bottomry. 

3  AM.  DEC.  339,  MUMFORD  v.  McPHERSON,  1  JOHNS.  414. 
Parol  proof  to  add  to  written  contract. 

Cited  in  Paysant  v.  Ware,  1  Ala.  160,  holding  parol  evidence  not  admissible 
in  the  absence  of  fraud  to  show  that  written  agreement  is  not  the  entire  con- 
tract; Buchtel  v.  Mason  Lumber  Co.  1  Flipp.  640,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,077;  Wilson 
v.  Marsh,  1  Johns.  503, — holding  parol  statement  at  time  of  making  written  con- 
tract actionable  only  as  deceit;  Mead  v.  Steger,  5  Port.  (Ala.)  498,  holding  it  not 
admissible  to  show  a  consideration  different  from  that  expressed;  Niles  v.  Culver, 
8  Barb.  205,  holding  receipt  containing  an  agreement  between  the  parties  a  con- 
tract invariable  by  parol  evidence. 
«—  To  show  true  contract. 

Cited  in  Rogers  v.  Atkinson,  1  Ga.  12,  holding  that  equity  will  admit  parol 
evidence  to  show  that  the  writing,  through  mistake,  is  not  the  contract  made; 
Ottawa  Bottle  &  Flint  Glass  Co.  v.  Gunther,  31  Fed.  208,  holding  that  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  explain  the  meaning  of  terms  used  in  the  written  con- 
tract. 

—  To  show  frand  or  deceit. 

Cited  in  English  v.  Lane,  1  Port.  (Ala.)  328,  holding  that  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  that  an  absolute  deed  was  intended  to  operate  as  a  mortgage  in 
case  of  fraud;  Smith  v.  Babcock,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  246,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,009,  holding 
that  fraud  as  to  consideration  may  be  shown  by  parol;  Richards  v.  Killam,  10 
Mass.  239,  6  A.  D.  119,  holding  parol  evidence  of  false  affirmations  made  with 
fraudulent  intent  inadmissible  in  an  action  on  a  sealed  instrument;  Johnson  v. 
Miln,  14  Wend.  195,  holding  that  in  an  action  on  a  charier  party  parol  evidence 
of  fraudulent  representation  as  to  capacity  of  vessel  is  admissible. 

—  Parol  warranties. 

Cited  in  Galpin  v.  Atwater,  29  Conn.  93;  Mast  v.  Pearce,  58  Iowa,  579,  43  A.  R. 
125,  12  N.  W.  597;  Chamberlain  v.  Van  Campen,  7  N.  Y.  S.  R.  99;  Smith  v. 
Killam,  16  N.  Y.  S.  R.  568;  Bush  v.  Bradford,  15  Ala.  317,— holding  that  parol 
warranty  cannot  be  shown  where  contract  of  sale  is  in  writing;  Howes  v.  Barker, 
3  Johns.  506,  3  A.  D.  526;  Martin  v.  Hamlin,  18  Mich.  354,  100  A.  D.  181,— holding 
that  a  parol  warranty  of  quantity  of  land  is  merged  in  the  deed;  Naumberg  v. 
Young,  44  N.  J.-  L.  331,  43  A.  R.  380,  holding  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
show  warranty  made  prior  to  the  lease ;  Share  v.  Anderson,  7  Serg.  &  R.  43,  10  A. 
D.  421,  holding  that  parol  warranties  are  merged  in  the  warranties  expressed  in 
the  deed;  Smith  v.  McCall,  1  M'Cord,  L.  220,  10  A.  D.  666,  holding  that  where  bill 
■of  sale  contained  express  warranty  of  soundness,  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible 
to  show  warranty  as  to  other  qualities;  De  Witt  v.  Berry,  134  U.  S.  306,  33  L.  ed. 
896,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  536,  holding  that  where  the  written  contract  contains  an 
express  warranty,  no  other  warranties  are  implied,  nor  can  parol  warranty  be 
shown ;  Eighmie  v.  Taylor,  98  N.  Y.  288,  holding  that  parol  evidence  of  warranty 
of  quantity  or  value  of  yield  from  oil  wells,  was  inadmissible  where  a  complete 
contract  of  sale  was  in  writing;  Cooper  v.  Payne,  103  App.  Div.  118,  93  N.  Y. 
Supp.  669,  holding  that  a  previous  express  warranty  cannot  be  shown  although  in 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 23. 
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the  form  of  letters,  where  a  written  contract  of  sale  has  been  made;  Heagy  v. 
Umberger,  10  Serg.  &  R.  339,  holding  that  the  guaranty  of  a  bill  cannot  be  shown 
by  parol,  where  the  written  assignment  of  the  bill  expressly  states  that  there  is 
no  guaranty;  Miller  v.  Van  Tassel,  24  Cal.  458,  holding  that  parol  testimony  is 
admissible  to  rebut  implied  warranty  of  title  in  vendor  who  gives  written  bill  oi 
sale  containing  no  warranty;  Waters'  Patent  Heater  Co.  v.  Tompkins,  14  Hun,  219, 
on  parol  evidence  as  to  warranty  where  written  contract  is  silent;  McCray  Re- 
frigerator &  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Woods,  99  Mich.  269,  41  A.  S.  R.  599,  68  N.  W. 
320    (dissenting  opinion),  on  showing  warranty  "by  parol  evidence. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  41  A.  S.  R.  605,  606,  on  parol  evidence  as  to  war- 
ranty; 41  A.  S.  R.  38,  on  parol  evidence  of  warranty  outside  of  contract  of  sale. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  L.R.A.  694,  on  right  to  show  oral  warranty  at  time  of  sale 
by  written  contract;  19  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1193,  on  right  to  show  parol  warranty  in 
connection  with  contract  of  sale  of  personalty. 

Distinguished  in  Adams  v.  Gray,  8  Conn.  11,  20  A.  D.  82,  holding  that  where  a 
parol  sale  and  warranty  were  wholly  separate  from  the  bill  of  sale,  such  war- 
ranty may  be  proved  by  parol ;  Filkins  v.  Whyland,  24  N.  Y.  338,  holding  that  & 
receipt  is  not  a  contract  so  as  to  exclude  parol  evidence  of  warranty. 
Merger  of  parol  in  written  agreement. 

Cited  in  Bayard  v.  Malcolm,  2  Johns.  550,  3  A.  D.  450  (reversing  1  Johns.  453)  y 
Whiting  v.  Gould,  2  Wis.  552, — to  the  point  that  a  written  contract  excludes  any 
previous  or  contemporaneous  agreement  unless  fraud  or  mistake  is  shown;  Park- 
hurst  v.  Van  Cortlandt,  1  Johns.  Ch.  273,  holding  written  contract  for  the  sale  of 
land  exclusive  of  parol  agreement  part  of  the  contract;  Long  v.  New  York  C.  R. 
Co.  50  N.  H.  76;  Barber  v.  Brace,  3  Conn.  9,  8  A.  D.  149,— holding  contempora- 
neous oral  agreement  inadmissible  to  prove  terms  of  shipment  of  goods  under  writ- 
ten contract  of  transportation;  Sargent  v.  Gutterson,  13  N.  H.  467,  holding  that  an 
oral  agreement  as  to  flowage  of  lands  is  merged  in  the  deed ;  Howard  v.  Thomas,  12 
Ohio  St.  201,  holding  parol  evidence  not  admissible  to  show  agreement  to  repair 
as  consideration  for  signing  a  lease;  Ratcliffe  v.  Allison,  3  Rand.  (Va.)  537,  hold- 
ing same  of  parol  restriction  of  use  of  premises  when  contract  of  sale  was  un- 
conditional ;  Jones  v.  Alley,  17  Minn.  292,  Gil.  269,  holding  written  sale  of  patent 
right  made  parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  show  agreement  as  to  value  thereof; 
Wright  v.  Latham,  7  N.  C.  (3  Murph.)  298  (dissenting  opinion),  on  parol  evi- 
dence to  show  agreement  as  to  effect  of  indorsement  of  note. 

Distinguished  in  Welz  v.  Rhodius,  87  Ind.  1,  44  A.  R.  747,  holding  that  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  an  agreement  collateral  to,  and  in  consideration  of 
the  written  contract;  Silliman  v.  Tuttle,  45  Barb.  171,  holding  that  where  a* boat 
was  sold  by  written  bill  of  sale,  and  contemporaneous  separate  parol  contract  made 
as  to  freight  carried,  the  latter  might  be  shown  by  parol. 
Actionable  deceit  in  sale  of  chattel. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Stockbridge,  29  Tex.  394,  94  A.  D.  290,  on  vendor's  state- 
ments as  to  value  as  fraud  and  deceit;  Davis  v.  Meeker,  5  Johns.  354,  holding  that 
statements  of  value  as  to  wagon  sold  not  amounting  to  a  warranty  furnish  no- 
ground  of  action  for  deceit. 
Express  terms  as  exclusive  of  implications. 

Cited  in  Huwer  v.  Dannenhoffer,  82  N.  Y.  499,  holding  that  a  trademark  and 
good  will  did  not  pass  under  a  contract  specifying  what  property  was  sold  to  one 
member  of  a  firm  upon  its  dissolution. 

3  AM.  DEC.  340,  FOSDICK  v.  CORNELL,  1  JOHNS.  440. 
Validity  of  limitations  over  after  devises  in  fee. 

Cited  in  Mc Williams  v.  Ramsay,  23  Ala.  813,  holding  that  deed  of  personalty 
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was  valid  which  granted  a  life  estate,  with  limitation  over  to  life  tenants  bodily 
heirs  or  in  default  of  such,  over  to  grantor  and  his  heirs;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Staats 
v.  Staats,  11  Johns.  337,  6  A.  D.  376;  Anderson  v.  Jackson,  16  Johns.  382,  8  A.  D. 
330;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Bowman  v.  Christman,  4  Wend.  277;  Jackson  ex  dem.  St. 
John  v.  Chew,  12  Wheat.  153,  6  L.  ed.  583;  Lintner  v.  Snyder,  15  Barb.  621;  Du- 
mond  v.  Stringham,  26  Barb.  104;  Rues  v.  Russ,  0  Fla.  105, — holding  that  a 
devise  with  limitation  over  to  survivors  in  case  of  any  devisee  dying  without 
heirs  of  the  body,  is  good  as  an  executory  devise;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Burhans  v. 
Blanshan,  3  Johns.  292,  3  A.  D.  485;  Den  ex  dem.  Van  Middlesworth  v.  Schenk,  8 
N.  J.  L.  29;  Mayer  v.  Wiltberger,  Ga.  Dec.  pt.  2,  p.  20, — holding  same  of  a 
limitation  over  to  the  survivor  in  case  a  devisee  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue; 
Sherman  v.  Sherman,  3  Barb.  385,  holding  same  of  devise  of  land  in  fee,  and  in 
case  of  death  of  devisee  without  children,  limitation  over;  Naylor  v.  Godman,  109 
Mo.  543,  19  S.  W.  56,  holding  that  where  a  testator  gave  a  number  of  life  estates 
with  remainders  to  children  of  life  tenants  in  fee,  a  limitation  over  to  survivors  in 
case  of  any  life  tenant  dying  without  bodily  heirs,  was  valid;  Lippett  v.  Hopkins, 

1  Gall.  454,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,380;  Hall  v.  Chaffee,  14  N.  H.  215,— holding  that  a 
devise  of  land  in  fee,  but  if  devisee  die  "without  issue  of  her  body  to  heir  her 
estate,"  then  to  revert  to  grantor's  estate,  is  a  valid  executory  devise;  Yocum  v. 
Siler,  160  Mo.  281,  61  S.  W.  208,  holding  that  a  devise  of  land  absolutely,  with 
limitation  over  in  case  of  death  of  devisee  without  issue,  vested  a  fee  simple  in 
devisee  upon  birth  of  issue;  Lott  v.  Wyckoff,  1  Barb.  565,  holding  that  where 
lands  were  devised  to  certain  persons  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  a  limitation 
over  was  invalid;  Van  Horne  v.  Campbell,  100  N.  Y.  287,  53  A.  R.  166,  3  N.  E. 
771  (dissenting  opinion);  Gray  v.  Gray,  20  Ga.  804  (dissenting  opinion),— on 
limitation  over  to  survivor  of  devisees;  Tator  v.  Tator,  4  Barb.  431,  holding  that 
where  land  was  devised  in  fee,  a  limitation  over,  in  case  devisee  die  without  heirs 
lawfully  begotten,  is  void. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  42  A.  D.  122.  on  executory  devises;  8  A.  D.  356,  on 
words  constituting  executory  devise;  9  A.  D.  411,  on  limitations  in  fee  on  devise; 
41   A.  D.  714,  as  to  when  limitation  over  on  failure  of  issue  is  valid  as  an 
executory  devise. 
—  Definite  op  Indefinite  failure  of  issue  or  survivorship. 

Cited  in  Darden  v.  Burns,  6  Ala.  362,  holding  that  where  personalty  is  devised,  a 
limitation  over  to  grantor's  estate  in  case  of  failure  of  bodily  heirs  of  devisee  is 
void  for  remoteness;  Re  Coates  Street,  2  Ashm.  (Pa.)  12;  Moody  v.  Walker,  3 
Ark.  147, — holding  that  a  devise  with  limitation  over  to  "surviving  one"  restricts 
the  limitation  over  to  the  longest  liver  of  first  takers  and  is  valid;  Chrystie  v." 
Phyfe.  19  N.  Y.  344;  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  32  Barb.  328,  20  How.  Pr.  41;  Pinkham  v. 
Blair.  57  N.  H.  226, — holding  that  a  limitation  over  to  a  survivor  is  valid  as  a 
limitation  on  a  definite  failure  of  issue;  Paterson  v.  Ellis,  11  Wend.  259;  Wal- 
dron  v.  Gianini,  6  Hill,  601;  Gilman  v.  Reddington,  24  N.  Y.  9;  Wilkes  v.  Lion, 

2  Cow.  333, — to  the  point  that  a  limitation  over  to  the  "survivor"  confines  the 
limitation  over  to  a  life  in  being  and  is  valid. 

Distinguished  in  Newton  v.  Griffith,  1  Harr.  &  G.  Ill,  holding  that  a  devise  of 
lands  to  sons  and  their  heirs  limited  over  to  survivor  in  case  of  death  of  either 
without  lawful  bodily  heirs  was  a  devise  in  fee  to  first  takers  under  statute; 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Herkimer  v.  Billinger,  18  Johns.  368,  holding  that  a  devise  in 
fee  with  limitation  over  to  an  unascertained  person,  in  case  of  death  of  devisee 
without  issue,  is  void  for  remoteness  and  devisee  -takes  a  fee  simple. 
Words  creative  of  estate  tail. 

Distinguished  in  Caulk  v.  Caulk,  3  Penn.   (Del.)   528,  52  Atl.  340,  where  th* 
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question  was  whether  "children"  meant  heirs  of  the  body  so  as  to  create  an  estate 
tail. 

Criticized  in  Anderson  v.  Jackson,  16  Johns.  382,  8  A.  D.  330  (dissenting 
opinion),  as  being  decided  upon  mistaken  grounds  and  holding  devise  to  a  son  and 
his  heirs  with  limitation  over  on  failure  of  issue  was  an  estate  tail. 

Disapproved  in  Burrough  v.  Foster,  6  R.  I.  534,  holding  that  a  devise  in  fee 
with  limitation  over  to  survivor  in  case  of  any  devisee  dying  without  issue  creates 
an  estate  tail,  and  not  fee  simple  conditional. 
Construction  of  words  nsed  in  will. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  L.R.A.  746,  on  definition  of  word  "children"  as  used  in  will. 
Implication  of  fee  In  wills. 

Cited  in  Charter  v.  Otis,  41  Barb.  525,  on  implication  of  fee  from  union  of  realty 
and  personalty  in  one  gift. 

3  AM.  DEC.  345,  WHEELWRIGHT  v.  DEPEYSTER,  1  JOHNS.  471. 
Title  of  purchaser  of  personalty. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  12  A.  S.  R.  299,  on  title  of  purchaser  of  personal  prop- 
erty. 

Cited  in  notes  in  3  A.  S.  R.  204,  on  title  conferred  by  judicial  sale;   12  L.R.A. 
702,  as  to  what  law  governs  title  and  rights  in  personal  property. 
—  On '  sale  by  stranger  to  title. 

Cited  in  Fawcett  v.  Osborn,  32  111.  411,  83  A.  D.  278;  Russell  v.  Oppenheimer,  1 
Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (White  &  W.)  108;  Roberts  v.  Dillon,  3  Daly,  50,— holding 
that  the  owner  can  follow  and  reclaim  his  property  in  the  hands  of  anyone  how- 
ever innocent;  Mayes  v.  Bruton,  1  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (White  &  W.)  384,  holding 
that  an  innocent  purchaser  of  stolen  property  has  no  title  as  against  the  rightful 
owner ;  McGregor  v.  Ball,  4  La.  Ann.  289,  holding  that  a  vendee  of  personal  prop- 
erty acquires  no  better  title  than  his  vendor  had,  as  applied  to  salvage  from  a 
wrecked  boat ;  Weaver  v.  Barden,  49  N.  Y.  286,  holding  that  an  authorized  sale  of 
stock,  vests  no  better  title  than  was  possessed  by  vendor,  though  vendee  gives 
valuable  consideration  and  has  no  notice;  Kitchell  v.  Vanadar,  1  Blackf.  356,  12 
A.  D.  249,  holding  that  a  sale  and  delivery  by  one  having  a  special  property  in, 
and  possession  of  goods  is  not  good  as  against  the  owner;  Symonds  v.  Hall,  37  Me. 
354,  59  A.  D.  53,  holding  that  goods  illegally  seized  and  sold  remain  the  prop- 
erty of  the  owner  and  if  the  purchaser  remove  them  he  is  liable  for  trespass; 
Tibbetts  v.  Towle,  12  Me.  341,  holding  that  where  property  was  sold  but  posses- 
sion to  remain  in  vendee  until  paid  for  and  vendee  obtained  possession  and  sold 
the  property,  such  sale  was  void  as  to  the  lien  of  first  vendee;  Wilson  v.  Crocket. 
43  Mo.  216,  97  A.  D.  389,  holding  that  a  sale  by  a  quartermaster  of  a  stolen  horse, 
conveyed  no  title  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  show  title  in  the  government;  Hoff- 
man v.  Carow,  22  Wend.  285,  holding  that  an  auctioneer  who  in  good  faith  sell* 
stolen  goods  and  pays  money  over  to  thief,  is  liable  to  owner  for  value  of  stolen 
goods;  National  Bank  v.  Morris,  114  Mo.  255,  35  A.  S.  R.  754,  19  L.R.A.  463,  21  S. 
W.  511,  holding  that  in  a  sale  of  mortgaged  chattels  to  innocent  purchaser  with- 
out notice  such  purchase  is  subject  to  the  mortgage;  Dodd  v.  Arnold,  28  Tex.  97; 
Edgerton  v.  Michels,  66  Wis."  124,  26  N.  W.  748,— on  the  effect  of  unauthorized 
sale  of  chattels  by  one  not  the  owner. 

Cited  in  notes  in  51  A.  D.  608,  as  to  title  acquired  by  purchaser  of  goods  from 
one  having  neither  title  or  authority  to  sell;  16  E.  R.  C.  7,  on  recovery  of  stolen 
goods;  70  A.  D.  69,  on  effect  of  removal  of  mortgaged  property  into  another 
state. 
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—  On  sale  in  market  overt. 

Cited  in  Edgerly  v.  Bush,  81  N.  Y.  199  (reversing  16  Hun,  80),  holding  that  a 
sale,  in  Canada,  of  mortgaged  property,  in  market  overt  which  conveyed  title  there, 
will  not  be  recognized  in  New  York ;  Richardson  v.  Smith,  33  Ga.  Supp.  95,  to  the 
point  that  a  sale  in  market  overt  without  the  authority  of  the  rightful  owner 
does  not  affect  his  title;  Mowrey  v.  Walsh,  8  Cow.  238;  City  Bank  v.  Easton  Boot 
&  Shoe  Co.  6  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  21;  Ventress  v.  Smith,  10  Pet.  161,  9  L.  ed. 
382;  Bryant  v.  Whitcher,  52  N.  H.  158;  Griffith  v.  Fowler,  18  Vt.  390;  Farmers' 
&  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Logan,  74  N.  Y.  568, — to  the  point  that  purchase  in  market 
overt  is  not  recognized  in  this  country. 

Cited  in  notes  in  3  A.  S.  R.  197,  on  effect  of  purchase  of  personalty  in  market 
overt;  25  A.  D.  609,  on  nonadoption  in  America  of  doctrine  of  sale  in  market 
overt;  4  L.R.A.  376,  on  devesting  owner  of  title,  by  sale  of  chattel  in  market  overt. 
Collateral  attack  on  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Gerault  v.  Anderson,  Walk.  (Miss.)  30,  12  A.  D.  521,  holding  that  judg- 
ment rendered  against  an  unrepresented  dead  person  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion. 

—  Foreign  and  special  jurisdictions. 

Cited  in  Cheriot  v.  Foussat,  3  Binn.  220,  holding  that  a  court  may  examine  into 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  court  as  to  the  subject  over  which  it  is  exercised; 
Slocum  v.  Wheeler,  1  Conn.  429,  holding  that  a  court  can  ascertain  whether  a  court 
of  limited  jurisdiction  had  cognizance  of  the  matter  it  assumed  to  decide;  Kit- 
tredge  v.  Emerson,  15  N.  H.  227,  holding  that  a  state  court  may  inquire  into  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  Federal  district  court  to  issue  an  Injunction  in  a  bankruptcy 
proceeding. 

Cited  in  note  in  20  L.R.A.  671,  on  right  to  impeach  foreign  decree  for  want  of 
jurisdiction. 

—  In  admiralty  and  in  rem. 

Cited  in  Page  v.  Lenox,  15  Johns.  172,  on  jurisdiction  of  court  of  admiralty  to 
condemn  property  in  neutral  territory;  Thomas  v.  People,  107  111.  517,  47  A.  R. 
458,  to  the  point  that  in  all  proceedings  in  rem,  the  fact  giving  jurisdiction  must 
actually  exist  or  jurisdiction  will  fail. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  26  A.  D.  477,  on  jurisdiction  of  admiralty  courts; 
26  A.  D.  511,  on  exclusiveness  of  admiralty  jurisdiction  on  question  of  prize. 

Cited  in  notes  in  94  A.  S.  R.  551,  on  foreign  judgments  in  rem;  5  E.  R.  C.  927, 
on  impeachability  of  foreign  judgments  in  rem  for  lack  of  jurisdiction. 
Sale  under  condemnation  of  prize  court. 

Cited  in  Depeau  v.  Hyams,  2  M'Cord  L.  146,  holding  that  property  in  a  captured 
prize  is  in  original  owners  until  devested  by  sentence  of  condemnation. 
Nonjoinder  of  parties  as  defense  or  abatement. 

Cited  in  Butler  v.  Boynton,  117  Mo.  App.  462,  94  S.  W.  723,  holding  that  non* 
joinder  Qf  tenants  in  common  in  a  suit  for  a  joint  injury  to  their  land  is  waived 
by  failing  to  raise  the  point  in  plea  in  abatement;  Sparks  v.  Leavy,  19  Abb.  Pr. 
364,  1  Robt.  530,  holding  that  nonjoinder  of  tenants  in  common  cannot  be  shown 
in  mitigation  of  damages  where  the  plaintiff  is  the  equitable  owner  of  the  prem- 
ises; Brown  v.  Ravenscraft,  88  Md.  216,  44  Atl.  170,  holding  that  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment is  available  for  nonjoinder  of  tenants  in  common  in  an  action  of  replevin: 
Shaw  v.  Dutcher,  19  Wend.  216;  Rollins  v.  Atlantic  City  R.  Co.  73  N.  J.  L.  64, 
62  Atl.  929, — on  nonjoinder  of  tenants  in  common  as  mitigation  of  damages: 
Clapp  v.  Pawtucket  Inst,  for  Savings,  15  R.  I.  489,  2  A.  S.  R.  915,  8  Atl.  697.  to 
the  point  that  tenants  in  common  must  join  in  an  action  in  trespass  or  trover  for 
conversion  of  a  chattel;  Abbe  v.  Clark,  31  Barb.  238,  holding  that  nonjoinder  of  a 
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party  is  not  available  as  a  defense  unless  pleaded  or  notice  given  of  the  defect  ex 
cept  upon  question  of  damages;  Zabriskie  v.  Smith,  13  N.  Y.  322,  64  A.  D.  551. 
holding  that  nonjoinder  of  joint  tenants  as  plaintiffs,  not  pleaded,  cannot  be  shown 
in  mitigation  of  damages ;  Johnson  v.  Richardson,  17  III.  302,  63  A.  D.  369,  hoi ' 
ing  that  in  suit  for  damages  for  money  stolen,  nonjoinder  of  joint  owner  was  onlj. 
available  to  lessen  the  damages;  Colton  v.  Mott,  15  Wend.  619;  Edwards  v.  Hill. 
11  111.  22, — holding  that  in  an  action  to  recover  a  specific  penalty  given  by  statute, 
nonjoinder  of  plaintiffs  is  a  complete  defense;  Waggoner  v.  Snody,  98  Tex.  512,  85 
S.  W.  1134;  Dubois  v.  Glaub,  52  Pa.  238,  23  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  277,— holding  that 
where  nonjoinder  of  joint  owners  of  chattels  is  not  pleaded  in  abatement,  plain 
tiff  may  recover  for  his  share;  Carlock  v.  Tappan,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,412,  ho'd'ng  that 
nonjoinder  of  plaintiffs  in  a  suit  for  infringement  of  a  patent  should  be  plead  »d  in 
abatement;  Rice  v.  Hollenbeck,  19  Barb.  664,  holding  that  the  objection  of  non- 
joinder of  parties  can  be  raised  on  motion  for  nonsuit  in  justice's  court,  where  such 
defect  appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  41  A.  D.  296,  as  to  when  and  how  objection  of 
nonjoinder  is  made;  46  A.  D.  630,  as  to  how  nonjoinder  of  plaintiffs  or  defendants 
must  be  taken  advantage  of;  37  A.  D.  69,  on  nonjoinder  of  parties  as  matter  for 
plea  in  abatement;  67  A.  D.  258,  on  taking  advantage  of  nonjoinder  of  party  plain- 
tiff in  em  delicto  action;   43  A.  D.  259,  on  joinder  of  cotenants  as  plaintiffs. 

Cited  in  note  in  1  E.  R.  C.  164,  on  necessity  for  taking  advantage  of  nonjoinder 
of  plaintiff  in  tort  by  plea  in  abatement. 

S  AM.  DEC.  353,  BEBEE  v.  BANK  OF  NEW  YORK,  1  JOHNS.  529. 
Right  of  assignee  of  chose  In  action. 

Cited  in  Cronin  v.  Patrick  County,  4  Hughes,  524,  89  Fed.  79,  holding  that  the 
assignee  ot  a  non-negotiable  bond  takes  it  subject  to  all  equities  available  against 
the  assignor;  Bush  v.  Lathrop,  22  N.  Y.  535;  Union  College  v.  Wheeler,  61  N.  Y. 
88;  Blydenburgh  v.  Thayer,  34  How.  Pr.  88,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  156,  3  Keyes,  293; 
Cutts  v.  Guild,  f7  N.  Y.  229, — holding  that  a  purchaser  without  notice,  of  a  judg- 
ment from  an  assignee,  takes  it  subject  to  any  equities  which  may  exist  against 
the  assignee;  Tuttle  v.  Bebee,  8  Johns.  152;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Humphrey  v.  Given,  8 
Johns.  137,  5  A.  D.  328;  Eels  v.  Finch,  5  Johns.  193, — on  the  protection  of  an  as- 
signee against  any  person  having  notice  of  the  assignment;  Perkins  v.  Challis,  1 
N.  H.  254,  on  note  indorsed  after  maturity  being  taken  subject  to  any  existing  de- 
fense; Green  v.  Milbank,  3  Abb.  N.  C.  138;  Massey  v.  Thompson,*  2  Nott  &  WC. 
105,— on  the  rule  that  a  purchaser  without  notice  will  be  protected ;  Dulin  v.  Hun- 
ter, 98  Ala.  539,  13  So.  301  (dissenting  opinion),  holding  that  an  assignee  of  a 
mortgage  securing  indebtedness  not  evidenced  by  negotiable  paper  being  chargeable 
with  notice  of  equities  existing  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  only. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  42  A.  D.  675;  44  A.  D.  702, — on  assignee  of  chose 
rn  action  taking  subject  to  existing  equities;  39  A.  S.  R.  570,  on  assignee  taking 
subject  to  existing  equities  and  offsets. 

Cited  in  notes  in  10  E.  R.  C.  410,  on  assignee  of  chose  in  action  taking  subject 
to  defenses;  13  L.R.A.  296,  on  assignment  of  mortgage  debt  carrying  security  with 
it. 
Equitable  relief  under  general  prayer. 

Cited  in  Gildart  v.  Starke,  1  How.  (Miss.)  450,  holding  that  an  account  grant- 
able  under  a  general  prayer  for  relief;  Bryan  v.  Primm,  Breese  (HI.)  33,  holding 
that  chancery  could  decree  that"  money  should  be  refunded,  though  bill  prayed  for 
an  injunction  only ;  Wiltshire  v.  Mar  fleet,  1  Edw.  Ch.  664 ;  Colton  v.  Ross,  2  Pai«e, 
396,  22  A.  D.  648, — on  the  right  of  the  court  to  grant  any  relief  consistent  with  the 
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■case  made  by  the  bill,  under  prayer  for  general  relief;  Laird  v.  Boyle,  2  Wis.  431, 
holding  that  where  a  bill  prayed  for  a  perpetual  injunction,  without  any  general 
prayer  for  relief,  no  other  relief  could  be  granted  if  the  injunction  could  not  be 
granted;  Cloud  v.  Whiteman,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  401,  holding  that  a  bill  against  an 
•executor  as  such,  will  not  authorize  a  decree  against  him  personally. 
Cited  in  note  in  22  A.  D.  652,  on  prayer  for  relief. 

—  Final  decree  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Winslow  v.  Clark,  2  Lans.  377,  holding  that  court  on  appeal  may  modify 
the  judgment  so  as  to  afford  the  relief  to  which  the  parties  are  entitled;  Qissell 
Carpet-Sweeper  Co.  v.  Goshen  Sweeper  Co.  19  C.  C.  A.  25,  43  U.  S.  App.  47,  72  Fed. 
£45;  Richmond  v.  Atwood,  17  L.R.A.  615,  2  C.  C.  A.  596,  5  U.  S.  App.  151,  52  Fed. 
10, — holding  that  a  final  decree  may  be  entered  by  the  appellate  court  upon  an  ap- 
peal from  an  interlocutory  order  or  decree. 

Distinguished  in  Standard  Elevator  Co.  v.  Crane  Elevator  Co.  22  C.  C.  A.  549, 
46  U.  S.  App.  411,  76  Fed.  767,  holding  that  an  affirmance  by  an  appellate  court 
adds  no  finality  to  a  lower  court  decree  which  it  would  not  have  if  not  appealed 
from. 
Equity  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Winchester'  v.  Jackson,  3  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  305,  on  the  right  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  interpose  where  defendant  has  been  deprived  of  certain  testimony  through 
some  uncontrollable  circumstance. 

—  Of  cancelation. 

Cited  in  Hay  v.  Alexandria  A  W.  R.  Co.  1  Hughes,  168,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,254, 
holding  that  a  suit  in  equity  will  lie  to  set  aside  a  satisfaction  of  judgment  im- 
properly entered;  Mallory  v.  Norton,  21  Barb.  424,  holding  that  where  a  judgment 
has  been  paid  but  not  satisfied  on  the  record,  a  bill  in  equity  may  be  the  proper 
remedy  to  prevent  execution  thereon ;  Smith  v.  Winton,  1  Overt.  230,  3  A.  D.  755, 
holding  that  a  legal  title  to  land  obtained  fairly  for  a  bona  fide  consideration 
without  notice  of  fraud  in  others  cannot  be  set  aside  in  law  or  equity. 
Vacating  satisfaction  and  reinstating  lien  of  judgment. 

Cited  in  Keogh  v.  Delany,  40  N.  J.  L.  97,  holding  that  where  assigned  judgments 
have  been  canceled  by  assignor  through  fraud  and  mistake,  such  cancelation  will 
be  vacated  except  as  to  intervening  creditors  without  notice ;  People  ex  rel.  Jaffe  v. 
Fitzpatrick,  35  Misc.  456,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  191,  on  the  revival  of  a  lien  where  a 
satisfaction  is  set  aside. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  41  A.  D.  625;  44  A.  D.  738, — on  what  constitutes 
satisfaction  of  judgment. 
Grounds  for  new  trial.  • 

Cited  in  Moore  v.  Central  R.  Co.  24  N.  J.  L.  268,  on  right  of  courts  to  set  aside 
verdicts  contrary  to  law  or  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  25  A.  D.  440,  on  accident  or  surprise  as  ground  for 
new  trial. 

Distinguished  in  Mandeville  v.  Cookenderfer,  3  Cranch,  C.  C.  257,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,009,  *on  granting  new  trial  for  mistake  of  counsel. 
Want  of  diligence  as  ground  for  denying  motion. 

Cited  in  Ball  v.  Sprague,  23  How.  Pr.  241,  holding  that  an  affidavit  of  new 
facts  not  admissible  on  motion  for  readjustment  of  costs  on  appeal,  where  no 
reason  for  their  former  omission  is  shown. 
Competency  of  formal  party  of  record  as  witness. 

Cited  in  McDonald  v.  Neilson,  2  Cow.  139,  14  A.  D.  431  (reversing  6  Johns.  Cli. 
201);    Folsom  v.   Fowler,   15   Ark.  280, — holding  that  a  liability  for  costs  in 
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chancery  is  contingent,  and  is  therefore  not  such  an  interest  as  to  render  a  party 
incompetent  as  a  witness;  Johnson  v.  Blackman,  11  Conn.  342,  holding  that  a 
plaintiff  on  the  record  is  not  an  incompetent  witness  if  he  waives  his  privilege 
when  called  by  the  defendant;  Whetmore  v.  Murdock,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  380,  Fed- 
Cas.  No.  17,509,  holding  that  confessions  of  an  insolvent  party  on  the  record,  are 
not  admissible  in  an  action  defended  by  his  assignees. 
Parol  proof  to  add  to  writing. 

Cited  in  Bacon  v.  Wood,  22  R.  I.  255,  47  Atl.  388  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the 
inadmissibility  of  parol  testimony  to  modify  or  vary  a  written  agreement. 

3  AM.  DEC.  379,  GREEN  BY  t.  WHjCOCKS,  2  JOHNS.  1. 
Eviction  as  requisite  to  breach  of  covenant  for  title. 

Cited  in  Tibbets  v.  Ayer,  Hill  &  D.  Supp.  174;  Blydenburgh  v.  Cotheal,  1  Duer, 
176, — holding  that  outstanding  paramount  title  without  an  eviction  is  no  breach 
of  warranty;  Vanderkarr  v.  Vanderkarr,  11  Johns.  122;  Mitchell  v.  Warner,  5 
Conn.  497 ;  McDowell  v.  Hunter,  Dudley  ( Ga. )  4 ;  Patton  v.  McFarlane,  3  Penr.  k 
W.  419;  Crutcher  v.  Stump,  5  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  100;  Beach  v.  Stearns,  1  Ark.  (Vt.) 
325;  Kent  v.  Welch,  7  Johns.  258,  5  A.  D.  266, — holding  that  under  an  express 
covenant  of  warranty,  plaintiff  must  show  an  eviction. 

Cited  in  notes  in  47  A.  D.  571,  on  covenants  for  seisin;  6  L.R.A.  360,  on  what  is 
breach  of  covenant  of  seisin;  125  A.  S.  R.  447,  as  to  when  breach  of  covenant  of 
seisin  occurs;  17  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1183,  on  necessity  of  eviction  to  maintenance  of 
action  for  breach  of  covenant  of  seisin  or  right  to  convey. 

Distinguished  in  Shattuck  v.  Lamb,  65  N.  Y.  499,  22  A.  R.  656,  holding  that  a 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  is  broken  when  the  vendee  is  unable  to  get  possession 
because  held  adversely  by  one  having  title;  Gest  v.  Kenner,  2  Handy  (Ohio)  86, 
holding  that  a  temporary  obstruction  of  aji  easement  at  time  of  purchase  is  not  a 
breach  of  covenant  of  seisin  or  for  quiet  enjoyment. 
—  Necessity  that  evictor's  title  be  paramount. 

Cited  in  Webb  v.  Alexander,  7  Wend.  281;  Beddoe  v.  Wadsworth,  21  Wend.  120; 
Kelly  v.  Dutch  Church,  2  Hill,  105;  Connor  v.  Bernheimer,  6  Daly,  295;  Lansing 
v.  VanAlstyne,  2  Wend.  561, — holding  that  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  goes 
to  the  possession  only,  and  a  disturbance  of  the  possession  under  lawful,  para- 
mount title  must  be  shown  to  sustain  an  action  for  a  breach;  Davis  v.  Smith,  5 
Ga.  274,  48  A.  D.  279,  holding  that  eviction  must  be  under  paramount  title; 
Folliard  v.  Wallace,  2  Johns.  395,  holding  that  a  covenant  for  title  good  against 
all  other  claims,  refers  only  to  lawful  claims  and  if  insufficiency  of  title  is  set  up, 
the  lawfulness  of  the  conflicting  claim  myst  be  pleaded;  Poley  v.  Lacert,  35  Or. 
166,  68  Pac.  37-  Surget  v.  Arighi,  11  Smedes  A  M.  87,  49  A.  D.  46,— holding  that  a 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  is  not  broken,  if  possession  is  disturbed  by  strangers 
without  title. 
What  constitutes  eviction. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Shaw,  4  N.  C.  (Term.  Rep.)  197,  7  A.  D.  706,  holding  that 
a  recovery  of  damages  in  trespaps  is  sufficient  eviction;  Cummins  v.  Kennedy,  3  . 
Litt.  (Ky.)  118,  14  A.  D.  45,  holding  that  defeat  in  proceedings  to  obtain  posses- 
sion is  an  eviction;  Norman  v.  Wells,  17  Wend.  136,  holding  that  a  covenant  in 
a  lease,  not  to  let  any  other  site  on  a  stream,  for  a  similar  purpose,  goes  to  the 
possession,  and  is  broken  only  when  a  rival  business  is  established. 

Distinguished  in  Sprague  v.  Baker.  17  Mass.  586,  holding  that  the  payment  of 
an  outstanding  mortgage  to  avoid  being  dispossessed  is  sufficient  eviction  to  sus- 
tain an  action  for  breach  of  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment. 

Criticized  in  Greenvault  v.  Davis,  4  Hill,  643,  holding  that  a  lawful  eviction  need 
not  be  by  process  of  law. 
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Covenants  personal  or  running  with  land. 

Cited  in  Chapman  v.  Holmes,  10  N.  J.  L.  20;  Johnson  v.  Veal,  3  M'Cord,  L» 
449;  Peters  v.  Bowman,  98  U.  S.  50,  25  L.  ed.  91;  Wright  v.  Phipps,  90  Fed.  556,— 
holding  that  covenants  of  seisin  and  right  to  convey  do  not  run  with  the  land, 
and  are  broken,  if  at  all,  as  soon  as  made;  Fitzhugh  v.  Croghan,  2  J.  J.  Marsh. 
429,  19  A.  D.  139;  Gaster  v.  Ashley,  1  Arch.  325;  Coit  v.  McReynolds,  2  Robt. 
655, —  holding  that  a  covenant  of  seisin  can  only  be  broken  at  the  time  when  made 
and  a  subsequent  judgment  devesting  the  grantor's  title  does  not  affect  the 
covenant;  Bennett  v.  Irwin,  3  Johns.  3G3,  holding  that  a  covenant  of  seisin  is  a 
personal  one,  and  a  reconveyance  of  the  land  to  covenantor  does  not  bar  an  action 
for  its  breach;  Funk  v.  Voneida,  11  Serg.  &  R.  109,  14  A.  D.  617;  Davis  v.  Lyman, 
6  Conn.  249;  Clark  v.  Swift,  3  Met.  390, — holding  that  a  covenant  against  en- 
cumbrances is  personal;  Shelby  v.  Hearne,  6  Yerg.  512,  holding  that  a  covenant  by 
lessee  to  leave  premises  in  good  repair  runs  with  the  land;  Upham  v.  Brooks,  2 
Woodb.  &  M.  407,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,797 ;  Kellogg  v.  Wood,  4  Paige,  578,— holding 
that  where  mortgaged  premises  are  conveyed  witn  covenants  against  encumbrances, 
such  covenant  runs  with  the  land. 

Cited  in  notes  in  125  A.  S.  R.  448,  as  to  covenant  of  seisin  running  with  the 
land;  82  A.  S.  R.  685,  on  covenants  of  seisin  and  right  to  convey  running  with  the 
land. 

Criticized  in  Coleman  v.  Bresnaham,  54  Hun,  619,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  158,  holding 
that  a  covenant  against  encumbrances  to  a  grantee,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  runs 
with  the  land;  Boyd  v.  Belmont,  58  How.  Pr.  513,  holding  that  a  covenant  against 
encumbrances  is  assignable  under  the  Code. 

Disapproved  in  Martin  v.  Baker,  5  Blackf.  232,  holding  that  a  covenant  of  seisin 
runs  with  the  land. 

—  Who  may  sue  for  breach  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Stone,  Smith  (N.  H.)  389,  holding  that  the  vendor  of  a  tract  of 
land  with  warranty,  can  be  sued  upon  the  covenant  by  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  a 
part  of  the  tract;  Coleman  v.  Croysdale,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  541,  holding  that  a  devisee 
of  part  of  the  land  suing  for  breach  of  warranty  to  testator,  must  plead  the  whole 
title  to  it,  to  show  his  privity  of  estate. 

Cited  in  note  in  125  A.  S.  R.  456,  as  to  who  may  sue  for  breach  of  covenant  of 
seisin. 

Distinguished  in  Preiss  v.  LePoidevin,  19  Abb.  N.  C.  123;    Withy  v.  Mumford, 
5   Cow.    137, — holding   that  an   assignee  with  a  warranty   from   his   immediate 
grantor,  may  maintain  an  action  on  a  covenant  of  warranty  directly  against  the 
first  warrantor. 
Nature  of  covenant  of  seisin  or  right  to  convey. 

Cited  in  Brandt  v.  Foster,  5  Iowa,  287 ;  Clapp  v.  Herdman,  25  111.  App.  509, — 
holding  that  the  statutory  covenant  of  seisin  is  one  for  an  indefeasible  estate. 

Cited  in  notes  in  125  A.  S.  R.  444,  on  what  is  a  covenant  of  seisin;  125  A.  S.  R. 
446,  on  covenant  of  seisin  as  synonymous  with  covenant  of  right  to  convey. 

—  Nonassignability. 

Cited  in  Logan  v.  Moulder,  1  Ark.  313,  33  A.  D.  338;  Lawrence  v.  Montgomery, 
37  Cal.  183;  Mitchell  v.  Warner,  5  Conn,  497;  Markland  v.  Crump,  18  N.  C.  (1 
Dev.  &  B.  L.)  94,  27  A.  D.  230;  Kane  v.  Sanger,  14  Johns.  89,— on  the  non- 
assignability of  a  covenant  of  seisin;  Mygatt  v.  Coe,  124  N.  Y.  212,  11  L.R.A.  646, 
26  N.  E.  611;  Avery  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  26  N.  Y.  S.  R.  279,  7  N.  Y. 
Supp.  341;  Tillotson  v.  Boyd,  4  Sandf.  516;  Fowler  v.  Poling,  2  Barb.  300,- 
nonassignability  of  covenant  of  seisin  and  power  to  convey. 
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Assignability  of  choses  in  action. 

Cited  in  Hinton  v.  Nelms,  13  Ala.  222;  Massey  t.  Thompson,  1  Nott  k  M*C. 
105;  Rogers  v.  Omaha  Hotel  Co.  4  Neb.  54,— on  the  nonassignability  of  choses  in 
action  at  common  law. 
Pleading  contracts  in  general  terms. 

Cited  in  Atlantic  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Young,  38  N.  Y.  451,  75  A.  D.  200,  on 
assigning  breach  of  contract  by  using  words  containing  the  sifbetance  of  the 
contract. 

3  AM.  DEC.  383,  WARD  T.  CI, ARK,  2  JOHNS.  10. 
Words  slanderous  and  actionable  per  se. 

Cited  in  Ashbell  v.  Witt,  2  Nott  &  M'C.  364,  on  what  words  are  actionable 
per  se. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  63.  A.  S.  R.  791,  on  what  words  are  actionable 
per  se. 

Cited  in  note  in  41  A.  R.  592,  on  actionability  of  words  imputing  crime. 
—  Charge  of  false  swearing  as  slander. 

Cited  in  Commons  v.  Walters,  1  Port.  (Ala.)  377;  Hall  v.  Montgomery,  8 
Ala.  510, — holding  that  an  accusation  of  perjury  is  actionable  per  se;  Cole  t. 
Grant,  18  N.  J.  L.  327,  holding  that  words  "I  believe  you  swear  false"  said  to  a 
witness  while  giving  testimony  in  a  judicial  proceeding  are  actionable  per  se; 
Gilman  v.  Lowell,  8  Wend.  573,  24  A.  D.  96,  holding  that  the  words  "He  has 
sworn  falsely  and  I  will  attend  to  the  grand  jury  respecting  it,"  import  perjury  . 
and  are  actionable;  Sherwood  v.  Chace,  11  Wend.  38,  holding  that  a  charge  of  false 
swearing  in  a  suit  in  justice's  court  imports  perjury  and  is  actionable;  Wilbur 
v.  Ostrom,  1  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  275,  holding  statement  that  person  swore  false,  not 
actionable  unless  said  in  reference  to  relevant  and  pertinent  matter  in  trial  of 
cause;  Chapman  v.  Gillet,  2  Conn.  40  (dissenting  opinion),  on  words  charging 
false  swearing  but  not  amounting  to  a  charge  of  perjury,  as  not  actionable 
per  se. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  12  A.  D.  46,  on  essential  elements  to  render  charge 
of  false  swearing  actionable;  24  A.  D.  104,  as  to  when  words  charging  false 
swearing  are  actionable. 

Cited  in  note  in  26  A.  D.  95,  on  actionability  of  words  imputing  perjury. 

Distinguished  in  Chapman  v.  Smith,   13  Johns.  78,  holding  that  the  words 
''you  have  sworn  to  a  lie  and  I  can  prove  it"  with  colloquium  showing  that  the 
words  referred  to  a  judicial  proceeding,  are  actionable  per  se. 
Necessity  of  colloquium  to  characterize  slander. 

Cited  in  Fitzsimmons  v.  Cutler,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  33;  Phincle  ▼.  Vaughan,  12 
Barb.  215;  Brooker  v.  Coffin,  5  Johns.  188,  4  A.  D.  337;  Blair  v.  Sharp,  Breese, 
(III.)  11, — holding  that  a  charge  of  false  swearing  is  not  actionable  without  a 
colloquium  showing  that  such  swearing  amounted  to  perjury;  Muchler  v.  Mul- 
hollen,  Hill  &  D.  Supp.  263,  holding  same  where  defendant  added  that  he  would 
not  say  in  what  court;  Pike  v.  Van  Wormer,  5  How.  Pr.  171,  holding  that  the 
words  "you  have  passed  counterfeit  money"  without  colloquium  to  show  guilty 
knowledge  and  intention  to  defraud  are  not  actionable. 

Distinguished  in  Harris  v.  Purdy,  1  Stew.   (Ala.)   231,  where  the  words  were 
in  a  discourse  relating  to  a  trial  before  a  justice  where  parties  might  testify. 
Pleading  In  actions  for  slander. 

Cited  in  Kenyon  v.  Cameron,  17  R.  I.  122,  20  Atl/233;  Germ  Proof  Filter  Co. 
y.  Pasteur  Chamberland  Filter  Co.  81  Hun,  49,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  684;  Battersby 
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v.  Collier,  34  App.  Div.  347,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  363;  Van  Alstyne  v.  Lewis,  41  Misc. 
355,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  764;  Webster  v.  Holmes,  62  N.  J.  L.  55,  40  Atl.  778,— holding 
that  the  words  complained  of  must  be  set  out  verbatim ;  Blessing  v.  Davis,  24 
Wend.  100,  holding  that  in  a  charge  of  adapting  the  slanderous  words  of  another, 
the  words  must  be  set  out;  Drohan  v.  O'Brien,  76  App.  Div.  265,  78  N.  Y.  Supp. 
430,  holding  that  setting  forth  the  exact  slanderous  words  followed  by  "or  words 
of  like  purport"  is  not  sufficient;  Forsyth  v.  Edmiston,  2  Abb.  Pr.  430,  5  Duer, 
•653,  holding  same  of  allegation  of  uttering  of  "words  of  the  following  tenor  and 
import." 

Cited  in  note  in  9  E.  R.  C.  96,  on  necessity  for  setting  out  in  pleadings  and 
proof  of  the  actual  words  in  libel  and  slander. 

Distinguished  in  Whiting  v.  Smith,   13  Pick.  364,  holding  that  pleading  the 
substance  of  the  slanderous  words  charged,  is  sufficient. 
Perjury. 

Cited  in  Horn  v.  Foster,  19  Ark.  346,  on  judicial  occasion  as  essential  in  per- 
jury. 

3  AM.  DEC.  386,  MANNY  T.  HARRIS,  2  JOHNS.  24. 
Record  of  former  adjudication  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Davidson  v.  Shipman,  6  Ala.  27,  holding  that  it  must  appear  from  the 
record  that  the  same  matter  was  in  issue  as  now;  Smith  v.  Sherwood,  4  Conn.  276, 
10  A.  p.  143,  holding  that  it  must  appear  from  the  record  that  the  precise  point 
which  is  to  create  the  estoppel  was  put  in  issue  and  decided;  Thompson  v.  Wine- 
land,  11  Mo.  243,  as  recognizing  the  same  principle;  Campbell  v.  Butts,  3  N.  Y. 
173,  holding  that  the  record  of  the  former  suit  must  include  the  matter  alleged 
to  have  been  determined;  Cowles  v.  Harts,  3  Conn.  516,  holding  that  the  record 
of  former  suit  between  two  parties  is  inadmissible  in  a  subsequent  suit  by  a  third 
party  who  was  not  privy  to  such  judgment. 
Parol  evidence  4b  to  issues  in  former  suit. 

Cited  in  Wood  v.  Jackson,  8  Wend.  9,  22  A.  D.  603  (reversing  3  Wend.  27), 
adhering  to  rule  that  parol  is  not  admissible ;  Meredith  v.  Santa  Clara  Min.  Asso. 
56  Cal.  178;  Burnham  v.  Webster,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  172,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,179,— on 
admissibility  of  parol  to  show  inclusion  of  same  subject-matter  in  former  suit; 
Noyes  v.  Butler,  6  Barb.  613,  on  inadmissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  add  to  or 
contradict  a  record. 

Distinguished  in  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  9  Hun,  622,  holding  that  while  the  record  of  a 
court  may  not  be  contradicted  or  added  to  it  may  be  explained. 
Res  judicata. 

Cited  in  Abbe  v.  Goodwin,  7  Conn.  377,  holding  that  adjudication  of  a  former 
suit  was  not  a  bar,  when  the  point  relied  on  was  not  put  in  issue  and  decided; 
Greenup  v.  Crooks,  50  Ind.  410,  holding  the  converse;  Baker  v.  Rand,  13  Barb. 
152,  holding  judgment  in  a  former  suit  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  on  the  same 
state  of  facts;  Standish  v.  Parker,  2  Pick.  20,  13  A.  D.  393,  holding  that  a  judg- 
ment and  a  verdict  on  the  general  issue  in  an  action  for  obstructing  a  way  did 
not  conclude  the  parties  in  an  action  regarding  the  title  to  the  land;  Robinson 
v.  Crowninshield,  1  N.  H.  76,  a  recovery  and  judgment  for  a  breach  of  contract 
was  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  brought  on  the  contract,  the  gist  of  the 
actions  being  different;  Towns  v.  Nims,  5  N.  H.  259,  20  A.  D.  578,  holding  that 
a  verdict  in  an  action  to  recover  for  labor  was  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action 
by     the    employer     for    damages    caused    bv     the     emolovee's    breach     of     a 
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contract  to  work  for  a  year;  Lamoille  Valley  R.  Co.  t.  Bixby,  67 
Vt.  548,  holding  that  a  mandate  from  the  supreme  court  not  obliga- 
tory on  chancery  court  as  to  matters  not  in  issue  inadvertently  decided  by  the 
supreme  court;  Skelding  v.  Whitney,  3  Wend.  154,  holding  that  a  defense  in- 
sisted on  in  a  former  action,  and  passed  upon  and  not  objected  to,  although  not 
the  subject  of  set-off  in  such  action,  will  preclude  subsequent  action  for  the  sub- 
ject-matter thus  set  off  by  way  of  defense;  Campbell  v.  Consalus,  25  N.  Y.  613, 
holding  that  an  adjudication  determining  more  than  was  put  in  issue  by  the- 
pleadings  is  not  conclusive ;  People  ex  rel.  Reilly  v.  Johnson,  38  N.  Y.  63,  97  A.  D. 
770  (affirming  37  Barb.  502,  14  Abb.  Pr.  416),  holding  express  affirmance  of  an 
immaterial  fact  is  not  decisive  or  conclusive;  Semple  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia^ 
5  Sawy.  394,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,660,  holding  that  the  matter  decided  must  have  been 
within  the  purview  of  the  proceedings  before  the  court  and  directly  within  the 
issue  made  and  tried;  People  ex  rel.  Ritterman  v.  Kelly,  1  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  432, 
holding  that  habeas  corpus  is  not  to  be  refused  in  a  proper  case  on  the  ground 
that  relief  had  been  refused  on  a  prior  writ  when  the  facts  are  essentially  different 
in  the  second  application. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  41  A.  D.  682,  on  conclusiveness  of  former  judgment 
as  to  matters  directly  in  issue  only. 
Effect  of  tender. 

Cited  in  notes  in  77  A.  D.  488,  on  effect  of  tender  as  payment  and  discharge; 
1  A.  D.  24,  on  paying  money  tendered  into  court. 

3  AM.  DEC.  300,  JACKSON  v.  KNIFFEN,  2  JOHNS.  31. 
Admissibility  of  declarations  of  testator  concerning  existence  of  will. 

Cited  in  Re  Kennedy,  167  N.  Y.  163,  60  N.  E.  442,  holding  that  declarations  of  a 
decedent  concerning  her  will  are  inadmissible  to  prove  its  existence;  Re  Marsh, 
45  Hun,  107,  on  same  point;  Re  Lawlor,  86  App.  Div.  527,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  726, 
holding  affidavit  of  testatrix  made  subsequent  to  the  date  of  tfte  will  that  she  did 
not  make  it,  is  inadmissible  in  evidence  on  probate. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  10  A.  D.  453;  26  A.  D.  61, — on  admissibility  of  dec- 
larations of  testator;  51  A.  D.  594,  as  to  when  testator's  declarations  are  admis- 
sible; 9  A.  D.  636,  on  testator's. declarations  as  evidence;  43  A.  D.  614,  on  effect 
of  declarations  of  testator. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  A.  D.  401,  on  admissibility  of  declarations  of  testator. 
—  When  made  in  extremis. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Brown  v.  Betts,  6  Cow.  377,  holding  that  declarations 
of  a  testator,  as  to  the  existence  of  his  will,  are  inadmissible  even  though  made 
during  his  last  sickness ;  Hammersley  v.  Lockman,  2  Dem.  524,  holding  to  similar 
effect;  Re  Kennedy,  53  App.  Div.  105,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  879,  holding  declarations 
made  by  an  alleged  testatrix  shortly  before  her  death  as  to  the  disposition  of 
property  not  admissible  to  show  the  existence  of  the  will  when  the  declarations 
were  made. 
— >  As  part  of  res  gestae. 

Cited  in  Throckmorton  v.  Holt,  180  U.  S.  552,  45  L.  ed.  663,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
474,  holding  that  declarations  of  the  testator  are  inadmissible  either  in  favor  of 
or  against  the  will  unless  made  near  enough  the  time  of  its  execution  to  become 
part  of  the  res  geatce;  Harrison's  Appeal,  100  Pa.  458,  12  W.  N.  C.  17,  39  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  318,  on  inadmissibility  of  declarations  of  testator  too  remote  to  be 
res  gestce  of  execution  of  will ;  Runkle  v.  Gates,  1 1  Ind.  95,  holding  that  declara- 
tions of  a  testator  made  six  or  eight  days  after  the  execution  of  his  will  were  not 
part  of  the  res  gestce  and  not  admissible  to  show  fraud  in  obtaining  the  will; 
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Boy  Ian  v.  Meeker,  28  N.  J.  L.  274,  holding  declarations  of  testator  after  the  will 
was  made  manifesting  ignorance  of  the  will  inadmissible  to  show  that  it  was  never 
made;  Kennedy  v.  U pshaw,  64  Tex.  411,  holding  that  statements  made  three  days 
-after  an  alleged  codicil,  that  declarant  had  made  no  changes  in  the  disposition 
of  his  property,  were  inadmissible;  Linebarger  v.  Linebarger,  143  N.  C.  229,  55 
S.  E.  709,  on  admissibility  of  declarations  of  the  testator  made  subsequent  to  the 
execution  of  the  will. 

—  To  revoke  or  invalidate  will. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Grogan,  98  Ga.  552,  25  S.  E.  590;  Dickie  v.  Carter,  42  Atl. 
376, — holding  declarations  by  testator  tending  to  invalidate  the  will  inadmis- 
sible; Gay  v.  Gay,  60  Iowa,  415,  46  A.  R.  78,  14  N.  W.  238,  holding  that  declara- 
tions  of  a  testator  are  not  admissible  to  show  an  intention  to  revoke  when  the 
act  done  does  not  amount  to  revocation;  Couch  v.  Eastham,  27  W.  Va.  796,  55 
A.  R.  346,  holding  declarations  of  the  testator  made  before  and  after  the  execu- 
tion of  a  will  are  inadmissible  to  prove  mistake  and  set  it  aside;  Guild  v.  Hull, 
127  111.  523,  20  N.  E.  665,  holding  to  similar  effect;  Ladd's  Will,  60  Wis.  187, 
•50  A.  R.  355,  18  N.  W.  734,  holding  in  like  action  declarations  by  testatrix  of  an 
intention  to  revoke,  not  made  at  the  time  of  alleged  revocation  are  inadmissible; 
Caeman  v.  Van  Harke,  33  Kan.  333,  6  Pac.  620,  holding  that  no  declarations  of 
the  testator  except  such  as  are  part  of  the  res  gestce  are  admissible  to  impeach  the 
will;  Collagan  v.  Burns,  57  Me.  449,  holding  declarations  by  testator  admissible 
to  negative  the  fact  of  its  intentional  cancelation  by  him;  Hoitt  v.  Hoitt,  63 
N.  H.  475,  56  A.  R.  530,  3  Atl.  604,  holding  declarations  to  the  effect  that  he 
understood  that  a  will  made  by  him  was  revoked  are  not  admissible  on  the  ques- 
tion of  revocation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  52  A.  D.  168 ;  62  A.  D..  80,  81, — as  to  when  declarations  of 
testator  are  admissible  to  impeach  or  invalidate  will;  28  A.  S.  R.  361,  on  admis- 
sibility of  declarations  of  testator  to  prove  revocation  of  will;  21  A.  D.  361,  on 
admissibility  of  grantor's  subsequent  declaration  to  impeach  deed. 

Disapproved  in  Patterson  v.  Hickey,  32  Ga.  156,  holding  that  on  question  of 
revocation,  parol  evidence  as  to  acts  and  declarations  of  the  testator  subsequent 
to  the  making  are  admissible. 

—  To  show  duress  or  undue  Influence  or  mental  condition. 

Cited  in  Re  Metcalf,  Gibbons,  Sur.  Rep.  571,  16  Misc.  180,  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1131;  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  1  Dem.  21;  Re  Calkins,  112  Cal.  296,  44  Pac.  577,— holding 
that  when  a  will  is  contested  on  the  ground  not  drawing  into  question  the  mental 
capacity  of  the  testatrix  neither  her  prior  nor  subsequent  declarations  are  admis- 
sible to  show  undue  influence:  Nichol  v.  Thomas,  53  Ind.  42;  Reynolds  v.  Adams, 
90  111.  134,  32  A.  R.  15, — holding  declarations  of  testator  admissible  to  show  his 
mental  condition  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will;  Mallery  v.  Young,  94  Ga. 
804,  22  S.  E.  142,  holding  same  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  facts 
then  stated  were  true;  Mooney  v.  Olsen,  22  Kan.  69,  holding  declarations  admissi- 
ble to  show  want  of  mental  capacity;  Robinson  v.  Hutchinson,  26  Vt.  38,  60  A.  D. 
298,  holding  that  declarations  of  a  testator  made  about  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  a  will  are  admissible  though  evincing  undue  influence  to  show  the  state  of  tes- 
tator's mind  but  not  to  prove  undue  influence;  Wallen  v.  Wallen,  107  Va.  131,  57 
8.  E.  596,  holding  to  similar  effect ;  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  24  Mo.  227,  holding  declara- 
tions of  the  testator  to  the  effect  that  he  never  made  the  will  are  inadmissible  in 
evidence  on  issue  of  undue  influence;  Re  Gregory,  133  Cal.  131,  65  Pac.  315,  hold- 
ing declarations  are  not  admissible  on  the  issues  of  forgery  and  undue  influence; 
Ball  v.  Kane,  1  Penn.  (Del.)  90,  39  Atl.  778  (dissenting  opinion),  on  admissibil- 
ity of  declarations  of  the  testator  on  issue  of  undue  influence;  Roberts  v.  Tra- 
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wick,  13  Ala.  68,  holding  that  declarations  made  before  execution  or  so  shortly 
thereafter  as  to  form  a  part  of  the  res  gestae  and  necessarily  connected  with  it 
may  be  received  to  prove  fraud  or  undue  influence  in  its  execution;  La  Bau  v. 
Vanderbilt,  3  Redf.  384,  holding  that  declarations  of  the  testator  made  two  years 
after  the  making  of  the  will  were  too  remote  to  show  want  of  mental  capacity 
at  the  time  of  making;  Patterson  v.  Lamb,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  512,  52  S.  W.  98, 
holding  that  declarations  of  a  testator  as  to  his  testamentary  intention  are  admis- 
sible on  the  issue  of  undue  influence  whether  made  before  or  after  the  execution 
of  the  will;  Sheehan  v.  Karney,  82  Miss.  688,  35  L.R.A.  102,  21  So.  41,  holding 
that  the  declarations  of  a  testator  are  admissible  touching  his  testamentary  in- 
tentions on  the  issue  of  testamentary  capacity  and  undue  influence  whether  made 
before  or  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  also  citing  annotation  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  91  A.  S.  R.  165,  on  evidence  of  undue  influence  in 
execution  of  will;  18  A.  S.  R.  507,  on  testator's  declarations  to  show  testamentary 
capacity;  35  A.  S.  R.  579,  on  declarations  of  testator  in  contest  for  undue  influ- 
ence; 31  A.  S.  R.  670,  on  declarations  of  testator  as  evidence  of  undue  influence 
or  of  importunity. 

Cited  in  note  in  107  A.  S.  R.  466,  on  admissibility  of  testator's  declarations  to 
show  acts  of  fraud  or  undue  influence. 

Distinguished  in  Herster  v.  Herster,  122  Pa.  239,  9  A.  S.  R.  95,  16  Atl.  342, 
23  W.  N.  C.  117,  46  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  291,  holding  that  declarations  while  not  ad- 
missible to  show  undue  influence  if  reasonably  connected  in  point  of  time  with  the 
testamentary  act  are  admissible  to  show  the  state  and  condition  of  the  testator's 
mind;  Waterman  v.  Whitney,  11  N.  Y.  157,  62  A.  D.  71,  holding  his  subsequent 
statements  touching  the  disposition  of  his  property  and  inconsistent  with  the  will 
are  competent  evidence  to  prove  want  of  mental  capacity;  Comstock  v.  Hadlyme 
Ecclesiastical  Soc.  8  Conn.  254,  20  A.  D.  100,  to  similar  effect;  Kaufman  v. 
Caughman,  49  S.  C.  159,  61  A.  S.  R.  808,  27  S.  E.  16,  holding  that  while 
undue  influence  may  not  be  shown  by  declarations  made  subsequent  to  the  making 
of  the  will  when  there  is*  proof  of  acts  of  undue  influence  then  such  declarations 
are  admissible  to  show  the  effect  of  the  acts  on  testator's  mind;  Kirkpatrick  v. 
Jenkins,  96  Tenn.  85,  33  S.  W.  819,  holding  to  similar  effect;  Dinges  v.  Branson, 
14  W.  Va.  100,  holding  declarations  of  maker  either  before  or  after  the  execution 
of  an  instrument  are  admissible  when  the  issues  involve  his  mental  capacity  at  the 
time  of  execution. 

Disapproved  in  Reel  v.  Reel,  8  N.  C.  (1  Hawks)  248,  9  A.  D.  532,  holding 
declarations  admissible  if  made  at  any  time  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the 
will  which  go  to  show  that  the  testator  believed  that  the  contents  of  the  will  were 
really  different  from  what  they  were;  Shailer  v.  Bumstead,  99  Mass.  112,  holding 
declarations  admissible  to  show  dissatisfaction  with  or  ignorance  of  the  terms 
of  the  will  when  the  issues  involved  were  fraud  or  undue  influence. 
Opinion  evidence  as  to  testamentary  capacity. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  10  A.  D.  450,  on  competency  of  nonprofessional  wit- 
ness as  to  sanity  or  insanity  of  testator;  22  A.  D.  574,  on  opinions  of  witnesses 
as  to  sanity  of  testator. 
Dying  declarations. 

Cited  in  Marshall  v.  Chicago  G.  E.  R.  Co.  48  111.  475,  95  A.  D.  561,  holding  that 
dying  declarations  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  in  a  civil  case;  Wilson  v. 
Boerem,  15  Johns.  286,  holding  declarations  in  extremis  of  a  person  who  would  bs 
a  competent  witness  if  living  inadmissible  except  in  cases  of  homicide  where  these 
are  made  as  to  the  fact  of  the  murder. 
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C'ted  in  notes  in  39  L.  ed.  U.  S.  978,  on  admissibility  of  dying  declarations; 
66  L.R.A.  362,  363,  on  admissibility  of  dying  declarations  in  civil  cases. 
Parol  evidence  to  Impeach  will  for  mistake. 

Cited  in  Arthur  v.  Arthur,  10  Barb.  9,  holding  that  parol  evidence  was  inad- 
missible to  prove  that  a  testator  mistook  the  nature  and  effect  of  a  deed  on  his 
will. 
Revocation  of  will. 

Cited  in  Re  Venable,  127  N.  C.  344,  37  S.  E.  465,  holding  that  parol  evidence 
is  inadmissible  to  show  a  revocation  of  a  will  by  a  subsequent  one;  MePherson 
v.  Clark,  3  Bradf.  92,  on  revocation  of  wills  by  alteration  and  obliteration;  Havard 
v.  Davis,  2  Binn.  406,  on  revocation  of  a  will  in  due  form. 

S  AM.  DEC.  399,  NOBLE  v.  SMITH,  2  JOHNS.  52. 
Necessity  of  delivery  of  gift. 

Cited  in  Horn  v.  Gartman,  1  Fla.  73,  holding  either  deed,  instrument  of  gift, 
or  actual  delivery  essential  to  valid  gift;  Anderson  v.  Baker,  1  Ga.  595,  holding 
that  in  parol  gift  of  chattels  there  must  be  an  immediate  delivery;  Thayer  v. 
Thayer,  14  Vt.  107,  39  A.  D.  211;  Lyon  v.  Marclay,  1  Watts,  271;  Caines  v.  Mar- 
ley,  2  Yerg.  582, — on  same  point;  Adams  v.  Hayes,  24  N.  C.  (2  Ired.  L.)  361; 
Sims  v.  Sims,  2  Ala.  117, — holding  same  of  gift  of  a  negro  slave;  McEwen  v. 
Troost,  1  Sneed,  186;  Carpenter  v.  Dodge,  20  Vt.  595;  Duckworth  v.  Orr,  126 
N.  C.  674,  36  S.  E.  150;  Huntington  v.  Gilmore,  14  Barb.  243,— holding  rule  ap- 
plicable either  to  gifts  inter  vivos  or  causa  mortis;  Sanborn  v.  Goodhue,  28  N.  H. 
48,  59  A.  D.  398;  Woodruff  v.  Cook,  25  Barb.  505,— holding  same  of  gift  inter 
vivos  of  things  capable  of  actual  delivery;  Horn  v.  Gartman,  1  Fla.  63,  holding 
that  there  must  be  either  a  deed  or  instrument  in  writing  or  an  actual  delivery 
of  the  thing  to  the  donee;  Allen  v.  Cowan,  28  Barb.  99,  holding  that  where  party 
never  surrendered  possession  title  did  not  pass;  Flanders  v.  Blandy,  45  Ohio  St. 
108,  12  N.  E.  321,  holding  same  where  a  father  set  aside  certain  bonds  as  a  gift 
to  his  daughter  but  kept  them  in  his  possession  and  under  his  control. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  9  A.  D.  687,  on  gifts  inter  vivos;  59  A.  D.  401,  on 
requisites  of  gift  inter  vivos;  32  A.  D.  266,  on  delivery  as  essential  to  gift;  35 
A.  S.  R.  26,  on  sufficiency  of  gift  of  b^nk  deposit. 

Cited  in  note  in  51  A.  D.  362,  on  delivery  essential  to  validity  of  gift. 
—  Sufficiency  of  delivery* 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Lewis  (Page  v.  Lewis)  89  Va.  1,  37  A.  S.  R.  848,  18 
L.R.A.  170,  15*  S.  E.  389,  holding  that  where  a  gift  was  made  of  personal  property 
by  the  donor  under  the  apprehension  of  imminent  death  and  possession  was 
delivered  either  manually  or  constructively  it  was  a  good  gift  causa  mortis; 
Royston  v.  McCulley  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.)  52  L.R.A.  899,  59  S.  W.  725.  holding  that 
where  the  payee  of  a  note  indorsed  it  to  the  donee  and  she  accepted  it  returning 
it  to  him  for  safekeeping,  it  constituted  a  sufficient  delivery  as  to  pass  title; 
Penfield  v.  Thayer,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  305,  holding  that  the  gift  of  a  bank  book  con- 
stituted a  valid  gift  of  the  bank  account,  the  bank  book  having  been  put  in 
possession  of  the  donee;  Seaman  v.  Ward,  1  Hilt.  52,  holding  that  the  delivery 
and  acceptance  of  the  key  of  leased  premises  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  occu- 
pation; Lee  v.  Boak,  II  Gratt.  182,  discussing  constructive  and  symbolic  delivery; 
Harkins  v.  Coalter,  2  Port.  (Ala.)  463;  Weber  v.  Bank  for  Savings,  I  N.  Y.  City 
Ct.  Rep.  70, — on  necessity  of  an  actual  delivery  or  something  equivalent  to  it. 

Distinguished  in  Jones  v.  Weakley,  99  Ala.  441,  42  A.  S.  R.  84,  19  L.R.A.  700, 
12  So.  420,  holding  that  the  delivery  of  a  bank  book  is  not  sufficient  delivery  to 
sustain  a  delivery  causa  mortis  of  money  in  a  bank,  where  the  money  on  deposit 
was  subject  to  check. 
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—  Delivery  requisite  to  gift  of  growing  crop. 

Cited  in  Parham  v.  Tom p son,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  ( Ky. )  159,  holding  that  a  growing 
crop  may  pass  by  parol  contract  to  the  devisee  of  the  personal  estate;  Davis  v. 
Barnes,  3  Mo.  137,  holding  that  where  defendant  made  a  gift  of  a  growing  crop 
to  plaintiff  by  putting  him  in  possession  of  the  land  and  afterwards  entered  and 
took  some  of  the  crop,  plaintiff  had  a  cause  of  action  as  title  passed. 
Effect  of  executory  promise  of  gift. 

Cited  in  Chevallier  v.  Wilson,  1  Tex.  161 ;  Harris  v.  Clark,  3  N.  Y.  93,  51  A. 
D.  352;  Loomis  v.  Cline,  4  Barb.  453;  Copp  v.  Sawyer,  6  N.  H.  386,— holding  that 
promise  to  give  without  any  delivery  furnishes  no  cause  of  action;  Taylor  v.  Fire 
Department,  1  Edw.  Ch.  294,  holding  that  there  must  not  only  be  an  intention  to 
give  but  intention  must  be  executed  by  actual  delivery ;  Fink  v.  Cox,  18  Johns. 
145.  9  A.  D.  191,  holding  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  on  a  note  given  by 
a  father  to  his  son  it  being  but  a  mere  promise  and  not  being  a  gift  causa  mor- 
tis; Pearson  v.  Pearson,  7  Johns.  26,  holding  that  a  parol  promise  to  pay  money 
as  a  gift  will  not  support  an  action  on  the  promise;  Lee  v.  Luther,  3  Woodb. 
A  M.  519,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,196,  holding  that  a  parol  promise  to  a  trustee  of  prop- 
erty that  he  should  have  it  after  the  death  of  the  cestui  que  use  does  not  vest  any 
title  in  the  trustee  but  is  revocable;  Holley  v.  Adams,  16  Vt.  206,  42  A.  D.  508, 
holding  that  a  note  made  by  a  donor  in  his  last  sickness  to  be  paid  after  his 
death  could  not  be  sustained  in  an  action  to  recover  on  it  as  a  gift  causa 
mortis. 

Cited  in  notes  in  5  L.R.A.  73,  on  enforcement  by  equity  of  gift  not  enforceable 
at  law;  11  L.R.A.  685,  on  insufficiency  of  mere  intention  to  give  as  a  gift. 

Executed  contract  of  gift. 

Cited  in  Mercer  v.  Mercer,  29  Iowa,  557,  holding  executory  contract  on  con- 
sideration of  blood  or  natural  love  and  affection  binding  between  parties. 

3  AM.  DEC.  401,  BEATTY  v.  3IARINE  INS.  CO.  2  JOHNS.   109. 
Mode  of  corporate  action. 

Cited  in  Barnes  v.  Ontario  Bank,  19  N.  Y.  152;  Welland  Canal  Co.  v.  Hathaway. 
8  Wend.  480,  24  A.  D.  51,  St.  Louis  Relief  Asso.  v.  Tierney,  116  Mo.  App.  447, 
91  S.  W.  968;  Hosack  v.  College  of  Physicians  &  Surgeons,  5  Wend.  547,— on  re- 
striction of  corporate  action  to  mode  prescribed  by  charter;  Bulkley  v.  Derby 
Fishing  Co.  2  Conn.  252,  7  A.  D.  271;  Buell  v.  Buckingham,  16  Iowa,  284, — on 
necessity  of  corporate  acts  being  in  conformity  with  articles  of  incorporation,  by- 
laws and  general  laws  of  the  land;  Bragdon  v.  Appleton  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  42  Me. 
259  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  necessity  that  corporate  acts  be  done  in  strict 
compliance  with  their  charter  or  creating  act;  Wright  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  52 
N.  .J.  Eq.  392,  28  Atl.  719,  necessity  of  a  strict  compliance  with  the  statutes  by 
corporations;  Vielie  v.  Osgocd.  8  Barb.  130,  holding  that  trustees  of  religious 
society  had  no  power  to  proceed  in  a  mode  different  than  that  prescribed  by  law 
of  their  incorporation. 
—  Authority  of  directors  or  officers. 

Cited  in  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Bayne,  11  Hun,  166;  Bright  v.  Metairie  Cemetery 
Asso.  33  La.  Ann.  58, — holding  that  a  corporation  which  by  charter  can  only  act 
through  its  directors  cannot  be  bound  by  its  president  without  the  authorization 
of  the  board,  unless  it  is  on  simple  acts  of  administration;  Dawes  v.  North  River 
Ins.  Co.  7  Cow.  462,  holding  that  where  the  statute  required  one-third  of  the 
directors  to  constitute  a  quorum  for  doing  business,  the  president  of  the  com- 
pany had  no  power  to  transact  business  for  the  company  which  was  to  be  done 
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by  a  director's  meeting;  Voorhees  v.  Presbyterian  Church,  8  Barb.  135,  5  How. 
Pr.  58,  holding  trustees  of  religious  society  incorporated  under  general  Act  power- 
less to  alienate  or  dispose  of  the  real  estate  of  the  church  except  such  power  is 
derived  from  the  act  for  incorporation  of  religious  societies. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  34  A.  D.  329,  on  corporate  liability  for  acts  of 
•agents. 

—  Authority  of  agent  of  insurance  corporation. 

Cited  in  Jellinghaus  v.  New  York  Ins.  Co.  6  Duer,  1,  holding  an  insurance 
-company  not  bound  by  the  acts  of  their  agent  in  exceeding  his  authority. 

Cited  in  note  in  45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  53,  on  acts  or  declarations  of  agent  as  to 
acceptance  of  abandonment  to  marine  insurer. 

—  Presumption  as  to  authorization  by  directors. 

Distinguished  in  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dandridge,  12  Wheat.  64,  6  L.  ed. 
552,  presuming  action  by  directors  where  the  corporate  records  afforded  no  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary. 
Construction  of  corporate  powers. 

Cited  in  Camden  &  A.  R.  &  Transp.  Co.  v.  Briggs,  22  N.  J.  L.  623,  holding  that 
the  railroad  and  transportation  company  had  no  power  to  take  toll  by  implication, 
but  only  by  express  grant  and  that  the  right  granted  will  not  be  extended  by  im- 
plication; Bank  of  United  States  v.  Norvell,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  101,  holding  plain- 
tiff suing  in  corporate  name  on  note  made  payable  to  the  corporation,  defeated 
by  the  fact  that  there  was  no  provision  in  their  charter  authorizing  their  purchas- 
ing notes;  McCall  v.  Byram  Mfg.  Co.  6  Conn.  428,  on  the  exercising  of  powers 
not  conferred  by  charter  upon  the  corporation. 

3  AM,  DEC.  404,  BUYS  v.  GILLESPIE,  2  JOHNS.  115. 
Words  actionable  per  se. 

Cited  in  Harris  .v.  Bur  ley,  8  N.  II.  216,  holding  charge  that  one  who  was  a 
trader  was  dishonest  and  committed  fraud  actionable  if  he  was  a  trader  at  the 
time. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  24  A.  D.  104,  on  words  actionable  per  se. 

—  Words  imputing  unchastity  to  woman. 

Cited  in  Pollard  v.  Lyon,  91  U.  S.  225,  23  L.  ed.  308,  holding  that  spoken  words 
charging  a  woman  with  fornication  are  not  actionable  per  se  as  the  conduct  they 
impute,  although  involving  moral  turpitude,  is  not  an  indictable  offense;  Wood- 
bury v.  Thompson,  3  N.  H.  194,  holding  that  in  an  action  for  slander  that  words 
charging  a  woman  with  fornication  are  not  in  themselves  actionable;  Robert 
W.  v.  L.  L.  2  Nott  &  M'C.  204;  Davis  v.  Sladden,  17  Or.  259,  21  Pac.  140,— hold- 
ing that  words  spoken  of  a  female  charging  her  with  adultery,  fornication  or  in- 
continence of  any  sort  were  not  actionable  unless  special  damages  ensued. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  24  A.  D.  763,  on  actionableness  of  charging  married 
woman  with  adultery. 

Cited  in  note  .in  12  A.  D.  45,  on  actionability  of  words  imputing  unchastity. 

Distinguished  in  Williams  v.  Holdredge,  22  Barb.  396,  holding  that  to  charge 
a  married  woman  with  having  venereal  diseases  is  actionable  per  se  without 
proof  of  special  damages. 

3  AM.  DEC.  406,  TALCOT  v.  COMMERCIAL  INS.  CO.  2  JOHNS.  124. 
Seaworthiness  of  vessel. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  58  A.  D.  674;  30  A.  D.  212, — on  seaworthiness  of 
vessel. 
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Cited  in  note  in  58  A.  D.  674,  on  seaworthiness  in  connection  with  marine 
insurance. 

—  Presumption  as  to. 

Cited  in  Talcot  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  2  Johns.  130,  holding  that  defects  developed 
during  the  voyage  without  apparent  cause  are  deemed  to  have  existed  when  the 
voyage  was  begun;  Snethen  v.  Memphis  Ins.  Co.  3  La.  Ann.  474,  48  A.  D.  462; 
Swenson  v.  Snare  &  T.  Co.  145  Fed.  727, — to  same  point;  The  Arctic  Bird,  109 
Fed.  167,  holding  same  where  a  barge  sunk  in  smooth  water  shortly  after  start- 
ing on  a  voyage;  Walsh  v.  Washington  Marine  Ins.  Co.  32  N.  Y.  427   (affirming 
3  Robt.  202),  holding  same  of  a  vessel;  Rugely  v.  New  York  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
7  La.  Ann.  279,  56  A.  D.  603;  Paddock  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  11  Pick.  227,— holding 
same  where  it  was  proved  that  the  vessel  was  lost  by  springing  a  leak  and  found- 
ering in  moderate  weather  and  that  burden  was  on  insured  to  show  that  loss 
arose  from   perils  of  the  sea;   Wright  v.  Orient  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  6  Bosw.  269; 
Rathbone  v.  Neal,  4  La.  Ann.  563,  50  A.  D.  579, — holding  same  where  a  vessel 
was  compelled  to  put  into  an  intermediate  port  for  repair  there  being  no  bad 
weather;  The  Queen  of  the  Pacific,  75  Fed.  74,  holding  springing  leak  in  fair 
weather  shortly  after  sailing  and  such  that  it  was  necessary  to  beach  her,  raised 
a  presumption  of  unseaworthiness  or  threw  the  burden  on  the  carrier  to  show  how 
the  leak  arose;  Wex  v.  Boatman's  F.  Ins.  Co.  11  N.  Y.  S.  R.  713,  holding  that 
where  the  propeller  of  a  vessel  sunk  at  the  dock  while  taking  on  her  cargo 
the  presumption  was  that  she  was  unsea worthy;  Stephenson  v.  Piscataqua  F.  & 
M.  Ins.  Co.  54  Me.  55,  discussing  presumption  as  to  seaworthiness  of  a  vessel. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  48  A.  D.  465,  on  presumption  against  seaworthiness 
if  vessel  is  lost  without  stress  of  weather  or  without  sustaining  damages  from 
dangers  of  sea  or  accidents. 

Cited  in  note  in  2  A.  D.  187,  on  presumption  that  vessel  foundering  without 
adequate  cause  was  unseaworthy  before  setting  sail. 

—  Implied  warranty  of,  in  marine  insurance. 

Cited  in  The  Caledonia,  157  U.  S.  124,  39  L.  ed.  644,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  537, 
holding  that  in  every  contract  for  the  carriage  of  goods  by  sea  there  is  a 
warranty  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner  that  the  ship  is  seaworthy  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  voyage;  The  Rover,  33  Fed.  515,  holding  that  a  recital  in  a  charter 
that  the  vessel  is  "tight,  staunch,  strong,  and  in  every  way  fitted  for  the  8ervice,' 
is  an  express  warranty  of  her  seaworthiness  as  to  latent  defects;  Prescott  v. 
Union  Ins.  Co.  1  Whart.  399,  30  A.  D.  207,  holding  that  unseaworthiness  at  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage  will  be  defense  to  the  insurers  on  the  vessel  al- 
though she  arrived  in  safety  at  destination. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  D.    165,  on  implied  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness. 
New  trial  for  verdict  against  evidence. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank,  8  Daly,  481;  Heusner  v.  Houston 
W.  Street  &  P.  Ferry  R.  Co.  7  Misc.  48,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  365,— holding  that  an 
order  denying  a  new  trial  will  be  reversed  where  the  appellate  court  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  evidence  was  not  properly  weighed  by  the  jury. 

S  AM.  DEC.  410,  SMITH  v.  SMITH,  2  JOHNS.  235. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  under  pleadings. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  A.  D.  756,  on  admissibility  of  note,  bill,  etc,  under  count 
for  money  had  and  received. 
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Effect  of  promise  to  pay  sum  certain  in  commodities. 

Cited  in  Cleveland  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Kelley,  5  Ohio  St.  180;  Murray  v.  Harrison, 
47  Barb.  484,  33  How.  Pr.  90,  24  Phi  la  Leg.  Int.  228,— holding  that  paying  party 
may  pay  in  the  commodities,  but  receiving  party  must  receive  debt  in  money  if 
legally  tendered*  Wiley  v.  Shoemak,  2  G.  Greene,  5;  New  York  News  Pub.  Co.  v. 
National  S.  S.  Co.  148  N.  Y.  39,  42  N.  E.  514  (affirming  72  Hun,  158,  25  N.  Y. 
Supp.  401), — holding  that  where  a  party  agrees  to  pay  the  value  of  services 
rendered  in  specific  articles  of  property,  and  upon  demand  refuses  to  deliver  the 
property,  his  obligation  is  converted  into  one  for  payment  of  money;  Heywood  v. 
Heywood,  42  Me.  229,  66  A.  D.  277,  holding  that  when  sum  of  dollars  and  cents 
is  expressed  in  contract  to  be  paid  by  one  to  other,  it  is  not  to  be  rejected  for  a 
more  uncertain  standard;  Landau  v.  Levy,  1  Abb.  Pr.  376,  holding  that  in  an 
action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  payable  in  merchandise,  an  assignment  for  a  con- 
sideration by  payee  to  plaintiff  should  be  averred. 
Measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Stanton  v.  New  York  &  E.  R.  Co.  59  Conn.  272,  21  A.  S.  R.  110,  22 
Atl.  300,  holding  one  violating  contract  liable  for  all  direct  and  proximate  dam- 
ages resulting  therefrom;  Murray  v.  Gale,  5  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  236,  holding  that  on 
contract  which  is  expressed  to  be  for  payment  of  a  specified  number  of  dollars  the 
measure  of  damages  is  that  sum  in  legal  tender,  although,  in  the  contract  the 
words  "in  gold  or  silver  coin,"  be  added;  Jones  v.  Dimmock,  2  Mich.  N.  P.  87; 
Perry  v.  Smith,  22  Vt.  301;  Trowbridge  v.  Holcomb,  4  Ohio  St.  38;  Pinney  v. 
G  lea  son,  5  Wend.  393,  21  A.  D.  223  (reversing  5  Cow.  152), — holding  in  action 
for  nonpayment  of  note  payable  in  specific  articles  at  a  certain  price  the  sum 
expressed  and  not  the  value  of  the  articles  is  the  measure  of  damages;  Ames  v. 
Le  Rue,  2  McLean,  216,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  327;  Fletcher  v.  Derrickson,  3  Bosw.  181, — 
as  to  damages  recoverable  in  action  for  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  goods  at 
specified  price. 

Disapproved   in   Noonan  v.   Ilsley,    17   Wis.   323,   84  A.  D.  742,  holding  that 
measures  of  damages  for  failure  of  maker  of  instrument  which  is  payable  in 
three  hundred  dollars'  worth  of  railroad  stock  is  the  value  of  stock  at  time  of 
demand  and  interest. 
When  action  will  lie  for  money  had  and  received. 

Cited  in  Lockwood  v.  Kelsea,  41  N.  H.  185,  holding  that  action  for  money  had 
and  received  may  be  maintained  whenever  the  defendant  has  received  or  obtained 
possession  of  money  belonging  to  plaintiff  which  he  ought,  in  good  conscience,  to 
refund. 
—  On  bill  or  note. 

Cited  in  Pipes  v.  Norton,  47  Miss.  61,  holding  that  in  action  to  recover  money 
paid  on  drafts  they  should  be  produced  on  the  trial  or  their  absence  accounted  for ; 
Pierce  v.  Crafts,  12  Johns.  90;  Walrad  v.  Petrie,  4  Wend.  575;  Suydam  v.  Combs, 
15  N.  J.  L.  133;  Eagle  Bank  v.  Smith,  5  Conn.  71,  13  A.  D.  37,— holding  that  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received  may  be  maintained  by  payer  of  promissory 
note  against  the  maker;  Benjamin  v.  Tillman,  2  McLean,  213,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,304, 
holding  acceptance  of  bill  evidence  against  acceptor,  under  the  money  counts; 
Stowits  v.  Bank  of  Troy,  21  Wend.  186,  holding  proof  of  presentation  of  bills  and 
refusal  to  pay  admissible  under  the  common  money  counts;  Prindle  v.  Caruthers, 
15  N.  Y.  425,  as  to  admissibility  of  chattel  note  under  common  counts;  Boyd  v. 
Plumb,  7  Wend.  309;  Taplin  v.  Packard,  8  Barb.  221;  Payne  v.  Couch,  1  G. 
Greene,  64,  46  A.  D.  497, — holding  that  note  payable  in  specific  property,  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence  under  common  counts;  Carleton  v.  Brooks;  14  N.  H.  149, 
as  to  admissibility  of  contract  to  pay  in  specific  articles  under  the  money  counts. 
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Distinguished  in  Snell  v.  Kirby,  3  Mo.  21,  22  A.  D.  456,  holding  that  debt  will 
not  be  for  the  payment  of  a  stipulated  sum  in  property. 

Disapproved  in  Wilson  v.  George,  10  N.  H.  445,  holding  that  a  contract  by  which 
a  party  for  value  received,  promises  to  pay  a  certain  sum  in  specified  articles  or 
labor,  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  a  count  for  money  had  and  received. 
What  law  governs  In  construction  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Cox  v.  United  States,  6  Pet.  172;  Lee  v.  Sellick,  20  How.  Pr.  275,  32 
Barb.  522;  United  States  v.  Garlinghouse,  4  Ben.  194,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,189; 
Nicolls  v.  Rodgers,  2  Paine,  437,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,260;  Fitch  v.  Remer,  1  Bibs.  337, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,836;  Arnold  v.  Potter,  22  Iowa,  194;  Trabue  v.  Short,  5  Coldw. 
293;  Graham  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  84  N.  Y.  393,  38  A.  R.  528;  Hibernia  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Lacombe,  84  N.  Y.  367,  38  A.  R.  518;  Sherrill  v.  Hopkins,  1  Cow.  103;  Dyer  v. 
Hunt,  5  N.  H.  401;  Hicks  v.  Brown,  12  Johns.  142;  State  Bank  v.  Buckmaster, 
Breese  (111.)  133;  Smith  v.  Mead,  3  Conn.  253,  8  A.  D.  183,— holding  that  lex 
loci  contractus  governs  in  construction  of  contracts  unless  it  appears  from  the 
terms  of  the  contract  that  it  was  entered  into  with  the  view  to  the  laws  of 
another  state;  Fanning  v.  Consequa,  17  Johns.  511,  8  A.  D.  442,  holding  that 
where  contract  was  to  be  performed  in  another  country  than  where  made  the 
interest  was  payable  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  where  the  contract  was 
to  be  performed;  Lonsdale  v.  Brown,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  148,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,494, 
holding  that  bill  drawn  in  one  state  upon  person  living  in  another  is  a  foreign 
bill. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  9  A.  D.  682,  on  lex  loci  governing;  16  A.  D.  171,  on 
law  governing  contract;  8  A.  D.  187;  27  A.  D.  141, — on  law  governing  construction 
of  contract;  30  A.  S.  R.  828,  as  to  when  contract  is  governed  by  law  of  place  of 
performance;  12  A.  D.  150;  19  A.  D.  184, — on  law  governing  construction  and 
validity  of  contracts;  10  A.  S.  R.  698,  as  to  what  law  governs  the  construction  and 
enforcement  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  A.  D.  504,  on  what  law  governs  contracts;  91  A.  S.  R.  738, 
740,  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  interest  as  damages. 
Effect  of  bar  or  discharge  of  debt  by  foreign  law. 

Cited  in  Le  Roy  v.  Crowninshield,  2  Mason,  151,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,269,  holding 
that  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  where  contract  is  made  is  no 
bar  to  suit  in  foreign  tribunal;  Pugh  v.  Bussel,  2  Blackf.  366  (affirmed  on  rehear- 
ing, 2  Blackf.  394),  holding  debtor  who  received  a  discharge  in  insolvency  in 
Ohio  as  to  imprisonment  of  his  person,  both  residing  in  Ohio,  might  plead 
such  discharge  to  imprisonment  in  an  action  in  New  York  by  assignee  of  note. 
—  Foreign  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

Cited  in  Whitney  v.  Whiting,  35  N.  H.  457 ;  Goodsell  v.  Benson,  13  R.  I.  225 ; 
Van  Reim*dyk  v.  Kane,  1  Gall.  371,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,871;  Holmes  v.  Remsen,  20 
Johns.  229,  11  A.  D.  269, — holding  that  discharge  of  debtor  affords  no  relief  from 
his  foreign  debts;  Mitchel  v.  M'Millan,  3  Mart.  (La.)  676,  6  A.  D.  690,  hold- 
ing foreign  discharge  in  bankruptcy  not  available;  Phelps  v.  Borland,  30  Hun, 
366,  holding  discharge  good  when  accepted  by  creditor. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  D.  74;  12  A.  D.  141, — on  effect  of  discharge 
under  insolvent  law  of  another  state;  6  A.  D.  481;  7  A.  D.  119;  54  A.  D.  715, — 
on  effect  of  discharge  under  foreign  bankrupt  law;  30  A.  D.  274,  on  validity  ot 
state  laws  providing  for  discharge  of  insolvent  debtors;  37  A.  D.  250,  on  validity 
of  state  insolvent  laws  as  respects  antecedent  debts  and  indebtedness  to  non- 
residents; 43  A.  D.  454;  46  A.  D.  646, — on  effect  of  discharge  under  state  in- 
solvent laws  on  foreign  creditors. 

Cited  in  notes, in  94  A.  S.  R.  556,  on  foreign  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  and  in 
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insolvency;  23  A.  S.  R.  112,  on  effect  of  discharge  in  insolvency  as  against  non- 
residents. 

Distinguished  in  Towne  v.  Smith,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  115,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,115; 
Blanchard  v.  Russell,  13  Mass.  1,  7  A.  D.  106, — holding  that  a  discharge  under 
bankrupt  law  of  any  state  is  a  good  bar  to  an  action  brought  in  another  state 
of  which  the  creditor  is  a  citizen,  the -contract  sued  on  having  been  made  within 
the  state  which  enacted  the  law,  and  the  debtor  being  there  a  subject  and  citizen 
at  time  of  making  of  it. 

Disapproved  in  Adams  v.  Storey,  1  Paine,  79,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  66,  holding  that 
discharge  in  insolvency  proceedings  in  another  state  bars  recovery  on  the  debt. 
Promise  to  pay  debt  barred  by  discharge  in  insolvency  or  bankruptcy. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  43  A.  D.  176,  on  effect  of  promise  to  pay  debt  after 
discharge  in  bankruptcy;  44  A.  D.  353,  on  enforceability  of  new  promise  to  pay 
debt  discharged  by  bankruptcy. 

3  AM.  DEC.  415,  JACKSON  v.  CATMN,  2  JOHNS.  248. 
Statute  of  frauds  as  applied  to  judicial  sales. 

Cited  in  Ennis  v.  Waller,  3  Blackf.  472;  Hunt  v.  Gregg,  8  Blackf.  105;  Chap- 
man v.  Harwood,  8  Blackf.  82,  44  A.  D.  736;  Evans  v.  Ashley,  8  Mo.  177;  Clarke 
v.  Miller,  18  Barb.  269, — holding  sale  of  land  by  sheriff  within  statute  of  frauds 
and  deed  necessary  to  pass  title;  Nichol  v.  Ridley,  5  Yerg.  63,  26  A.  D.  254, 
holding  contra;  Willets  v.  Van  Alst,  26  How.  Pr.  325,  holding  that  sale  by  referee 
executing  judgment  of  court  in  action  of  foreclosure  is  within  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  note  in  43  A.  D.  531,  on  applicability  of  statute  of  frauds  to  sheriff's 
sales. 

Distinguished  in  Pomeroy  v.  Winship,  12  Mass.  513,  7  A.  D.  91,  holding  that 
no  objection  under  statute  of  frauds  will  lie  after  delivery  of  deed. 
—  Return  or  certificate  as  memorandum. 

Cited  in  Sanborn  v.  Chamberlin,  101  Mass.  409,  holding  that  return  is  sufficient 
memorandum  to  take  case  out  of  statute  of  frauds;  Gorham  v.  Wing,  10  Mich. 
486,  as  to  certificate  at  sheriff's  sale  as  designed  to  satisfy  statute  of  frauds. 
Requisites  of  escrow. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Fletcher,  27  Gratt.  403,  21  A.  R.  356;  Lawton  v.  Sager,  11 
Barb.  349;  Jordan  v.  Pollock,  14  Ga.  145;  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  McMillan,  29  Ala. 
147, — holding  that  deed  in  escrow  must  be  delivered  to  third  party  and  not  to 
grantee;  Wellborn  v.  Weaver,  17  Ga.  267,  63  A.  D.  235,  holding  that  delivery  is 
no  less  essential  to  an  escrow  than  a  deed. 
Writing  delivered  to  intermediary  as  present  deed  or  as  escrow. 

Cited  in  Graves  v.  Tucker,  10  Smedes  &  M.  9,  holding  that  to  make  a  deed  an 
escrow  the  delivery  must  be  conditional;  Stone  v.  Duvall,  77  111.  475,  holding  that 
delivery  of  deed  to  third  party,  to  be  retained  until  death  of  grantor,  and  then  de- 
livered to  grantee,  constitutes  a  delivery  in  escrow  and  will  pass  title  at  grantor's 
death  to  grantee  or  his  heirs;  Andrews  v.  Farnham,  29  Minn.  246,  13  N.  W.  161, 
holding  that  deed  of  quitclaim  left  with  stranger  to  be  delivered  when  inchoate 
title  of  grantor  should  mature  at  expiration  of  time  for  redemption,  is  to  be  con- 
sidered an  escrow;  Adler  v.  German i a  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  Misc.  347,  39  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1070,  holding  that  a  chattel  mortgage  given  to  secure  a  loan,  although  it  is  agreed 
that  indorsed  notes  may  be  substituted  for  it  at  a  specified  time  in  future,  can- 
not be  deemed  to  have  been  delivered  in  escrow;  Gaston  v.  Portland,  16  Or.  255,  19 
Pac.  127,  holding  it  not  necessary  that  the  condition  upon  which  a  deed  is  de- 
livered in  escrow  be  expressed  in  writing;  Parker  v.  Dustin,  22  N.  H.  424;  White 
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v.  Bailey,  14  Conn.  271, — holding  that  whether  a  deed  was  delivered  as  an  escrow, 
is  generally  a  question  of  fact;  Cagger  v.  Lansing,  43  N.  Y.  550,  holding  certain 
deed  merely  delivered  in  escrow ;  Huntington  v.  Smith,  4  Conn.  235,  holding  certain 
notes  to  have  been  delivered  in  escrow;  Skinner  v.  Baker,  79  111.  496,  holding 
deed  to  have  been  delivered  in  escrow;  Fitch  v.  Bunch,  30  Cal.  208,  holding  that 
deed  deposited  with  third  person  by  grantor,  to  be  delivered  to  grantee  upon  order 
of  grantor,  is  not  an  escrow;  Young  v.  Clarendon  Twp.  26  Fed.  805,  holding 
certain  bonds  to  have  been  delivered  in  escrow;  Brown  v.  Austen,  35  Barb.  341,  22 
How.  Pr.  394,  as  to  delivery  of  deed  in  escrow. 
When  title  passes  or  writing  In  escrow  takes  effect. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Craig,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  449,  holding  that  deed  delivered,  as  a 
deed  to  a  stranger,  to  be  delivered  to  the  party  on  condition,  is  binding  though 
the  condition  be  not  performed,  otherwise  if  delivered  as  an  escrow;  Parrott  v. 
Parrott,  1  Heisk.  681 ;  Taft  v.  Taft,  59  Mich.  185,  60  A.  R.  291,  26  N.  W.  426,— 
holding  that  until  the  delivery  by  the  depository  in  escrow,  in  conformity  with  the 
conditions  of  the  holding  no  title  passes  to  grantee;  Van  Tassel  v.  Burger,  119 
App.  Div.  509,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  273;  Peter  v.  Wright,  6  Ind.  183;  Wolcott  v.  Jones, 
7  Colo.  App.  360,  44  Pac.  675, — holding  deed  placed  in  escrow  ineffective  for  any 
purpose  until  condition  is  performed;  Lyttle  v.  Cozad,  21  W.  Va.  183,  holding  that 
if  bond,  perfect  on  its  face,  is  delivered  to  obligee  as  an  escrow,  it  is  valid  though 
the  condition  is  not  complied  with. 

Distinguished  in  Deardorff  v.  Foresman,  24  Ind.  481,  holding  that  surety  bound 
where  principal  delivers  instrument  perfect  in  its  face,  in  violation  of  condition 
that  it  shall  not  be  delivered  to  obligee  who  has  no  knowledge  of  the  condition. 
Rights  of  parties  to  an  escrow. 

Cited  in  Craddock  v.  Barnes,  142  N.  C.  89,  54  S.  E.  1003,  holding  that  grantor 
in  an  escrow  cannot  add  any  condition  not  existing  when  deed  was  placed  in 
escrow  and  thereby  defeat  grantee's  title. 
What  constitutes  valid  delivery  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Cook  v.  Brown,  34  *N.  H.  400,  holding  that  to  make  delivery  of  deed 
effectual  grantor  must  part  with  all  control  over  it;  Dietz  v.  Farish,  12  Jones  &  S. 
190,  holding  delivery  not  a  valid  one  within  the  rule;  Jacobs  v.  Alexander,  19 
Barb.  243,  holding  deed  inoperative  for  want  of  delivery;  Brooks  v.  Bobo,  4 
Strobh.  L.  38,  holding  that  where  parties  to  a  sealed  obligation,  executed  it  and 
left  it  in  the  hands  of  the  principal  obligor,  to  be  delivered  to  obligee  upon  con- 
dition that  he  would  discount  it,  there  was  no  delivery  to  the  obligee. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  37  A.  D.  680,  on  delivery  of  deed  as  escrow;  25 
A.  S.  R.  178,  on  what  constitutes  delivery  of  deed  in  escrow. 

Cited  in  notes  in  8  E.  R.  C.  619,  on  delivery  of  deed  in  escrow;  16  A.  D.  40,  on 
sufficiency  of  delivery  of  deed  to  third  person. 
Grantor's  consent  as  essential  to  delivery. 

Cited  in  Everts  v.  Agnes,  4  Wis.  356,  65  A.  D.  314,  holding  that  fraudulent  pro- 
curement of  deed  deposited  as  an  escrow  from  the  depository  by  the  grantee  will 
not  pass  title  to  grantee;  Newton  v.  Newton,  52  App.  Div.  96,  64  N.  C.  981,  hold- 
ing that  when  grantee  obtains  possession  of  deed  from  married  woman  by  false 
representations,  its  subsequent  delivery  by  husband  to  grantee  will  not  discharge 
her  dower. 
Effect  of  attainder  on  outstanding  rights. 

Cited  in  Lee  v.  Porter,  5  Johns.  Ch.  268,  holding  that  recital  in  act  of  legis* 
lature,  that  the  title  to  land  was  vested  in  the  state  by  attainder  of  a  certain 
person,  is  not  sufficient  to  devest  title  of  person  holding  adversely  without  a 
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regular  eviction  in  ordinary  course  of  law;  Carver  v.  Jackson,  4  Pet.  1,  7  L.  ed. 
761,  holding  that  power  under  marriage  settlement  to  dispose  of  land  does  not 
pass  to  state  upon  the  attainder  of  the  parties  holding  such  power. 

Cited  in  notes  in  1  L.R.A.  264,  on  civil  death;  18  L.R.A.  82,  83,  on  civil  death  in 
United  States. 
Civiliter  mortuus. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  v.  Chester,  53  Vt.  315,  38  A.  R.  677,  as  to  the  application  of 
the  term  at  common  law. 
Vesting  of  title  by  judicial  sale. 

Cited  in  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Merchant,  13  How.  Pr.  10,  holding  that  a  seizure  and 
sale  of  land  under  an  execution  does  not  devest  estate  of  debtor,  unless  purchase 
money  is  paid  and  deed  delivered. 
Effect  of  void  sheriff's  sale  on  title. 

Cited  in  Van  Alstine  v.  Wimple,  5  Cow.  162,  as  to  estate  left  in  debtor  after 
sheriff's  sale  which  did  not  pass  title. 
Effect  of  levy  on  land. 

Cited  in   Reynolds  v.   Rogers,  5   Ohio,   169,   holding  that  subsisting  levy  of 
execution  on  land  is  not  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 
What  constitutes  a  valid  contract  at  Judicial  sale. 

Cited  in  Swortzell  v.  Martin,  16  Iowa,  519,  holding  that  if  bid  is  made  and 
-accepted  at  judicial  sale  this  constitutes  a  valid  and  binding  contract. 

Cited  in  note  in  102  A.  S.  R.  242,  on  judicial  sales  within  statute  of  frauds. 
Assignability  of  contingent  rights  and  possibilities. 

Cited  in  Simpson  v.  Greeley,  8  Kan.  586;  Johnston  v.  Spicer,  41  Hun,  475,  5  N. 
Y.  S.  R.  40, — holding  that  a  mere  possibility  is  not  subject  of  a  grant  unless  it  is 
•coupled  with  an  interest. 
Abeyance  of  titles. 

Cited  in  Billings  v.  Baker,  28  Barb.  343,  holding  title  to  estates  never  in  abey- 
ance but  always  in  somebody. 
Construction  of  grants  by  public. 

Cited  in  Morey  v.  Orford  Bridge,  Smith  (N.  H.)  91,  holding  that  a  grant  of  a 
ferry  does  not  prevent  the  erection  of  a  bridge ;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Cooper  v.  Cory,  • 
8   Johns.   385,    holding   conveyance   of   courthouse   plat  void   because   made   by 
supervisors  when  title  was  in  che  "people"  of  the  county. 
When  legislation  is  deemed  exercise  of  judicial  power. 

Cited  in  Merrill  v.  Sherburne,  1  N.  H.  199,  8  A.  D.  52,  holding  that  when  legis- 
lature has  adjudicated  on  a  case  which  had  already  happened,  and  had  been  liti- 
gated between  individuals,  their  proceedings  must  be  deemed  an  exercise  of  judicial 
powers. 

-Constructive  notice  of  statutes. 

Cited  in  Neeson  v.  Bray,  46  N.  Y.  S.  R.  914,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  841,  imputing  con- 
structive notice  of  all  public  acts. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  20  A.  D.  381,  on  recitals  in  private  statute  as  evidence. 

3  AM.  DEC.  422,  LANSING  v.  GAINE,  2  JOHNS.  300. 
Delivery  as  giving  effect  to  bill  or  note. 

Cited  in  Woodford  v.  Dorwin,  3  Vt.  82,  21  A.  D.  573;  Cowing  v.  Altman,  71  N. 
Y.  435,  27  A.  R.  70, — holding  that  check  or  note  is  considered  as  made  on  day 
of  delivery. 
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Cited  in  reference  notes  in  83  A.  D.  248,  on  time  notes  take  effect;  46  A.  D.  292r 
on  delivery  essential  to  pass  title  to  note. 

Cited  in  note  in  6  L.R.A.  470,  on  necessity  for  delivery  to  validity  of  note. 

—  Immateriality  of  date. 

Cited  in  Inglish  v.  Breneman,  5  Ark.  377,  41  A.  D.  96,  holding  that  date  is  not 
necessary  to  validity  of  note. 
Notice  of  dissolution  of  partnership. 

Cited  in  Simonds  v.  Strong,  24  Vt.  642;  Lucas  v.  Bank  of  Darien,  2  Stew. 
(Ala.)  280;  Graves  v.  Merry,  6  Cow.  701,  16  A.  D.  471,— holding  that  notice  in 
newspaper  sufficient  to  all  persons  who  had  no  previous  dealings  with  firm; 
Ketcham  v.  Clark,  6  Johns.  144,  5  A.  D.  197,  holding  partnership  liable,  after  it  had 
expired  by  limitation  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  notice  of 
dissolution;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Weston,  162  N.  Y.  113,  56  N.  E.  494,  to  point 
that  general  notice  of  dissolution  of  partnership  must,  to  be  effectual,  be  season- 
ably in  one  or  more  newspapers  in  immediate  vicinity;  Wood  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  9 
Hun,  648,  holding  that  to  effectually  dissolve  a  partnership  as  to  persons  not 
dealing  with  it,  but  who  may,  from  the  publicity  of  its  firm  name,  have  known 
of  its  existence,  a  public  notice  or  some  equivalent  action  is  requisite;  Prentiss  v. 
Sinclair,  5  Vt.  149,  26  A.  D.  288;  Watkinson  v.  Bank  of  Pennsylvania,  4  Whart. 
482,  34  A.  D.  521, — holding  that  as  to  persons  who  have  had  previous  dealings 
with  a  partnership  an  actual  notice  to  them  of  the  dissolution  must  be  shown; 
Mauldin  v.  Branch  Bank,  2  Ala.  502,  holding  that  notice  of  dissolution  of  partner- 
ship published  in  one  of  the  usual  advertising  gazettes  of  the  place  where  the 
business  was  carried  is  conclusive  evidence  of  notice;  Southwick  v.  McGovern,  28 
Iowa,  533;  Backus  v.  Taylor,  84  Ind.  503, — holding  that  public  notice  of  disso- 
lution necessary;  Shurlds  v.  Tilson,  2  McLean,  458,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,827,  as  to 
modes  of  giving  notice  of  dissolution  of  partnership ;  Shaffer  v.  Snyder,  7  Serg.  & 
R.  503,  holding  that  evidence  of  witness  that  he  had  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  a 
partnership  at  a  particular  time  cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  in  a  suit  between 
others,  in  which  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  is  a  material  question. 

Cited  in  notes  in  16  A.  D.  475;  26  A.  D.  290, — on  notice  of  dissolution  of  part- 
nership; 23  L.  ed.  U.  S.  852,  on  what  notice  of  dissolution  of  firm  is  sufficient  to 
avoid  liability;    62  A.  D.   321,  on  inference  of  notice  arising  from  newspaper 
articles  or  publication  not  required  or  authorized  by  law. 
Implied  authority  of  partner  to  bind  Arm. 

Cited  in  Exchange  Bank  v.  Monteath,  26  N.  Y.  505,  holding  partnership  liable  to 
bona  fide  purchaser  for  notes  of  firm  fraudulently  issued  by  one  partner;  Stall  v* 
Catskill  Bank,  18  Wend.  466,  as  to  liability  of  partnership  to  bona  fide  holder 
of  commercial  paper  issued  by  one  member  of  firm  in  a  matter  not  relating  to 
business  of  firm,  and  without  knowledge  of  other  partners. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  37  A.  D.  186;  43  A.  D.  685, — on  partner's  power  to 
bind  firm  by  negotiable  instrument. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  A.  D.  117,  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  partners  power  to  bind 
firm  as  accommodation  sureties  or  indorsers. 

—  Limited  partnerships. 

Cited  in  Gray  v.  Ward,  18  111.  32,  holding  that  where  partnership  is  limited  to 
a  single  enterprise  the  law  will  not  imply  authority  of  one  partner  to  use  name  of 
firm  out  of  its  usual  business,  so  as  to  bind  firm;  Hess  v.  Werts,  4  Serg.  &  R. 
356,  as  to  liability  of  limited  partnerships  for  acts  of  one  partner. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  38  A.  D.  189,  on  power  of  partner  in  limited  partner- 
ship. 
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—  After  dissolution. 

Cited  in  Morrison  v.  Perry,  11  Hun,  33,  holding  that  after  dissolution  of  partner- 
ship neither  of  the  partners  can  give  notes  nor  accept  bills  so  as  to  bind  other 
partners;  Sutton  v.  Dillaye,  3  Barb.  529,  holding  that  after  dissolution  of  partner- 
ship one  of  the  partners  cannot  bind  the  others  by  an  agreement  to  collect  moneys 
in  the  partnership  name  for  a  third  person  having  knowledge  of  dissolution; 
White  v.  Union  Ins.  Co.  1  Nott  &  M'C.  556,  9  A.  D.  726 ;  Waters  v.  Harris,  28 
Jones  &  S.  192,  28  Abb.  N.  C.  89,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  370,— holding  that  upon  dissolu- 
tion of  firm  the  agency  of  each  partner  is  revoked  except  to  the  extent  of  closing 
up  past  transactions;  Gale  v.  Miller,  1  Lans.  451,  holding  that  partner  could  not 
bind  firm  by  check  issued  in  firm  name  after  dissolution;  Veale  v.  Hassan,  3 
M'Cord,  L.  278,  holding  that  after  dissolution,  one  partner  cannot  bind  other  by  a 
new  contract,  but  the  promise  of  one  partner  will  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  limitations;  Rice  v.  Goodenow,  Tappan  (Ohio)  126,  holding  an  in- 
dorsement in  a  partnership  name,  after  dissolution,  by  one  of  the  partners  but 
under  special  authority  from  the  others,  is  valid. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  13  A.  D.  505;  16  A.  D.  475;  36  A.  D.  311;  37  A.  D. 
612, — on  power  of  partner  to  bind  firm  after  dissolution;  25  A.  D.  363,  on  admis- 
sions by  partner  after  dissolution. 

Distinguished  in  White  v.  Toles,  7  Ala.  569,  holding  payment  to  one  partner  dis- 
charged debt  due  firm. 

Disapproved  in  Mann  v.  Locke,  ll  N.  H.  246,  holding  that  admissions  of  a 
partner,  made  after  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  is  competent  evidence  against 
the  firm  as  to  any  contract  made  prior  to  such  dissolution. 

—  Charging  firm  for  individual  debt. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Williams,  14  Wend.  146,  28  A.  D.  518;  Doty  v.  Bates,  11 
Johns.  544;  Joyce  v.  Williams,  14  Wend.  141;  Chazournes  v.  Edwards,  3  Pick.  5; 
Dob  v.  Halsey,  16  Johns.  34,  8  A.  D.  293;  Pierce  v.  Pass,  1  Port.  (Ala.)  232; 
Mauldin  v.  Branch  Bank,  2  Ala.  502;  Post  v.  Kimberly,  9  Johns.  470;  Van  Voorhis 
v.  Brown,  29  App.  Div.  119,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  440;  Lanier  v.  McCabe,  2  Fla.  32,  48 
A.  D.  173;  Livingston  v.  Roosevelt,  4  Johns.  251,  4  A.  D.  273, — holding  that  one 
partner  cannot  pledge  the  partnership  security  for  a  private  debt,  without  con- 
sent or  privity  of  other  partners;  Evernghim  v.  Ensworth,  7  Wend.  326,  holding 
that  debt  due  firm  cannot  be  discharged  by  applying  it  in  payment  of  an  individual 
debt  unless  with  knowledge  and  consent  of  other  partners;  Laverty  v.  Burr,  1 
Wend.  529,  holding  that  promissory  note  indorsed  by  one  member  of  partnership  in 
firm  name  as  security  for  the  debt  of  a  third  person,  with  knowledge  of  creditor,  is 
not  binding  upon  other  partner  unless  he  was  previously  consulted  or  subsequently 
assented  to  transaction;  Knapp  v.  McBride,  7  Ala.  19,  holding  that  if  partnership 
note  be  given  for  individual  debt  of  partner  making  it,  with  knowledge  of  the  party 
to  whom  it  was  given,  these  facts  must  be  shown  in  defense;  Firemen  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Bennett,  5  Conn.  574,  13  A.  D.  109,  holding  that  indorser  who  was  ignorant 
through  gross  negligence  of  the  fact  that  a  note  was  executed  by  one  partner  in 
partnership  name  for  his  individual  purposes  cannot  hold  firm  liable  on  note; 
Cook  v.  Bloodgood,  7  Ala.  683,  holding  that  a  law  partner  who  exceeds  his  author- 
ity by  taking  his  individual  notes  in  discharge  is  liable  to  other  partner  for  any 
injury  he  may  sustain  by  becoming  liable  to  the  client  on  account  of  the  satisfac- 
tion made  in  the  firm  name. 
Liability  for  unauthorized  acts  of  agent. 

Distinguished  in  Farmers'  &  M.  Bank  v.  Butchers'  &  D.  Bank,  16  N.  Y.  125,  69 
A.  D.  678  (affirming  14  N.  Y.  623),  holding  bank  liable  to  bona  fide  holder  of 
certified  check  issued  bv  cashier  without  authoritv. 
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Defenses  available  against  holder  of  note. 

Cited  in  Gibson  v.  Conner,  3  Ga.  47,  holding  note  in  hands  of  bona  fide  holder  as 
collateral  security  for  an  existing  debt  is  not  liable  to  the  equities  between  maker 
and  payee;  Rumsey  v.  Leek,  5  Wend.  20,  holding  that  note  void  for  want  of  con- 
sideration cannot  be  recovered  by  assignee  having  full  knowledge  of  the  facts; 
Smith  v.  Wyckoff,  3  Sandf.  Ch.  77,  holding  that  one  taking  note  with  knowledge 
of  failure  of  consideration  in  same  cannot  recover. 
—  Bona  fide  assignee  after  maturity. 

Cited  in  Perry  v.  Mays,  2  Bail  L.  354;  Hartnett  v.  Adler,  15  Daly,  69,— holding 
that  assignee  for  value  of  a  note  after  maturity  stands  in  position  of  assignee  of 
chose  in  action  and  not  of  an  indorsee  of  commercial  paper ;  Comstock  v.  Hoag,  5 
Wend.  600,  holding  that  holder  of  note  payable  to  bearer  in  possession  of  payee 
after  due  cannot  maintain  an  action  upon  it  against  the  maker,  if  the  payee  be 
mere  agent,  and  the  persons  having  beneficial  interest  in  note  forbid  its  payment  to 
him;  Gleason  v.  Moen,  2  Duer,  639;  Havens  v.  Huntington,  1  Cow.  387, — holding 
that  one  taking  notes  after  they  become  due  take  them  subject  to  every  defense 
which  existed  between  the  original  parties  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  to  him; 
Woodfolk  v.  Blount,  3  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  147,  9  A.  D.  736,  as  to  the  defenses  which  can 
be  interposed  against  holder  of  bill  indorsed  without  recourse  after  it  is  due  or 
payment  refused. 

Cited  in  reterence  notes  in  16  A.  S.  R.  666,  on  purchase  of  note  after  maturity; 
16  A.  D.  415,  on  defenses  to,  overdue  note;  3©  A.  D.  710,  as  to  what  defenses  in- 
dorsee of  overdue  note  is  subject. 

Cited  in  notes  in  46  L.R.A.  776,  on  defense  that  transfer  of  negotiable  paper 
after  maturity  was  unauthorized;  46  L.R.A.  758,  on  rights  acquired  by  trans- 
fer of  negotiable  paper  after  maturity. 
Delivery  In  escrow. 

Cited  in  Huntington  v.  Smith,  4  Conn.  235,  holding  certain  notes  to  have  been 
delivered  in  escrow. 

S  AM.  DEC.  427,  &MANS  v.  TURNBULL,  2  JOHNS.  SI 3. 
Ownership  In  lands  subject  to  easement. 

Cited  in  M'Donald  v.  Lindall,  3  Rawle,  492,  holding  that  if  land  is  given  as  a 
way  the  fee  remains  in  grantor  and  if  it  ever  becomes  unnecessary  as  a  way  the 
grantor  may  close  it. 
Rights  of  co-owners  of  easement. 

Cited  in  Mershon  v.  Wanamaker,  29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  177,  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  585  (af- 
firmed in  208  Pa.  292,  57  Atl.  569),  on  rights  of  one  common  grantee  of  easement 
asserting  superior  burden  to  another. 
Construction  of  grants. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Arredondo,  6  Pet.  691,  8  L.  ed.  547,  holding  that  grant 
is  to  be  construed  according  to  intention  of  the  parties. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  21  A.  S.  R.  656,  on  construction  of  grant  of  easement. 
Possession  indicative  of  title. 

Cited  in  McFarlane  v.  Kerr,  10  Bosw.  249,  holding  that  cutting  sedge  on  land 
below  high-water  mark  not  such  an  occupation  of  land  as  to  amount  to  adverse 
possession. 

—  Estoppel  by  acquiescence. 

Distinguished  in  Miller  v.  Piatt,  5  Duer,  272,  holding  that  owner  of  land  by 
merely  suffering  the  erection  of  a  wall  of  a  new  building  on  his  land  was  not 
estopped  from  setting  up  his  title. 
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Littoral  and  riparian  rights. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  New  Bedford  Bridge,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  401,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  15,867,  holding  high  water  the  line  between  public  and  private  rights;  Schulte 
t.  Warren,  120  111.  App.  10,  holding  that  owner  of  land  bounded  by  margin  of 
-stream,  whether  nevigable  or  non-navigable,  takes  to  the  middle  thread  of  the 
stream ;  McManus  v.  Carmichael,  3  Iowa,  1,  holding  that  while  the  Mississippi  is 
navigable  in  fact  the  owner  of  an  island  may  have  some  private  rights  in  the 
adjacent  bed  of  the  river;  Mulry  v.  Norton,  100  N.  Y.  424,  53  A.  R.  206,  3  N.  E. 
581  (affirming  29  Hun,  660),  holding  that  gradual  and  imperceptible  accretions 
belong  to  riparian  owner,  but  sudden  and  considerable  accretions  belong  to  the 
sovereign;  Gould  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  6  N.  Y.  522  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to 
rights  of  riparian  owners  between  high  and  low-water  mark. 

Cited  in  notes  in  54  A.  D.  584,  on  alluvion;  45  L.R.A.  242,  on  conflicting  rignts 
of  owner  and  public  as  to  land  between  high  and  low-water  mark;  100  A.  D. 
110,  as  to  what  passes  under  grant  of  ingress  and  egress  and  of  fishing  and  fowl- 
ing. 

—  Right  to  seaweed  and  like. 

Cited  in  Church  v.  Meeker,  34  Conn.  421 ;  Carr  v.  Carpenter,  22  R.  I.  528,  53 
L.R.A.  333,  48  Atl.  805;  Kenyon  v.  Nichols,  1  R.  I.  106;  Nudd  v.  Hobbs,  17  N.  H. 
524;  East  Hampton  v.  Kirk,  6  Hun,  257;  Parsons  v.  Miller,  15  Wend.  561; 
Phillips  v.  Rhodes,  7  Met.  322, — holding  that  seaweed  which  is  thrown  up  along 
the  shore  >elongs  to  owner  of  beach;  Hill  v.  Lord,  48  Me.  83,  holding  that  right  to 
take  seaweed  may  be  conveyed  by  the  owner  of  an  estate  without  conveying  the 
soil,  or  it  may  be  acquired  by  prescription;  Clement  v.  Burns,  43  N.  H.  609,  hold- 
ing that  riparian  owner  upon  navigable  waters  may  maintain  trespass  for  re- 
moval of  manure  and  sand  between  high  and  low-water  mark ;  Anthony  v.  Gifford, 
2  Allen,  549,  holding  that  seaweed  afloat  between  high  and  low- water  marks  be- 
longs to  public. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  16  A.  R.  53,  on  right  to  seaweed  deposited  between 
high  and  low-water  mark. 

Cited  in  note  in  23  E.  R.  C.  853,  on  right  of  finder  to  goods  floating  at  sea. 

Distinguished  in  Mather  v.  Chapman,  40  Conn.  382.  16  A.  R.  46,  holding  that 
seaweed  cast  and  left  on  shore,  between  high  and  low-water  mark,  belongs  to  the 
public;  Chapman  v.  Kimball,  9  Conn.  38,  21  A.  D.  707,  holding  that  right  to  sea- 
weed growing  below  low-water  mark  is  in  the  public. 

—  Right  to  ice. 

Cited  in  Brookville  &  M.  Hydraulic  Co.  y.  Butler,  91  Ind.  134,  46  A.  R.  580, 
holding  that  owner  of  easement  to  overflow  another's  land  not  entitled  to  the  ice, 
it  belonging  to  owner  of  fee;  Washington  Ice  Co.  v.  Shortall,  101  111.  46,  40  A.  R. ' 
196;  State  v.  Pottmeyer,  33  Ind.  402,  5  A.  R.  224,— holding  that  ice  attached  to 
soil  belongs  to  owner  of  bed  of  stream. 

Cited  in  note  in  38  A.  R.  257,  on  right  to  take  ice  from  streams. 
Effect  of  an  award. 

Cited  in  Merrick's  Estate,  5  Watts  &  S.  9.  holding  that  an  award  of  arbitrators 
chosen  by  the  parties  is  conclusive  of  the  controversy;  Crabtree  v.  Green,  8  Ga, 
8,  holding  that  although  an  award  may  not  have  the  operation  of  conveying  land 
it  will  estop  the  parties  to  it  from  setting  up  title  contrary  to  its  terms. 

S  AM.  DEC.  431,  SCOTT  v.  MBBY,  2  JOHNS.  SS«. 
Delivery  at  destination  as  necessary  to  earn  freight. 

Cited  in  The  Joseph  Farwell,  31  Fed.  844,  holding  delivery  of  cargo  at  desti- 
nation condition  precedent  to  right  to  freight. 
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Cited  in  reference  notes  in  30  A.  D.  718,  as  to  when  freight  is  due;  40  A.  S.  R. 
584,  as  to  when  freight  for  shipping  goods  is  earned. 
—  Pro  rata  freight  on  voyage  broken  up. 

Cited  in  Rossi ter  v.  Chester,  1  Dougl.  (Mich.)  154;  Welch  v.  Hicks,  6  Cow. 
504,  16  A.  D.  443, — holding  that  freight  pro  rata  itineris  is  due,  where  a  ship  in 
consequence  of  the  perils  of  the  sea,  without  any  fault  of  the  master,  goes  into 
port  short  of  her  destination,  and  is  unable  to  continue  voyage  and  the  goods  are 
received  by  owner  at  such  intermediate  point;  Harris  v.  Rand,  4  N.  H.  259,  17  A. 
D.  421.  holding  that  acceptance  by  owner  at  intermediate  point  raises  an  implied 
promise  to  pay  a  pro  rata  freight;  Escopiniche  v.  Stewart,  2  Conn.  391.  holding 
that  reception  of  cargo  by  stranger  at  intermediate  port,  sale  by  him  and  remit- 
tance of  proceeds  to  shipper,  is  not  equivalent  to  acceptance  by  shipper,  so  as  to 
render  him  liable  for  freight  pro  rata. 

Cited  in  note  in  60  A.  D.  154,  on  freight  pro  rata  itineris. 
Rights  in  voyages  to  interdicted  port. 

Cited  in  The  Saratoga,  2  Gall.  164,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,355,  holding  that  if,  pend- 
ing voyage,  there  be  an  interdiction  of  commerce  with  port  of  destination,  and 
in  consequence  the  voyage  is  broken  up,  no  wages  are  due;  King  v.  Delaware  Ins. 
Co.  2  Wash.  C.  C.  300,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,788,  holding  that  in  order  that  the  in- 
sured may  claim  loss  under  policy  by  reason  of  voyage  being  broken  up  on  account 
of  blockade,  there  must  be  an  actual  blockade. 

Distinguished  in  Palmer  v.  Lorillard,  16  Johns.  348  (reversing  15  Johns.  14), 
holding  contract  of  affreightment  not  dissolved  by  a  hostile  blockade,  but  per- 
formance is  merely  suspended,  and  the  shipowner  may  retain  the  goods  until  he 
can  prosecute  the  voyage  with  safety,  or  the  freighter  demand  them  on  tendering 
full  freight. 
Breaking  up  of  voyage  as  affecting  liability  for  charter  money. 

Cited  in  Penoyer  v.  Hallett,  15  Johns.  332,  8  A.  D.  239;  Towle  v.  Kettell.  5 
Cush.  18;  The  Harriman  (The  Harriman  v.  Emerick)  9  Wall.  161,  19  L.  ed.  629, 

2  Legal  Gaz.  276  (affirming  5  Sawy.  611,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,104)  ;  Donahoe  v.  Kettell, 
1  Cliff.  135.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,980, — holding  that  if  entire  voyage  or  whole  service 
is  stipulated  for  in  charter  party,  the  shipowner  cannot  recover  on  contract  unless 
whole  voyage  or  entire  service  is  performed ;  The  Spartan,  25  Fed.  44,  on  effect  of 
the  blockade  of  the  port  of  destination  on  the  obligations  of  charter  party; 
Coffin  v.  Storer,  5  Mass.  252,  4  A.  D.  54,  holding  that  where  ship  is  wrecked  and 
the  cargo  afterwards  transported  to  agreed  port  of  delivery,  the  hirer  of  vessel 
shall  pay  the  hire  as  if  the  voyage  had  been  performed. 

3  AM.  DEC.  433,  BIRD  v.  CARITAT,  3  JOHNS.  S42. 
Parties  to  action  to  enforce  debts  due  bankrupt. 

Cited  in  Ontario  Bank  v.  Mumford,  2  Barb.  Ch.  596,  holding  that  where  one 
has  been  decreed  a  bankrupt  or  makes  an  assignment  under  an  insolvency  act,  the 
action  for  the  recovery  of  a  debt  is  brought,  in  the  name  of  the  assignee; 
Sims  v.  Ross,  8  Smedes  &  M.  557,  holding  that  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
may  be  joined  in  a  suit  on  a  note  owned  by  a  partnership,  where  such  bankrupt 
was  one  of  the  partners. 
Right  of  nonresident  to  sue. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Carpenter,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  1,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,785,  holding 
alien  suing  in  this  country  entitled  to  no  greater  nor  less  rights  than  citizens. 
—  Foreign  assignee. 

Cited  in  Re  Waite,  99  N.  Y.  433,  2  N.  E.  440;  Holmes  v.  Remsen,  4  Johns.  Ch. 
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460, — holding  that  it  is  general  practice  among  nations  to  admit  and  give 
effect  to  the  title  of  foreign  assignees;  Fisk  v.  Brackett,  32  Vt.  798,  78  A.  D. 
612  holding  that  whether  an  assignee  under  the  insolvent  laws  of  another  state 
may  sue  in  his  own  name  is  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  suit 
is  brought;  Abraham  v.  Plestoro,  3  Wend.  538,  20  A.  D.  738,  holding  assign- 
ment under  foreign  bankruptcy  law  admissible  to  prove  assignee's  title;  Hoyt 
v.  Thompson,  5  N.  Y.  320,  sustaining  the  right  of  an  assignee  of  a  receiver  of  an 
insolvent  foreign  corporation  to  maintain  actions  for  the  recovery  of  choses  in  ac- 
tion; Hooper  v.  Tuckerman,  3  Sandf.  311,  sustaining  the  right  of  an  assignee 
under  the  insolvency  laws  of  another  state  to  enforce  rights  in  courts  of  this 
state;  Topham  v.  Chapman,  1  Mill,  Const.  283,  12  A.  D.  627,  sustaining  the 
right  of  an  assignee  to  sue  in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt  in  a  foreign  court; 
Raymond  v.  Johnson,  11  Johns.  488,  holding  that  a  foreign  assignee  will  not 
be  allowed  to  prosecute  in  his  own  name;  Brush  v.  Curtis,  4  Conn.  312,  same  as 
to  negotiable  instrument  held  by  an  assignment  under  the  insolvent  laws  of  an- 
other state;  Willink  v.  Renwick,  23  Wend.  63,  holding  that  a  proceeding  to  en- 
force the  obligation  of  a  foreign  bankrupt  must  be  in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt; 
Beeler  v.  Pittsburgh  Farmers'  &  M.  Turnp.  Road  Co.  14  Pa.  162,  to  the  same 
point. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  73  A.  D.  676,  on  right  of  foreign  assignee  to  sue. 
Law  governing  question  of  parties  to  action. 

Cited  in  Foss  v.  Nutting,  14  Gray,  484,  holding  that  the  lea  fori  must  govern 
in  an  action  upon  a  contract. 
Effect  of  foreign  laws. 

Cited  in  Holmes  v.  Rem  sen,  20  Johns.  229,  11  A.  D.  269,  on  extraterritorial 
effect  of  laws. 
—  Of  foreign  insolvency  laws. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Hunt,  23  Wend.  87,  holding  that  an  assignment  in  invitum 
under  the  law  of  one  state  has  no  operation  in  another;  Perry  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Brown, 
2  Woodb.  &  M.  449,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,015,  holding  that  comity  alone  gives  force 
to  a  foreign  bankrupt  assignment;  Abraham  v.  Plestoro,  3  Wend.  538,  20  A.  D. 
738  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  effect  of  a  foreign  statutory  assignment  on 
property  situated  here. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  17  A.  D.  769,  on  assignment  under  foreign  bank- 
rupt law;  12  A.  D.  632,  on  effect  of  assignment  under  foreign  bankrupt  law. 

Cited  in  note  in  23  L.R.A.  44,  on  transfer  of  personal  property  out  of  state  by 
bankruptcy  transfers. 
Amount  requisite  to  tender  before  suit  begun. 

Cited  in  Studwell  v.  Cooke,  38  Conn.  549,  holding  that  before  service  on  the 
defendant  he  may  tender   to   plaintiff  the   amount  of   the   debt  alone   without 
costs. 
What  considered  commencement  of  suit. 

Cited  in  Fowler  v.  Sharp,  15  Johns.  323;  Society  for  Propagating  the  Gospel 
v.  Whitcomb,  2  N.  H.  227;  Updike  v.  Ten  Broeck,  32  N.  J.  L.  105;  Bronson  v. 
Earl,  17  Johns.  63;  Koon  v.  Greenman,  7  Wend.  121;  Cross  v.  Barber,  16  R.  I. 
266,  15  Atl.  69;  McLarren  v.  Thurman,  8  Ark.  313;  Cheetham  v.  Lewis,  3  Johns. 
42, — holding  that  the  suing  out  of  the  writ  is  the  commencement  of  a  suit; 
Hogan  v.  Cuyler,  8  Cow.  203;  Carruth  v.  Church,  6  Barb.  504;  Osborn  v.  Mon- 
cure,  3  Wend.  170, — holding  the  issuing  of  a  capias  to  be  the  commencement 
of  a  suit;  Retan  v.  Drew,  19  Wend.  304,  holding  the  filing  of  a  declaration  and 
entry  of  rule  to  plead  to  be  the  commencement  of  suit;  Jackson  v.  Brooks,  14 
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Wend.  649,  holding  that  a  delivery  of  a  capias  to  a  sheriff  is  a  commencement 
of  a  suit. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  A.  D.  345,  on  issuance  of  writ  as  commencement  of  action. 

Distinguished  in  Parker  v.  Colcord,  2  N.  H.  36;  Hull  v.  Peters,  7  Barb.  331,— 
holding  that  suit  is  not  commenced  until  a  declaration  is  filed  and  served. 
Existence  of  cause  of  action  at  time  of  suit. 

Cited  in  Society  for  Propagating  the  Gospel  v.  Whitcomb,  2  N.  H.  227,  holding 
that  a  cause  of  action  must  be  proved  to  have  existed  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action. 
Plea  of  general  issue. 

Distinguished  in  Texier  v.  Gouin,  5  Duer,  389,  holding  that  code  has  abolished 
the  general  issue. 
Accord  and  satisfaction  as  bar  to  suit. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Highland  Turnp.  16  Johns.  86,  holding  that  an  accord 
executed  by  delivering  a  collateral  thing  which  is  agreed  to  be  accepted  as  satis- 
faction is  a  bar  to  the  pre-existing  demand. 
Objections  to  pleading  or  substance. 

Cited  in  Houghton  v.  Page,  2  N.  H.  42,  9  A.  D.  30,  holding  that  the  objection 
that  a  note  made  in  a  foreign  state  is  usurious  by  the  laws  of  that  state  is 
not  an  objection  as   to  form  of  pleading  but  as  to  nature  and  effect  of  con- 
tract. 
Time  for  amendments. 

Cited  in  Currie  v.  Henry,  3  Johns.  140,  as  having  held  it  too  late  r*ter  the 
term  in  which  judgment  was  given  to  ask  leave  to  withdraw  a  demurrer  or  to 
amend. 

3  AM.  DEC.  437,  CHERIOT  v.  BARKER,  2  JOHNS.  346. 
Interest  covered  by  insurance  on  "freight"  vessel. 

Cited  in  Huth  v.  New  York  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  8  Bosw.  538,  holding  that  "freight" 
unexplained  covered  only  that  which  the  vessel  would  earn  for  her  owners;  Riley 
v.  Delafield,  7  Johns.  522,  holding  that  an  interest  in  profits  of  a  voyage  which 
was  not  technically  freight  could  not  recover  under  insurance  generally  of 
freight;  Kleine  v.  Catara,  2  Gall.  61,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,869,  holding  that  where 
by  terms  of  charter  party,  the  ship  is  to  be  navigated  at  the  expense  of  the  own- 
er, and  where  whole  tonnage  of  the  ship  is  not  let  for  hire  the  charterer  is  not 
the  owner  of  the  ship  for  the  voyage  so  as  to  make  the  freight  earned  as  of  his 
account;  Reina  v.  Cross,  6  Cal.  29,  on  what  is  to  be  considered  within  the  term 
"freight"  as  used  to  designate  earnings  of  vessels;  Huth  v.  New  York  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
8  Bosw.  538  (dissenting  opinion),  on  interest  insurable  as  "freight/' 

Distinguished  in  Clark  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  16  Pick.  289,  holding  that  charterer 
who  has  as  perfect  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  a  ship  for  a  voyage  as  if  he  is  the 
absolute  owner  may  insure  his  interest  in  the  earnings  of  the  vessel  as  freight 
Effect  of  misstatement  of  material  fact  In  application. 

Cited  in  Rowley  v.  Empire  Ins.  Co.  36  N.  Y.  550,  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  131,  holding 
that  the  agent  of  an  insurance  company  in  filling  up  a  blank  application  for  in- 
surance acts  as  agent  of  the  company  and  a  misstatement  therein  not  induced 
by  instructions  of  applicant  does  not  avoid  policy. 
Conclusively oo  of  contract  of  insurance. 

Cited  in  Glendale  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co.  21  Conn.  19,  54  A. 
D.  30fc;  Jennings  v.  Chenango  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  2  Denio,  75, — holding  that  no 
extrinsic  evidence  can  be  admitted  to  contradict,  control,  or  extend  a  policy  on  its 
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face  clear  and  explicit;  Huth  v.  New  York  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  8  Bosw.  538,  holding 
any  previous  intention  of  parties  is  inadmissible  in  construction  of  a  policy; 
Mellen  v.  National  Ins.  Co.  1  Hall,  500,  holding  parol  proof  of  intention  to  insure 
profits  on  a  charter  party  under  the  general  term  of  freight  is  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  86  A.  D.  371,  on  parol  evidence  to  control  or 
modify  contract  of  insurance;  48  A.  D.  469,  on  controlling  effect  of  intent  of  par- 
ties to  contract  of  insurance;  43  A.  D.  431,  on  proof  of  mistake  in  insurance  policy 
clear  on  face;  39  A.  D.  549,  on  controlling  effect  of  policy  when  terms  are  ex- 
plicit. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1182,  on  intention  of  parties  as  affecting  parol- 
evidence  rule  as  to  varying  or  contradicting  written  contracts  as  applied  to  in- 
surance policies.  ■ 
Warranties  by  insured. 

Cited  in  Kennedy  v.  St.  Lawrence  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  10  Barb.  285,  holding 
that  the  rule,  that  warranty  does  not  extend  to  defects  which  are  known  to  the 
purchaser,  does  not  apply  to  warranties  contained  in  contracts  of  insurance. 
Waiver  of  conditions  in  policy. 

Cited  in  note  in  26  A.  R.  371,  on  insurer's  waiver  of  conditions  in  policy  by 
reason  of  agent's  knowledge  of  facts. 

3  AM.  DEC.  439,  CORTELYOU  ▼.  VAN  BRUNDT,  2  JOHNS.  357. 
Right  to  fish. 

Cited  in  Gould  v.*  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  6  N.  Y.  522,  holding  that  the  right  to 
fish  is  regarded  as  an  easement;  Halscy  v.  McCormick,  13  N.  Y.  296,  holding 
that  all  citizens  have  a  right  to  the  sea  for  the  purpose  of  fishing. 
Riparian  rights  in  navigable  waters. 

Cited  in  Nelson  v.  Cornwell,  3  Gratt.  724,  holding  that  the  right  of  a  riparian 
owner  on  tide  waters  does  not  extend  beyond  ordinary  high-water  mark ;  Hagan 
v.  Campbell,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  9,  33  A.  D.  267,  holding  that  at  common  law  a  ripa- 
rian tidal  owner  takes  only  to  high  water;  Sloan  v.  Biemiller  34  Ohio  St.  492, 
holding  that  a  grant  of  land  giving  Lake  Erie  and  Sandusky  bay  as  a  boundary 
extends  to  the  line,  at  which  the  water  usually  stands,  when  free  from  dis- 
turbing causes;  Seaman  v.  Smith,  24  111.  521,  holding  same  of  conveyance  calling 
for  Lake  Michigan. 

Cited  in  notes  in  5  L.R.A.  61,  on  riparian  rights  of  owners  bounding  on  navig- 
able stream;  23  £.  R.  C.  161,  on  right  of  riparian  owner  to  access  to  water. 
Rights  in  bank  of  navigable  waters. 

Cited  in  Gough  v.  Bell,  21  N.  J.  L.  156,  holding  that  the  soil  between  ordinary 
high  and  low-water  mark' belongs  to  the  state. 

Cited  in  notes  in  4  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   880,  on  right  of  way  on  shore  by  custom  or 
prescription;  5  L.R.A.  685,  on  seashore  under  common  law. 
Prescriptive  estates  in  land. 

Cited  in  Donnell  v.  Clark,  19  Me.  174,  holding  that  prescription  applies  only  to 
incorporeal  hereditaments;  Ferris  v.  Brown,  3  Barb.  106,  holding  that  no  pre- 
scription can  give  a  title  to  lands;  Post  v.  Pearsall,  22  Wend.  425,  denying  all 
prescriptive  rights  to  interest  in  or  profits  of  another's  land;  State  V.  Wilson, 
42  Me.  9,  holding  that  prescription  will  give  no  right  to  the  exclusive  occupLlion 
of  another's  land;  Post  v.  Pearsall,  22  Wend.  425,  denying  the  right  of  a  party 
to  establish  the  right  to  deposit  manure  on  premises  by  user  and  custom; 
Simpson  v.  Coe,  4  N.  H.  3Q1,  to  the  point  that  a  right  may  be  claimed  and  sus- 
tained in  this  state  by  prescription. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  30  A.  D.  278,  on  presumption  of  grant  of  right  of  way. 
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Cited  in  note  in   II  A.  D.  663,  on  acquisition  of  easement  by  opeiation  of 
statute  of  limitations. 
—  Prescription  by  public. 

Cited  in  Copp  v.  Neal,  7  N.  H.  275,  holding  that  the  public  can  acquire  only  an 
easement  in  soil  by  prescription;  Boston  v.  Richardson,  105  Mass.  351,  holding 
that  the  use  of  lands  for  a  public  landing  place  will  at  most  show  a  mere  easement; 
Thomas  v.  Ford,  63  Md.  346,  52  A.  R.  513,  denying  common-law  right  to  public 
landing  place  by  prescription;  Pearsall  v.  Post,  20  Wend.  Ill,  holding  that  user 
of  the  soil  of  an  individual  as  a  place  of  deposit  cannot  be  urged  by  the  public 
to  found  a  claim  by  prescription;  Munson  v.  Hungerford,  6  Barb.  265,  holding 
that  a  party  cannot  claim  the  right  to  float  logs  m  a  stream  during  spring 
freshets,  by  custom;  Curtis  v.  Keesler,  14  Barb.  511,  holding,  that  the  public 
cannot  acquire  an  easement  by  prescription;  Craig  v.  Rochester  City  &  B.  R.  Co. 
39  Barb.  494,  holding  that  the  right  to  use  land  for  the  purpose  of  a  railroad 
cannot  be  acquired  by  prescription. 
Evidence  of  custom  or  usage. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  54  A.  D.  321,  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  usage 
to  explain  or  control  express  contract. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  A.  S.  R.  632,  on  proof  of  custom  or  usage  to  contravene 
rule  of  law  or  to  alter  or  contradict  terms  of  unambiguous  contract;  49  A.  S.  R. 
691,  on  admissibility  of  usage  to  explain  unambiguous  deed. 
Ownership  of  fee  of  soil  in  highway. 

Cited  in  Post  v.  Pearsall,  22  Wend.  425,  holding  fee  of  dedicated  highway  in 
dedicator;  Kelsey  v.  King,  33  How.  Pr.  39,  holding  that  by  dedication  public 
acquire  no  rights  except  those  of  passage  and  repassage  and  such  as  are  incidents 
thereto;  Northern  Turnp.  Road  Co.  v.  Smith,  15  Barb.  355;  Bloomfield  &  R. 
Natural  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Calkins,  62  N.  Y.  386;  Higgins  v.  Reynolds,  31  N.  Y. 
151;  Starr  v.  Camden  &  R.  R.  Co.  24  N.  J.  L.  592;  Savannah  v.  Steam  Boat 
Co.  R.  M.  Charlt.  (Ga.)  342;  Rogers  v.  Bradshaw,  20  Johns.  735,— holding  that 
under  the  common  law  the  right  of  soil  in  a  public  highway  belongs  to  the 
abutting  owner  subject  to  the  right  of  passage;  Chatham  v.  Brainerd,  11  Conn. 
60;  Mott  v.  New  York,  2  Hilt.  358;  Adams  v.  Saratoga  &  W.  R.  Co.  11  Barb. 
414, — holding  that  the  legal  presumption  is  that  the  fee  is  in  the  abutting 
owner;  Mitchell  v.  Einstein,  42  Misc.  358,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  759,  holding  that  an 
easement  only  is  acquired  where  land  is  taken  for  highway  or  road  purposes; 
Bissell  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  23  N.  Y.  61;  Adams  v.  Rivers,  11  Barb.  390,— 
holding  that  lots  bounded  by  public  streets  extend  to  the  center  of  the  street; 
Dubuque  v.  Maloney,  9  Iowa,  450,  74  A.  D.  358,  holding  under  act  laying  of 
streets  in  Dubuque,  that  the  legal  title  to  soil  subject  to  public  easement  is  in 
the  owners  of  the  lots  on  each  side  of  the  street ;  Moore  v.  Johnston,  87  Ala.  220, 
6  So.  50,  holding  that  the  existence  of  a  public  easement  over  land  does  not 
effect  the  technical  seisin  of  the  land;  Kellogg  v.  Malin,  50  Mo.  496;  11  A.  K. 
426,  holding  that  it  is  no  breach  of  the  covenant  of  seisin;   Stiles  v.   Curtis, 

4  Day,  328,  on  the  ownership  of  the  fee  in  a  public  highway. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  74  A.  D.  366,  on  highway  as  easement;  4  A.  D. 
161,  on  rights  in  highways;  8  A.  D.  126,  on  rights  of  public  in  highway;  44 
A.  D.  139,-  on  adjoining  owner's  fee  in  highway;  69  A.  D.  546,  on  right  of 
owner  of  fee  in  highway  to  maintain  trespass. 

Cited  in  notes  in  101  A.  S.  R.  Ill,  on  abutting  owner's  right  to  soil  and 
minerals  in  highway;  23  A.  D.  209,  on  power  of  public  to  acquire  easement 
only  to  land  granted  for  highway;  56  A.  R.  251,  on  laying  gas  pipes  in  highway 
as  additional  servitude. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


^85  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  [439-442 

# 
Distinguished  in  Griffin  v.  Martin,  7  Barb.  297,  holding  under  statute  unde* 
which  a  dedication  was  made  that  a  greater  interest  passed  to  the  public  than  a 
mere  easement. 

—  Possessory  rights. 

Cited  in  Cowenhoven  v.  Brooklyn,  38  Barb.  9;  Gidney  v.  Earl,  12  Wend.  98,— 
holding  that  the  person  in  possession  of  a  farm  or  lot  through  which  a  highway 
passes  is  in  contemplation  of  law  in  possession  of  the  highway  subject  to  the 
public  easement;  Brown  v.  Galley,  Hill  &  D.  Supp.  308;  Blashfield  v.  Empire 
State  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  250;  Cooper  v.  Smith,  9  Serg.  &  R.  26,  11 
A.  D.  658;  Hollenbeck  v.  Rowley,  8  Allen,  473;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Yates  v.  Hatha- 
way, 15  Johns.  447,  8  A.  D.  263, — holding  that  the  person  in  whom  the  fee  of 
the  road  is  may  maintain  trespass  or  ejectment  or  waste  for  any  infringement  of 
the  rights  of  the  owner  of  the  fee;  Mortimer  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  25  Jones  &  S. 
-509,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  536;  Hymes  v.  Esty,  36  Hun,  147;  Re  Seventeenth  Street,  1 
Wend.  262, — holding  that  trespass  will  lie  by  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  ground 
for  the  exclusive  appropriation  of  the  soil  of  a  highway;  Miner  v.  New  York, 
•6  Jones  &  S.  171,  holding  any  use  of  a  highway  except  for  a  street  or  road 
is  a  trespass  on  owner's  fee. 

—  Right  to  profits  and  incidents  of  fee  ownership. 

Cited  in  Boiling  v.  Petersburg,  3  Rand,  563,  holding  that  the  freehold  and  the 
profits  of  a  public  highway  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land;  Caulkins 
v.  Mathews,  5  Kan.  191,  holding  that  the  public  have  not  the  right  of  pasturage 
on  the  road;  Hagan  v.  Campbell,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  9,  33  A.  D.  267,  holding  the  fact 
of  a  highway  on  the  bank  of  a  navigable  river  does  not  exclude  proprietor  from 
riparian  rights. 
Public  landings  as  highways. 

Cited  in  Pearsall  v.  Post,  20  Wend.  Ill,  as  a  case  showing  the  recording  of  a 
public  landing  place  in  an  old  road  book. 
Breach  of  covenant. 

Cited  in  note  in  125  A.  S.  R.  454,  on  existence  of  easement  as  breach  of  covenant 
of  seisin. 

&  AM.  DEC.   442,  WHIPPLE  v.  FOOT,  2  JOHNS.   418. 
Nature  of  property,  in  growing  crops. 

Cited  in  Stall  v.  Wilbur,  77  N.  Y.  158,  holding  that  growing  crops  are  not  a 
part  of  the  real  estate  on  which  they  are  growing;  Harris  v.  Frink,  49  N.  Y.  24, 
10  A.  R.  318,  holding  that  they  belong  to  the  sower;  Bank  of  Lansingburgh  v. 
Oary,  1  Barb.  542,  holding  that  which  is  the  annual  produce  of  labor  and  of 
the  cultivation  of  the  earth  is  considered  as  chattels;  Adams  v.  Smith,  Breese 
(111.)  221,  on  same  point;  Kittredge  v.  Woods,  3  N.  H.  503,  14  A.  D.  393; 
Mumford  v.  Whitney,  15  Wend.  380,  30  A.  D.  CO, — same  as  to  growing  wheat  or 
corn;  Harris  v.  Frink,  49  N.  Y.  24,  10  A.  R.  318,  holding  that  one  who  enters 
the  land  of  another  and  puts  in  crops,  under  a  parol  license  to  do  so,  is  entitled 
to  the  crops;  Phillips  v.  Keysaw,  7  Okla.  674,  56  Pac.  695,  holding  that  until 
the  possession  of  an  adverse  holder  is  terminated  by  ouster  the  party  so  adversely 
holding  is  entitled  to  the  crop  harvested  before  ouster;  Simanek  v.  Nemetz,  120  . 
Wis.  42,  97  N.  W.  508,  holding  that  a  grantor  under  a  warranty  deed  is  not  es- 
topped by  the  covenants  of  his  deed  from  acquiring  the  title  to  the  emblements  of 
the  land  and  holding  them  against  the  grantee ;  Caldwell  v.  Custard,  7  Kan.  303, . 
holding  that  testimony  showing  who  is  the  owner  of  the  land  is  not  evidence  as 
to  who  owns  the  annual  crop  growing  on  it;  Buck  v.  Pickwell,  27  Vt.  157;  Owens 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 25. 
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v.  Lewis,  46  Ind.  488,  15  A.  R.  295;  Green  y.  Armstrong,  1  Denio,  550,— 
on  the  distinction  between  the  natural  productions  of  the  earth  and  annual  pro- 
ductions raised  by  industry  of  man  as  to  character  of  property. 

Cited  in  notes  in  35  A.  D.  742,  on  right  to  growing  crops;  64  A.  D.  369,  on 
right  of  tenant  for  life  to  emblements;  17  A.  R.  597,  on  sale  of  growing  tree* 
and  crops  within  statute  of  frauds. 

Distinguished  in  Brackett  v.  Goddard,  54  Me.  309,  holding  that  trees  cut 
down  and  lying  on  the  ground  with  the  tops  and  branches  remaining  on  them 
will  pass  by  a  deed  to  the  land;  Shepard  v.  Philbrick,  2  Denio,  174,  holding 
that  a  purchaser  of  a  growing  crop  acquires  only  the  interest  of  the  party  owning 
it  and  is  subject  to  the  rights  of  mortgagor  of  the  premises. 

—  Perennials. 

Cited  in  Wintermute  v.  Light,  46  Barb.  278,  holding  that  as  between  landlord 
and  tenant  wine  plants  are  personal  property. 

—  Alienation  of  crops. 

Cited  in  Devore  v.  Kemp,  3  Hill  L.  259;  Northern  v.  Slate,  1  Ind.  113;  Lacus- 
trine Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Lake  Guano  &  F.  Co.  82  N.  Y.  476, — holding  that  growing 
crops  may  be  sold  as  chattels;  Erskine  v.  Plummer,  7  Me.  447,  22  A.  D.  216; 
Westbrook  v.  Eager,  16  N.  J.  L.  81;  Austin  v.  Sawyer,  9  Cow.  39, — holding  that 
the  property  in  growing  wheat  will  pass  by  parol;  Stra whacker  v.  Ives,  114 
Iowa,  661,  87  N.  W.  669,  holding  that  a  sale  of  a  growing  crop  so  far  separates 
it  from  the  soil  as  to  pass  title  to  it  independent  of  an  estate  in  land;  Cutler  v. 
Pope,  13  Me.  377,  same  as  to  grass  already  grown  and  in  condition  to  be  cut; 
Bryant  v.  Crosby,  40  Me.  9,  same  as  to  oats,  wheat,  and  corn  not  harvested;  Re 
Sullivan,  142  Fed.  620,  holding  that  corn  standing  in  the  field  on  the  homestead 
of  a  bankrupt  which  had  fully  matured  at  the  date  of  the  bankruptcy  is  not 
exempt  as  a  part  of  the  realty;  Steffin  v.  Steffin,  4  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  179, 
holding  a  surrender  of  a  lease  after  execution  issued  and  levied  on  the  crops  does 
not  carry  crops;  Sexton  v.  Breese,  135  N.  Y.  387,  32  N.  E.  133,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
526  (affirming  57  Hun,  1,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  510),  holding  that  the  rights  of  a 
mortgagee  who  goes  into  possession  by  surrender  from  the  mortgagor,  are  sub- 
ject to  any  previous  disposition  made  of  the  growing  crops. 

—  Lev  lability  on  process. 

Cited  in  Parham  v.  Tompson,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  159;  Bloom  v.  Welsh,  27  N.  J.  L. 
177, — holding  that  growing  crops  may  be  sold  on  execution;  Boyer  v.  Williams,  5 
Mo.  335,  32  A.  D.  324,  holding  corn  growing  in  the  field  subject  to  execution; 
Edwards  v.  Thompson,  85  Tenn.  720,  4  A.  S.  R.  807,  4  S.  W.  913,  to  the  point  that 
at  common  growing  crops  when  fructus  industriales  were  subject  to  levy  and 
sale  under  execution. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  83  A.  D.  215,  on  levy  on  growing  crop;  28  A.  D.  567. 
on  liability  of  growing  crops  to  be  sold  under  execution;  41  A.  D.  241,  on  right 
to  levy  upon  and  sell  grvwing  crops ;  38  A.  D.  397,  on  levy  of  attachment  on  grow- 
ing crops ;  32  A.  S.  R.  574,  as  to  what  trops  are  subject  to  execution. 

Cited  in  notes  in  55  A.  D.  162,  on  what  growths  or  crops  are  subject  to  execution 
as  personalty;  23  L.R.A.  258,  on  crops  as  personal  property  for  purpose  of  levy 
and  sale. 

Questioned  in  Norris  v.  Watson,  22  N.  H.  364,  55  A.  D.  160,  holding  that  a  grow- 
ing crop  of  grass  is  not  liable  to  be  attached  on  mesne  process. 
Right  of  entry  to  harvest  crop. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Tritt,18  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  241,  28  A.  D.  565;  McClellan 
v.  Krall,  43  Kan.  216,  23  Pac.  100;  Stewart  v.  Doughty,  9  Johns.  108,— holding 
that  a  purchaser  of  a  crop  under  an  execution  is  entitled  to  the  right  of  ingress 
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and  egress  to  gather  crop;  Wilson  y.  Van  Pelt,  4  Hun,  422,  holding  that  where  in 
a  sale  of  land  the  growing  crops  are  reserved,  the  party  reserving  has  the  right 
of  ingress  and  egress  to  remove  crop.  • 

Change  of  possession  as  requisite  to  levy. 

Cited  in  Wood  v.  Gary,  5  Ala.  43;  Matthews  v.  Warne,  11  N.  J.  L.  295;  Storm 
v.  Woods,  11  Johns.  110, — holding  that  an  execution  suffering  the  goods  to  remain 
in  debtor's  hands  is  void  as  against  a  subsequent  execution;  Slocomb  v.  Black- 
burn, 18  Ark.  309,  holding  that  where  by  direction  of  plaintiff,  the  sheriff  per- 
mits goods  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  defendant  and  returns  the  execution 
without  a  sale,  the  levy  is  no  lien  as  against  intervening  rights ;  Odiorne  v.  Colley, 
2  N.  H.  66,  9  A.  D.  39,  holding  that  in  respect  to  real  estate  the  rule  as  to  taking 
custody  is  less  strict. 

Cited  in  notes  in  23  L.R.A.  259,  on  sufficiency  of  sheriff's  possession  of  crop 
levied  upon;  16  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1050,  on  proper  mode  of  levying  on  growing  crop. 
Effect  of  delaying  sale  after  levy. 

Referred  to  as  a  leading  case  in  Russell  v.  Gibbs,  5  Cow.  390,  holding  that  an 
execution  does  not  become  dormant  or  fraudulent  by  a  mere  indulgence  or  negli- 
gence of  a  sheriff  to  proceed  and  sell,  without  any  act  of  the  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  Dunderdale  v.  Sauvestre,  13  Abb.  Pr.  116,  holding  that  an  execution  be- 
comes dormant  if  under  the  direction  of  the  execution  plaintiff,  sale  is  delayed; 
Howell  v.  Alkyn,  2  Rawle,  282,  holding  that  fraud  is  the  only  ground  on  which  a 
delay  to  sell  can  be  impeached;  Re  Pond,  21  Misc.  114,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  999,  hold- 
ing that  the  neglect  of  a  sheriff  to  proceed  and  sell  must  be  shown  to  have  been 
caused  by  the  execution  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  note  in  27  L.R.A.  380,  on  loss  of  priority  of  execution  by  creditors'  con- 
sent to  postpone  in  case  of  property  which  requires  delay. 

Distinguished  in  Etheridge  v.  Edwards,  1  Swan,  426;  Doty  v.  Turner,  8  Johns. 
20, — holding  that  where  a  sheriff  neglects  to  make  execution  on  a  levy  until  after 
return  day,  the  creditor  does  not  lose  his  lien  on  the  property  where  no  instruc- 
tion is  given  to  sheriff  to  delay  execution. 

Limited  in  Rew  v.  Barber,  3  Cow.  272,  holding  that  an  execution  plaintiff  is  not 
to  be  charged  with  a  delay  in  execution  where  no  act  of  such  plaintiff  authorized 
the  delay. 
Lien  on  growing  crops  by  levy. 

Cited  in  McKenzie  v.  Lamp  ley,  31  Ala.  526,  holding  under  a  statute  that  an 
execution  is  a  lien  on  a  growing  crop  from  the  time  of  its  delivery  to  the  sheriff. 
Agreement  letting  premises  on  shares. 

Cited  in  Caswell  v.  Districh,  15  Wend.  379,  holding  agreement,  letting  premises 
on  shares  not  technically  a  lease;  Reynolds  v.  Reynolds,  48  Hun,  142;  Russell  v. 
Russell,  32  How.  Pr.  400, — holding  that  a  cropping  or  cultivating  of  land  on 
shares  makes  parties  tenants  in  common;  Devore  v.  Kemp,  3  Hill,  L.  259,  holding 
that  reservation  of  share  of  crops  as  rent  gives  no  specific  share  therein  till  sever- 
ance and  delivery. 
Levlability  of  perishable  commodities. 

Cited  in  Cilley  v.  Jenness,  2  N.  H.  87,  holding  that  potatoes  and  other  perish- 
able articles  are  subject  to  execution. 
Retention  of  possession  by  seller  as  presumptive  fraud. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  McFarlane,  37  Cal.  634,  99  A.  D.  340,  holding  that  there  need 
not  be  a  change  of  possession  of  a  growing  crop  until  it  shall  become  susceptible 
of  actual  delivery  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds.  * 
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3  AM.  DEC.  444,  HARRISON  v.  CLOSE,  2  JOHNS,  448. 
Effect  of  agreement  not  to  sue  co-obligor. 

Cited  in  Bozemaa  v.  State  Bank,  7  Ark.  328,  46  A.  D.  291;  Frink  v.  Green,  5 
Barb.  455, — holding  that  an  agreement  not  to  sue  one  of  two  or  more  joint 
debtors  is  not  a  discharge  of  any;  Bank  of  Catskiil  v.  Messenger,  9  Cow.  37; 
Dewey  v.  Derby,  20  Johns.  462;  Parker  v.  Holmes,  4  N.  H.  97;  Crane  v.  Ailing, 
15  N.  J.  L.  423;  Walker  v.  McCulloeh,  4  Me.  421,  Rowley  v.  Stoddard,  7  Johns. 
207, — holding  that  a  covenant  with  one  of  joint  obligors  not  to  sue  him  does  not 
amount  to  a  release,  and  the  obligee  may  sue  other  obligors;  Goodnow  v.  Smith, 
IS  Pick.  414,  29  A.  D.  600,  holding  that  a  covenant  on  sufficient  consideration 
with  one  of  two  obligors  not  to  sue  him  is  no  discharge  of  the  other  obligor; 
Arnett  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  64  Mo.  App.  368,  holding  that  a  covenant  not  to  sue 
one  of  several  joint  tort  feasors  is  not  a  release  of  the  other  wrongdoers;  Shaw 
v.  Pratt,  22  Pick.  305,  holding  that  nothing  but  a  technical  release  under  seal  dis- 
charging one  of  several  obligors  can  operate  to  discharge  other  obligors ;  Matthews 
v.  Chicopee  Mfg.  Co.  3  Robt.  711,  on  the  effect  of  an  agreement  not  to  sue  a  joint 
obligor. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  29  A.  D.  602,  on  effect  of  covenant  not  to  sue  one  of 
two  obligors  or  promisors. 

Cited  in  note  in  36  A.  S.  R.  149,  on  agreements  not  to  sue  joint  obligor. 

Distinguished  in  Benedict  v.  Rea,  35  Hun,  34,  holding  that  an  agreement  with 
one  of  two  obligors  not  to  sue  him  has  the  same  effect  as  between  the  parties  as 
though  the  covenantee  was  the  sole  pbligor. 
Effect  of  receipt  of  part  in  discharge  of  paying  co-obligor. 

Cited  in  Buckingham  v.  Oliver,  3  E.  D.  Smith  129,  holding  that  where  two  are 
bound  jointly  and  severally,  a  receipt  in  full  given  to  one  on  his  payment  of  one 
half  is  no  release  of  the  other;  Seely  v.  Spencer,  3  Vt.  334,  holding  that  an 
agreement,  in  a  receipt,  that  a  part  payment,  which  is  acknowledged  from  part  of 
the  joint  debtors,  should  relieve  them  from  further  liability  is  not  a  discharge; 
Fletcher  v.  Wurgler,  97  Ind.  223,  holding  same  of  payment  of  part  of  judgment  by 
a  joint  obligor  upon  an  agreement  to  hold  him  harmless;  Wright  v.  Allen,  4  Vt 
572,  holding  same  as  to  the  part  payment  of  a  promissory  note  from  a  joint  maker 
on  an  agreement  to  look  to  the  other  maker  for  the  remainder;  Hood  v.  Haywood, 
48  Hun,  330,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  566,  same  of  an  instrument  which  purported  to  re- 
lease one  of  two  sureties  on  payment  of  one  half  the  liability,  but  reserved  all 
rights  against  the  principal  and  the  other  surety. 

Questioned  fn  Milliken  v.  Brown,  1  Rawle,  391,  holding  that  a  receipt  not  un- 
der seal  to  one  of  several  joint  debtors  for  his  proportion  of  the  debt,  discharges 
the  rest. 
Effect  of  promise  to  release  co-obligor. 

Cited  in  Fagg  v.  Hambel,  21  Iowa,  140,  89  A.  D.  561,  holding  that  a  mere 
promise  to  release  one  partner  of  a  firm  and  to  hold  his  copartners  for  payment  is 
not  supported  by  a  consideration ;  Evans  v.  Carey,  29  Ala.  99 ;  De  Zeng  v.  Bailey, 
9  Wend.  336, — holding  that  parol  agreement  to  release  one  of  several  covenantors 
will  not  release  his  co-covenantors. 
Effect  of  a  release  of  one  of  joint  obligors. 

Cited  in  Ludlow  v.  McCrea,  1  Wend.  228,  holding  that  a  technical  release  of  one 
of  several  joint  obligors  discharges  the  others  and  may  be  pleaded  in  bar;  Morgan 
v.  Smith,  70  N.  Y.  537,  holding  that  a  release  by  parol  of  one  joint  debtor  will 
not  operate  as  a  release  of  the  others  jointly  liable ;  Abbott  v.  Royce,  20  N.  Y.  S. 
R.  694,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  563,  to  the  point  that  at  common  law  the  release  of  one 
joint  debtor  discharged  all. 
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Distinguished  in  Bridge  v.  Phillips,  17  Tex.  128,  holding  that  a  release  of  a  sure- 
ty does  not  discharge  the  principal  debtor. 
Accord  and  satisfaction  by  acceptance  of  part  in  full. 

Cited  in  Singleton  v.  Thomas,  73  Ala.  205 ;  Seymour  v.  Minturn,  17  Johns.  169, 
8  A.  D.  380;  Boyd  v.  Hitchcock,  20  Johns.  76,  11  A.  D.  247;  Phillips  v.  Berger,  2 
Barb.  608, — holding  that  a  payment  of  a  less  sum  than  the  whole  debt  without 
a  release  is  no  satisfaction  of  a  claim ;  Bliss  v.  Shivarts,  65  N.  Y.  444 ;  Bunge  v. 
Koop,  48  N.  Y.  225,  8  A.  R.  546  (affirming  5  Robt.  1)  ;  Mathewson  v.  Strafford 
Bank,  45  N.  H.  104;  Daniels  v.  Hatch,  21  N.  J.  L.  391,  47  A.  D.  169;  Geiser  v. 
Kershner,  4  Gill.  &  J.  305,  23  A.  D.  566;  Leeson  v.  Anderson,  99  Mich.  247,  41  A. 
S.  R.  597,  58  N.  W.  72;  Blum  v.  Hartman,  3  Daly,  47;  Beers  v.  Hendrickson,  6 
Robt.  53;  Keeler  v.  Salisbury,  33  N.  Y.  648, — holding  that  a  payment  of  a  less 
sum  than  the  amount  due  on  a  debt,  though  received  in  full  satisfaction  is  not 
an  extinguishment  of  the  demand;  Ryan  v.  Ward,  48  N.  Y.  204,  8  A.  R.  539, 
holding  that  nothing  less  than  a  technical  release  under  seal  can  bar  a  recovery 
of  the  whole  of  an  obligation;  Fitzgerald  v.  Fitzgerald  &  M.  Constr.  Co.  44  Neb. 
463,  62  N.  W.  899,  holding  that  a  debt  cannot  be  extinguished  by  the  payment  of 
a  part  thereof  unless  made  and  accepted  upon  a  new  and  sufficient  consideration ; 
Strong  v.  Perkins,  3  N.  H.  517,  holding  that  a  plea  simply  alleging  the  acceptance 
of  a  smaller  sum  of  money  in  satisfaction  of  a  larger  sum  is  bad;  Browne  v. 
Stackpole,  9  N.  H.  478,  holding  that  to  have  a  valid  agreement  not  under  seal 
there  must  be  collateral  benefit  to  the  party  relinquishing;  Allen  v.  Craig,  14 
N.  J.  L.*  102,  holding  that  to  have  a  discharge  without  payment,  the  instrument 
must  amount  to  a  technical  release;  Spear's  Case,  5  Ct.  CI.  197  (dissenting  opin- 
ion ) ,  on  satisfaction  of  a  greater  by  acceptance  of  a  lesser  sum. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  45  A.'D.  145.  on  accord  and  satisfaction;  62  A.  S* 
t  R.  692,  on  what  amounts  to  accord  and  satisfaction;  52  A.  D.  778,  on  part  pay- 
ment of  liquidated  debt  as  no  satisfaction  though  accepted;  27  A.  D.  579,  on  pay- 
ment of  less  than  due  as  satisfaction  without  release  of  debt. 

Cited  in  notes  in  64  A.  D.  140,  on  payment  of  part  of  debt  as  extinguishing 
whole;  20  L.R.A.  795,  on  accord  and  satisfaction  by  part  payment  by  third 
party;  1  E.  R.  C.  391,  on  parol  promise  to  accept,  or  payment  of,  smaller  sum 
where  certain  amount  is  due,  as  satisfaction ;  23  A.  D.  569,  on  payment  of  part  of 
debt,  without  release  as  satisfaction ;  20  L.R.A.  787,  on  accord  and  satisfaction  by 
part  payment  where  receipt  is  given;  20  L.R.A.  810,  on  necessity  of  consideration 
to  validity  of  accord  and  satisfaction  by  part  payment;  100  A.  S.  R.  429,  on  dis- 
tinction between  liquidated  and  unliquidated  claims  as  to  sufficiency  of  considera- 
tion for  accord  and  satisfaction.  • 

Distinguished  in  Silvers  v.  Reynolds,  17  N.  J.  L.  275,  holding  that  if  the  evi- 
dence of  indebtedness  be  destroyed  for  a  lesser  sum  than  its  face,  it  is  a  good  re- 
lease. 
—  By  individual  assumption  oY  joint  debt. 

Cited  in  Amend  v.  Becker,  37  Misc.  496,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  1095,  holding  that  where 
a  creditor  releases  one  copartner  on  an  indorsed  partnership  note  and  accepts 
the  personal  liability  of  the  other  there  is  no  consideration  for  the  release,  where 
both  copartners  are  indorsers. 

Distinguished  in  Ludington  v.  Bell,  77  N.  Y.  138,  33  A.  R.  601,  holding  that 
the  giving  of  an  individual  promissory  note  by  one  of  the  members  of  a  co- 
partnership debt  is  a  good  consideration  for  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
creditor  to  release  and  discharge  the  maker  from  liability  for  the  debt. 
Requisites  of  release. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Rosevelt  v.  Stackhouse,  1  Cow.  122,  13  A.  D.  114,  hold- 
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ing  that  a  release  not  by  deed  and  without  consideration  is  void;  Doty  v.  Wilson,  5 
Lans.  7,  holding  a  parol  release  void;  Acker  v.  Phoenix,  4  Paige,  305;  Evans  v. 
Wells,  22  Wend.  324, — holding  that  a  release  to  be  valid  must  be  under  seal;  Milli- 
ken  v.  Brown,  1  ftawle,  391  (dissenting  opinion);  Turner  v.  Hitchcock,  20  Iowa, 
310  (dissenting  opinion), — on  the  effect  of  a  release  not  under  seal;  Crawford 
v.  Millspaugh,  13  Johns.  87,  holding  that  such  release  of  a  maker  does  not  dis- 
charge indorser;  Allen  v.  Roosevelt,  14  Wend.  100,  holding  a  voluntary  assignment 
made  by  a  debtor  without  the  concurrence  of  his  creditor  is'  no  bar  to  the  bal- 
ance of  the  debt. 
Effect  of  covenant  not  to  sue. 

Cited  in  Benton  v.  Mullen,  61  N.  H.  125,  holding  covenant  not  to  sue  not  tech- 
nically a  release;  Lowe  v.  Blair,  6  Blackf.  282,  holding  that  an  agreement  not  to 
bring  suit  on  an  obligation  for  a  limited  time  is  no  bar  to  an  action  brought 
within  that  time;  Pearl  v.  Wells,  6  Wend.  291,  21  A*.  D.  328,  holding  that  the 
remedy  in  such  case  is  on  the  covenant;  Olcott  v.  Bannll,  7  N.  H.  469,  on  the 
effect  of  an  agreement  not  to  sue. 

Distinguished  in  Emerson  v.  Baylies,  19  Pick.  55,  holding  that  a  bond  given  by 
one  partner  to  debtor  of  the  firm  to  pay  the  debt  and  save  the  debtor  harmless, 
cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  action  by  the  firm  against  the  debtor. 

S  AM.  DEC.  446,  MARKLE  v.  HATFIELD,  2  JOHNS.  455. 
Effect  of  payment  In  forged  or  worthless  paper. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Gilchrist,  11  N.  H.  535,  holding  individual  note  of  partner 
with  surety  not  affected  by  his  giving  without  authority  a  note  in  name  of  the 
firm  in  payment;  Roberts  v.  Fisher,  43  N.  Y.  159,  3  A.  R.  680,  holding  payment  by 
giving  a  note  of  insolvent  third  person  not  a  discharge;  Printems  v.  Helfried,  1 
Nott  &  M'C.  187,  holding  same  as  to  an  order  drawn  on  a  person  not  having 4 
funds  for  the  drawer;  M'Crillis  v.  How,  3  N.  H.  348,  holding  void  note  given  to 
balance  an  account  no  satisfaction;  Kenny  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  50  Barb.  112, 
holding  that  a  spurious  note  is  not  a  satisfaction  of  a  valid  claim ;  Pope  v.  Nance, 

I  Stew.  (Ala.)  354,  18  A.  D.  60,  holding  that  forged  note  does  not  extinguish 
debt  |  Emerine  v.  O'Brien,  36  Ohio  St.  491;  Eagle  Bank  v.  Smith,  5  Conn.  71, 
13  A.  D.  37;  Stratton  v.  McMakin,  84  Ky.  641,  4  A.  S.  R.  215;  Grafton  Bank  v. 
Hunt,  4  N.  H.  488;  Wright  v.  First  Crockery  Ware  Co.  1  N.  H.  281;  Goodrich  v. 
Tracy,  43  Vt.  314,  5  A.  R.  281, — holding  the  receiving  of  forged  note  no  satis- 
faction of  debt. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  12  A.  D.  54,  on  effect  of  payment  in  forged  bills;  10 
A.  S.  R.  619,  on  receipt  of  forged  note  as  payment  of  debt  or  note  which  it 
renews. 

Cited  in  notes  in  1  L.R.A.  199,  on  payment  in  forged  paper  or  base  coin;  10 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  533,  on  effect  of  transfer,  without  indorsement,  of  worthless  circu- 
lating bank  notes. 

—  In  spurious  bank  notes; 

Cited  in  Wainwright  v.  Webster,  11  Vt.  576,  34  A.  D.  707;  Gilman  v.  Peck,  11 
Vt.  516,  34  A.  D.  702;  Ontario  Bank  v.  Lightbody,  13  Wend.  101,  27  A.  D.  179,— 
holding  that  payment  in  bills  of  an  insolvent  bank  is  no  satisfaction  where  both 
parties  are  ignorant  that  bank  is  in  fact  insolvent;  Lightbody  v.  Ontario  Bank, 

II  Wend.  9,  holding  bank  bill  on  which  payment  in  fact  has  stopped  no  satisfac- 
tion of  debt;  Pindall  v.  Northwestern  Bank,  7  Leigh,  617;  Thomas  v.  Todd,  6  Hill, 
340, — holding  payment  in  counterfeit  bank  bill  a  nullity;  Baker  v.  Bonesteel,  2 
Hilt.  397,  holding  counterfeit  bill  not  payment;  Corbit  v.  Bank  of  Smyrna,  2 
Harr.  (Del.)  235,  30  A.  D.  635,  to  the  point  that  bank  notes  to  be  payment  must 
be  free  from  fraud. 
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Distinguished  in  Scruggs  v.  Gass,  8  Yerg.  175,  29  A.  D.  114,  holding  that  bank 
notes  paid  as  cash,  unconditionally,  are  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  though  un- 
known to  the  parties  the  bank  is  insolvent;  Corbit  v.  Bank  of  Smyrna,  2  Harr. 
( Del. )  235,  holding  that  if  a  bank  note  paid  on  contemporaneous  contract  without 
Indorsement,  guarantee  or  agreement,  it  is  received  as  money  and  the  risk  of  the 
solvency  of  the  bank  is  on  the  receiver;  Ridenour  v.  M'Clurkin,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
411,  holding  that  a  payment  of  a  debt  in  treasury  notes  of  the  state  at  par  which 
had  recently  depreciated  in  value  unknown  to  the  parties,  to  be  a  good  payment; 
Bank  of  United  States  v.  Bank  of  Georgia,  10  Wheat.  333,  6  L.  ed.  334,  holding 
that  a  payment  made  bona  fide  to  a  bank  in  its  own  notes,  which  are  received  as 
cash  and  afterwards  discovered  to  be  forged,  are  to  be  considered  payment. 

—  Right  to  sue  on  original  debt. 

Cited  in  Ontario  Bank  v.  Lightbody,  13  Wend.  101,  27  A.  D.  179,  holding  party 
may  sue  on  original  debt  except  where  he  took  risk  that  paper  was  good ;  Mitchell 
v.  Doggett,  1  Fla.  356;  Swartwout  v.  Payne,  19  Johns.  294,  10  A.  D.  228,— hold- 
ing that  an  antecedent  debt  is  not  destroyed  by  the  giving  of  a  void  note;  Har- 
grave  v.  Dusenberry,  9  N.  C.  (2  Hawks)  326;  Mitchell  v.  Cotton,  2  Fla.  136,— 
holding  that  where  the  cancelation  of  a  nonusurious  note  is  the  consideration  of  a 
usurious  note,  the  usury  in  the  latter  being  established  a  recovery  may  be  had  on 
the  canceled  note. 

Distinguished  in  Frederick-Town  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Michael,  81  Md.  487,  33  L.R.A. 
628,  32  Atl.  189,  holding  that  the  taking  a  new  note  secured  by  mortgage  in  lieu 
of  other  notes  with  indorsers  discharges  the  liability  of  the  latter  although  the 
mortgage  is  set  aside  as  an  illegal  preference  under  the  insolvency  laws. 

—  Right  to  sue  In  assumpsit. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Gilchrist,  11  N.  H.  535,  holding  that  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received  may  be  had  against  payer  in  counterfeit  bank  bills;  Wilson  v. 
Alexander,  4  111.  392,  holding  that  money  paid  by  an  administrator  on  a  forged 
note,  in  ignorance  of  the  forgery,  may  be  recovered  back;  Pumphrey  v.  Eyre, 
Tappan  (Ohio)  334,  holding  that  action  for  money  had  and  received  will  lie 
against  one  who  has  passed  counterfeit  bills. 

—  As  dependent  on  diligence  in  discovering  forgery. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tappan,  6  Kan.  456,  7  A.  R.  568,  on  diligence  re- 
quired in  discovering  forgery. 

Distinguished  in  Gloucester  Bank  v.  Salem  Bank,  17  Mass.  33,  holding  that  a 
party  receiving  forged  notes  must  examine  them  as  soon  as  he  has  an  opportunity 
and  return  them  immediately. 

Questioned  in  Atwood  v.  Cornwall,  28  Mich.  336,  15  A.  R.  219;  Wingate  v. 
Neidlinger,.  50  Ind.  520, — holding  that  where  both  parties  are  innocent,  the  re- 
ceiver of  counterfeit  money  cannot  return  it  unless  he  uses  speedy  and  active  dili- 
gence to  determine  its  character  and  notifies  the  giver. 

—  Duty  as  to  return  of  worthless  paper. 

Cited  in  Cochran  v.  Cobb,  43  Ark.  180,  holding  that  worthless  paper  need  not  be 
returned  to  perfect  the  claim  of  a  want  of  consideration. 
Implied  warranty  of  genuineness  of  bill  or  note. 

Cited  in  Thrall  v.  Newell,  19  Vt.  202,  47  A.  D.  682,  holding  that  in  the  transfer 
of  negotiable  paper  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  it  is  signed  by  persons 
capable  of  binding  themselves  by  contract;  Cabot  Bank  v.  Morton,  4  Gray,  156, 
holding  that  one  who  procures  a  note  to  be  discounted  at  a  bank  impliedly  war- 
rants the  genuineness  of  the  signatures  of  the  maker  and  indorsers;  Marshall  v. 
Peck,  1  Dana,  609,  on  implied  warranty  of  genuineness  in  sale  of  negotiable  paper; 
Ellis  v.  Ohio  Life  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  4  Ohio  St.  628,  64  A.  D.  610,  to  the  point  th»* 
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one  giving  a  security  in  payment  or  procuring  it  to  be  discounted  vouches  for  it* 
genuineness. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  L.R.A.  96,  on  implied  warranty  of  genuineness  on  sale  of 
negotiable  paper;  10  L.R.A. (N.S.)  543,  on  implied  warranty  of  genuineness  of 
paper  transferred  without  indorsement. 

Distinguished  in  Spicer  v.  Norton,  13  Barb.  542,  holding  that  in  a  mere  sale  of 
a  promissory  note  there  is  no  implied  warranty  except  warranty  of  title; 
Johnson  v.  Titus,  2  Hill,  606,  holding  that  there  is  no  implied  warranty  as  to 
value  in  the  sale  of  a  chose  in  possession;  Ketchum  v.  Stevens,  19  N.  Y.  499, 
holding  that  recovery  in  such  case  depends  on  a  want  of  consideration. 
—  As  to  bank  notes. 

Cited;  in  Watson  v.  Cresap,  1  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  195,  36  A.  D.  572,  holding  that 
there  is  an  implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  him  who  passes  a  bank  note  that  it 
is  genuine;  Simms  v.  Clark,  11  111.  137,  holding  that  a  party  who  innocently  pays 
away  a  counterfeit  bill  is  bound  to  take  it  back  if  it  is  returned  to  him  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  it  is  discovered  to  be  spurious. 
Payment  in  counterfeit  money. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Morgan,  11  How.  154,  13  L.  ed.  643,  to  the  point  that 
an  attempted  payment  in  counterfeit  money  is  no  payment. 

Cited  in  reference  .note  in  45  A.  D.  179,  on  liability  of  party  making  payment 
in  counterfeit  bills. 

Cited  in  notes  in  9  A.  D.  119;  52  A.  D.  451, — on  payment  in  counterfeit  bank 
bills. 

Bill  or  note  as  satisfaction  of  original  debt. 

Cited  in  Porter  v.  Talcott,  1  Cow.  359,  holding  that  a  note  given  by  the  debtor 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  no  payment  of  the  original  demand  unless  it  expressly  so 
agreed;  Bank  of  St.  Mary's  v.  St.  John,  25  Ala.  566,  holding  that  where  a  holder  of 
a  draft  is  refused  payment  for  want  of  funds  of  the  drawer,  the  holder  may  pro- 
ceed at  once  on  the  original  indebtedness;  Benedict  v.  Field,  4  Duer,  154,  holding 
that  one  who  agrees  to  accept  notes  of  a  third  person  in  payment  is  not  bound  to 
receive  them  where  between  the  date  of  the  agreement  and  the  time  for  acceptance 
the  third  party  becomes  insolvent. 

Distinguished  in  Whitbeck  v.  Van  Ness,  11  Johns,  409,  6  A.  D.  383,  holding  that 
a  note  of  a  third  person,  not  forged  or  accepted  under  fraudulent  representations, 
if  accepted  by  a  vendor,  will  be  deemed  a  satisfaction  unless  the  contrary  is 
proved. 
Recovery  of  consideration  paid  for  worthless  paper. 

Cited  in  Keller  v.  Hicks,  22  Cal.  457,  holding  that  money  paid  for  an  illegal 
and  valueless  warrant  may  be  recovered;  Phelan  v.  Crosby,  2  Gill,  462,  holding 
that  money  obtained  on  a  worthless  security  cannot  be  retained ;  Carroll  v.  Meeks, 
3  Port.  (Ala.)  226;  Wheeler  v.  Miller,  2  Handy  (Ohio)  149,-— holding  that  one 
who  receives  any  valuable  thing  on  a  forged  instrument  is  bound  to  return  it; 
National  Park  Bank  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  7  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  138,  holding  that 
money  paid  on  a  forged  paper  may  be  recovered  back  where  facts  show  it  to  be  in- 
equitable to  allow  party  to  keep  money ;  Merriam  v.  Wolcott,  3  Allen,  258,  80  A. 
D.  69,  holding  that  an  action  will  lie  to  recover  money  paid  a  broker  for  a 
forged  note;  Semmes  v.  Wilson,  5  Cranch,  C.  C.  285,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,658,  holding 
that  one  who  passes  a  forged  note  through  without  indorsing  it  is  liable  for  the 
consideration  he  received  for  it. 
Recovery  on  debt  after  void  attempt  to  discharge  same. 

Cited  in  Foreman  v.  Hardwick,  10  Ala.  316,  holding  that  a  delivery  of  a  note  to 
the  maker  pursuant  to  a  bet  between  the  payee  and  the  maker  is  no  payment. 
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Bank  notes  as  money. 

Cited  in  Johnston  v.  State,  Mart.  &  Y.  128,  holding  that  bank  notes  are  not 
money. 

Distinguished  in  Corbit  v.  Bank  of  Smyrna,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  235,  30  A.  D.  635, 
holding  contra  where  they  are  taken  as  money  on  a  contemporaneous  contract. 
'Mistake  as  ground  for  relief. 

Cited  in  Ketchum  v.  Stevens,  6  Duer,  463  (dissenting  opinion),  on  mutual  mis- 
take as  ground  to  avoid  a  contract. 

3  AM.  DEC.  450,  BAYARD  v.  MALCOLM,  2  JOHNS.  550. 
Necessary  allegations  in  action  for  fraud  or  deceit. 

Cited  in  Mahurin  v.  Harding,  28  N.  H.  128,  59  A.  D.  401,  holding  it  necessary  to 
prove  scienter;  Adding  ton  v.  Allen,  11  Wend.  374;  Evertson  v.  Miles,  6  Johns. 
138  (dissenting  opinion), — as  to  necessity  of  alleging  scienter;  Thomas  v.  Beebe, 
25  N.  Y.  244;  Ross  v.  Mather,  51  N.  Y.  108,  10  A.  R.  562;  Bank  of  Montreal  v. 
Thayer,  2  McCrary,  1,  7  Fed.  622, — holding  that  an  allegation  that  defendant 
wrongfully,  falsely,  and  fraudulently  represented  certain  material  facts  to  be  true, 
a  sufficient  allegation  of  fraud;  Edick  v.  Crim,  10  Barb.  445,  holding  allegation 
that  "defendant  fraudulently  sold  and  traded  the  same"  sounded  in  fraud  and 
not  in  contract  upon  implied  warranty  of  title. 
Cure  of  pleadings  by  verdict. 

Cited  in  Pangburn  v.  Ramsay,  11  Johns.  141;  Richardson  v.  Farmer,  36  Mo.  35, 
88  A.  D.  129;  Harshfield  v.  Aiken,  3  Mont.  442;  Flanders  v.  Stewartstown,  47  N. 
H.  549, — holding  that  if  plaintiff  has  stated  the  gist  of  action,  a  verdict  cures 
everything  necessary  for  plaintiff  to  prove  to  maintain  action;  Delahuff  v.  Reed, 
Walk.  (Miss.)  74,  holding  that  omission  in  declaration  of  sum  claimed  and  date  of 
promise  cured  by  verdict;  Warren  v.  Litchfield,  7  Me.  63,  holding  that  after  ver- 
dict the  court  will  support  the  declaration  by  every  legal  intendment;  Clark 
v.  Dales,  20  Barb.  42,  holding  that  in  action  for  nondelivery  of  goods  failure  to 
allege  willingness  to  receive  and  pay  for  them  at  place  of  delivery  cured  by  ver- 
dict; Cutler  v.  Rae,  7  How.  729,  12  L.  ed.  890,  holding  declaration  upon  covenant 
to  abide  and  pay  a  decree  fatally  bad  for  failure  to  aver  that  decree  settled  rights 
and  adjudged  in  plaintiff's  favor. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  39  A.  D.  368,  on  curing  defect  in  declaration;   1 
A.  D.  211,  on  defects  cured  by  verdict. 
Competency  of  witness  to  prove  his  own  intent. 

Cited  in  Pope  v.  Hart,  35  Barb.  630,  23  How.  Pr.  215,  holding  that  one  charged 
with  intent  to  cheat  or  defraud  has  a  right  to  testify  in  his  own  behalf  that  he 
did  not  intend  to  cheat  or  defraud. 

8  AM.  DEC.  457,  HAMjETT  v.  WYME,  3  JOHNS.  44. 
Effect  of  destruction  of  property  on  covenants. 

Cited  in  Warner  v.  Hitchins,  5  Barb.  606,  holding  that  covenant  on  part  of 
lessee  to  surrender  premises  in  same  condition  as  they  were  at  date  of  lease  does 
not  bind  tenant  to  rebuild  burned  buildings;  Wainscott  v.  Silvers,  13  Ind.  497, 
holding  tenant  not  liable  for  destruction  by  accidental  fires;  Eisenhart  v.  Ordean,  - 
3  Colo.  App.  162,  32  Pac.  495,  holding  tenant  under  covenant  to  leave  in  repair 
premises  bound  to  make  good  any  injury  from  any  cause  not  resulting  from  act  or 
neglect  of  landlord. 

Cited  in#  notes  in  40  L.  ed.  U.  S.  519,  on  what  will  excuse  nonperformance  of 
contract;  31  A.  D.  140,  on  effect  of  inevitable  accident  not  stipulated  against,  to 
excuse  nonperformance  of  contract;  69  A.  S.  R.  545,  on  termination  of  contract  by 
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destruction  of  subject-matter;  94  A.  D.  662,  on  effect  on  lease  of  destruction  of 

leasehold  property,  27  A.  D.  71,  72,  on  effect  of  destruction  of  leased  premises  by 

fire. 

—  On  covenant  to  pay  rent. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Molyneux,  2  Ga.  124;  Fowler  v.  Payne,  49  Miss.  32;  Davis  v. 
Alden,  2  Gray,  309, — holding  lessee  liable  on  covenants  for  rent  after  destruction 
of  premises  by  fire;  Robinson  v.  L'Engle,  13  Fla.  482,  holding  tenant's  being  de- 
prived of  property  by  violence  no  defense  in  an  action  for  rent;  Workman 
v.  Mifflin,  30  Pa.  362,  holding  that  taking  part  of  leased  premises  for  high- 
way will  not  entitle  tenant  to  have  the  rent  apportioned;  Outlaw  v.  Cook, 
Minor  (Ala.)  257,  holding  by  analogy  hirer  of  slave  liable  after  slave  was  dis- 
abled from  performing  labor;  Davis  v.  George,  67  N.  H.  393,  39  Atl.  979, 
holding  that  furniture  leased  with  realty  must  be  accounted  for  though  de- 
stroyed by  inevitable  accident;  Kingsbury  v.  Westfall,  61  N.  Y.  356,  holding 
guarantor  of  payment  of  rent  not  released  by  destruction  of  premises  by  fire; 
Smith  v.  Kerr,  33  Hun,  567,  holding  tenant  had  not  surrendered  lease  after 
the  destruction  of  the  premises;  Willard  v.  Tillman,  19  Wend.  358,  holding  tenant 
liable  under  the  lease  for  rent  of  uninjured  part  of  premises ;  Suydam  v.  Jackson, 
54  N.  Y.  450,  holding  that  statute  relieving  tenant  from  payment  of  rent  when 
premises  are  destroyed  has  reference  to  destruction  or  injury  from  sudden  unex- 
pected action  of  elements  and  not  gradual  decay ;  Wood  v.  Hubbell,  10  N.  Y.  479, 
as  to  whether  in  a  demise  of  term  to  begin  in  future  the  tenant  is  liable  for  rent 
after  the  destruction  of  the  premises;  Sully  v.  Schmitt,  31  N.  Y.  S.  R.  443,  UN. 
Y.  Supp.  153,  holding  that  obstruction  of  drain  from  water  in  canal  did  not  ren- 
der premises  untenantable  under  statute;  Perkins  v.  Currier,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  69, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,985,  holding  that  lessee  has  no  right  to  alter  terms  of  lease  or 
amount  of  rent  by  any  circumstances  considered  as  an  overwhelming  necessity; 
Ames  v.  Belden,  17  Barb.  513,  as  to  liability  of  charterer  for  payment  for  use  of 
boat  lost  at  sea. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  92  A.  D.  308,  on  effect  of  destruction  of  demised  prem- 
ises by  fire  on  tenant's  liability  for  rent. 

Cited  in  notes  in  22  L.R.A.  613,  on  continuance  of  rent  for  building  after  its 
destruction ;  61  A.  8.  R.  567,  on  tenant's  liability  for  rent  on  destruction  of  leased 
building;  45  A.  D.  225,  on  effect  on  tenant's  liability  for  rent  of  destruction  of 
demised  premises  by  fire;  15  E.  R.  C.  492,  495,  on  destruction  of  leased  premises 
by  fire  as  defense  in  action  for  rent;  1  E.  R.  C.  350,  on  destruction  of  building  as 
complete  failure  of  consideration  for  contract  to  rent,  requiring  assumpsit  for 
part  performed ;  1  L.R.A.  530,  on  distinction  between  destruction  of  leased  prem- 
ises and  casualties  which  destroy  value  of  its  use. 

Distinguished  in  Graves  v.  Berdan,  26  N.  Y.  498  (affirming  29  Barb.  100)  ;  Har- 
rington v.  Watson,  11  Or.  143,  50  A.  R.  465,  3  Pac.  173, — holding  that  when 
leased  premises  are  upper  story  or  basement  their  destruction  relieves  the  tenant 
from  payment  of  rent;  Waite  v.  O'Neil,  34  L.R.A.  550,  22  C.  C.  A.  248,  47  U.  S. 
App.  19,  76  Fed.  408  (reversing  72  Fed.  348),  holding  that  lessee  not  liable  on 
covenants  for  rent  when  subject-matter  of  lease  is  destroyed. 

Disapproved  in  Coogan  v.  Parker,  2  S.  C.  N.  S.  255,  16  A.  R.  659,  holding  ten- 
ant may  elect  to  rescind  the  lease  and  upon  surrendering  be  relieved  from  lia- 
bility thereunder;  Whitaker  v.  Hawley,  25  Kan.  674,  37  A.  R.  279,  holding  that 
where  by  single  instrument  real  and  personal  property  are  leased  for  gross  rental 
and  personalty  is  a  substantial  part  of  leased  property  lessee  is  entitled  to  abate- 
ment of  rent  equal  to  proportionate  rental  value  of  personalty  upon  total  de- 
struction by  fire. 
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Independence  of  covenants  to  pay  rent  and  to  repair. 

Cited  in  Newman  v.  French,  45  Hun,  65;  Allen  v.  Culver,  3  Denio,  284, — hold- 
ing lessee  bound  to  pay  proportionate  part  of  rent  on  account  of  buildings  left 
uninjured  notwithstanding  breach  of  covenant  to  repair  on  part  of  lessee;  Whit- 
beck  v.  Skinner,  7  Hill,  53,  holding  that  he  may  avail  himself  of  such  breach  by 
way  of  recoupment,  though  not  as  a  set-off;  Huber  v.  Ryan,  26  Misc.  428,  56 
N.  Y.  Supp.  135,  holding  that  where  keeping  of  the  covenant  to  repair  was  not  a 
condition  of  the  covenant  to  pay  rent,  the  failure  to  keep  it  does  not  justify  ten- 
ant in  abandoning  premises. 
Provision  for  lease  commencing  in  future. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1079,  on  effect  of  provision  that  term  of  lease 
shall  commence  in  future. 
Words  creative  of  covenant. 

Cited  in  Jackson  County  v.  Leonard,  16  W.  Va.  470;  McNairy  v.  Thompson,  1 
Sneed,  141 ;  Gaster  v.  Ashley,  1  Ark.  325, — holding  no  particular  form  of  words 
necessary. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  E.  R.  C.  686,  on  implication  of  covenant  from  intent  of 
parties. 
Distinction  between  executory  and  executed  contracts. 

Cited  in  Warren  v.  Leland,  2  Barb.  613,  holding  that  whether  an  instrument  is 
executory  or  executed  depends  on  intention  of  parties ;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Bulkley  v. 
Delacroix,  2  Wend.  433;  Orton  v.  Noonan,  27  Wis.  272;  Hurlbut  v.  Post,  1  Bosw. 
28 ;  Thorton  v.  Payne,  5  Johns.  74, — holding  contract  a  lease  and  not  agreement  for 
lease;  Strong  v.  Skinner,  4  Barb.  546,  as  to  whether  certain  lease  was  executory 
contract  extinguished  by  marriage  between  lessor  and  lessee;  Games  v.  Apperson, 

2  Sneed,  562;  M'Donald  v.  Hewett,  15  Johns.  349,  8  A.  D.  241, — holding  certain 
contract  executory. 

Existing  law  as  rule  of  decision. 

Cited  in  Parsons  v.  Pierce,  8  Barb.  655,  as  to  court  sitting  to  administer,  not  to 
make  the  law. 

3  AM.  DEC.  459,  TILLOTSON  v.  CHEETHAM,  8  JOHNS.  56. 
Mitigating  circumstances  in  libel. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Church,  8  N.  Y.  452  (reversing  1  E.  D.  Smith  279,  10  N.  Y. 
Leg.  Obs.  87),  holding  that  in  action  for  libel  evidence  of  what  defendant  said 
in  directing  the  printing  admissible  in  order  to  disprove  actual  malice;  Voltz  v. 
Blackmar,  64  N.  Y.  440,  holding  that  where  exemplary  damages  are  claimed  all 
circumstances  connected  with  the  transaction  tending  to  explain  defendant's  mo- 
tive are  admissible  in  evidence. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  A.  S.  R.  349,  on  elements  increasing  or  mitigating  dam- 
ages for  newspaper  libel. 
When  exemplary  damages  may  be  awarded. 

Cited  in  Frink  v.  Coe,  4  G.  Greene,  555,  61  A.  D.  141 ;  Whipple  v.  Walpole,  10 
N.  H.  130, — allowing  them  in  case  of  gross  negligence;  Pike  v.  Dilling,  48  Me. 
539;  Windham  v.  Rhame,  11  Rich.  L.  283,  *3  A.  D.  116;  McWilliams  v.  Bragg,  3 
Wis.  424, — same  in  cases  of  insult,  cruelty,  or  malice;  Graham  v.  Roder,  5  Tex. 
141,  same  in  cases  of  fraud,  malice,  gross  negligence,  or  oppression;  Bailey  v. 
Dean,  5  Barb.  297;  Wheat  v.  Croom,  7  Ala.  349;  Polk  v.  Fancher,  1  Head,  336, — 
holding  them  recoverable  in  actions  for  injury  to  personal  property;  Pratt  v. 
Davis,  118  111.  App.  161,  holding  wilful  and  deliberate  trespass  sufficient,  hatred  or 
spite  not  being  an  essential  ingredient;  Ives  v.  Humphreys,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  196, 
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not  allowable  when  trespass  was  not  wilful;  Craven  v.  Bloomingdale,  171  N.  Y. 
439,  64  N.  E.  169,  holding  roaster  not  liable  in  exemplary  damages  for  illegal  ar- 
rest caused  by  his  servant  unless  the  act  of  servant  was  wanton  and  malicious 
and  he  authorized  or  ratified  them;  Goddard  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  57  Me.  202, 
2  A.  R.  39,  holding  that  passenger  grossly  assaulted  by  brakeman  whom  the  com- 
pany retained  after  knowing  of  his  misconduct,  is  entitled  to  exemplary  damages 
in  action  against  company;  Grable  v.  Margrave,  4  111.  372,  38  A.  D.  88;  Kendrick 
v.  McCrary,  11  Ga.  603, — holding  that  father  can  recover  for  destruction  of  do- 
mestic peace  and  disgrace  to  family  by  seduction;  Davis  v.  Standish,  26  Hun, 
608, — holding  fact  that  one  who  causes  injury  was  acting  in  violation  of  the  law, 
is  a  basis  of  exemplary  damages;  Pegram  v.  Stortz,  31  W.  Va.  220,  6  S.  E.  485, 
on  compensatory  element  in  exemplary  damages;  Waffle  v.  Dillenbeck,  39  Barb. 
123, — holding  that  where  jury  are  told  that  they  may  give  exemplary  damages  it 
is  proper  that  they  should  be  informed  as  to  the  effect  of  their  verdict  on  question 
of  costs. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  27  A.  D.  689,  on  exemplary  damages  in  libel. 

Cited  in  notes  in  101  A.  S.  R.  733,.  on  nature  of  exemplary  damages;  50  A.  D. 
768,  on  allowance  of  exemplary  damages;  13  L.R.A.  600,  on  allowance  of  punitive 
damages  in  actions  for  persona]  injuries. 

Distinguished  in  Fay  v.  Parker,  53  N.  H.  342,  16  A.  R.  270,  denying  right  to 
exemplar}-  damages  for  personal  trespass. 

—  Actions  of  slander  or  libel. 

Cited  in  Guard  v.  Risk,  11  Ind.  156,  holding  that  they  may  be  awarded  in 
actions  for  slander;  Daly  v.  Van  Benthuysen,  3  La.  Ann.  69,  same  in  libel;  Fry 
v.  Bennett,  4  Duer,  247,  1  Abb.  Pr.  289;  McMahon  v.  New  York  News  Pub.  Co.  51 
App.  Div.  488,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  713;  Crane  v.  Bennett,  177  N.  Y.  106,  101  A.  S. 
R.  722,  69  N.  E.  274, — holding  same  where  libel  is  malicious;  Samuels  v.  Even- 
ing Mail  Assq.  9  Hun.  288  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  allowance  of  exemplary 
damages  in  libel;  Goebeler  v.  Wilhelm,  17  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  432,  holding  that  statute 
which  abolished  right  to  recover  exemplary  damages  in  actions  for  libel  did  not 
infringe  any  constitutional  right  of  the  party  injured  by  the  libel. 

—  Condition  or  station  of  parties. 

Cited  in  Barnes  v.  Campbell,  60  N.  H.  27,  holding  fact  that  plaintiff  had  a  wife 
and  child  admissible  to  affect  damages. 
Justification  of  libel. 

Cited  in  Fidler  v.  Delavan,  20  Wend.  57,  holding  that  plea  of  justification  ad- 
mits truth  of  the  innuendoes  as  contained  in  the  declaration ;  Atkinson  v.  Detroit 
Free  Press  Co.  46  Mich.  341,  9  N.  W.  501,  holding  that  to  constitute  a  justifica- 
tion every  material  item  of  defamation  must  be  established;  Palmer  v.  Matthews, 
162  N.  Y.  100,  56  N.  E.  501  (reversing  29  App.  Div.  158,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  839), 
holding  repetition  of  others'  reports  no  defense. 
Necessity  of  proving  damages  on  admitted  cause  of  action. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Lumley,  7  Daly,  74,  holding  that  when  plaintiff's  cause 
of  action  is  admitted  he  is  not  required  to  give  evidence  of  damage. 
Necessity  of  proving  falsity  of  libelous  words. 

Cited  in  Hume  v.  Kusche,  42  Misc.  414,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  109,  holding  them  pre- 
sumed to  be  false. 
Rehearing  on  assessment  of  damages. 

Cited  in  Carr  v.  Hills  Archimedean  Lawn  Mower  Co.  13  Daly,  211,  holding  that 
general  term  could  order  rehearing  on  assessment  of  damages  in  referee's  re- 
port. 
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3  AM.  DEC.  467,  PIERSON  v.  HOOKER,   3  JOHNS.  68. 
Effect  of  release  by  partner  in  firm  name. 

Cited  in  Linsley  v.  Lovely,  26  Vt.  123;  Smith  v.  Stone,  4  Gill  &  J.  310;  Perl- 
berg  v.  Gorham,  10  Cal.  120;  Morse  v.  Bellows,  7  N.  H.  549,  28  A.  D.  372;  Wheeler 
v.  Curtis,  11  Wend.  653;  Bulkley  v.  Dayton,  14  Johns.  387, — holding  that  release 
by  one  partner  of  debt  due  firm  is  binding  on  all ;  Beatson  v.  Harris,  60  N.  H.  83, 
holding  same  void  if  made  by  fraud;  Hall  v.  Gray,  54  Me.  230,  holding  that  evi- 
dence of  collusion  between  parties  to  release  was  inadmissible  to  change  its  effect. 

Cited  in  notes  in  14  L.R.A.  414,  on  compromise  or  release  by  personal  represen- 
tatives of  claim  due  estate;  7  A.  D.  377,  on  effect  of  release  by  one  joint  owner. 
Power  of  partner  to  bind  firm. 

Cited  in  Parberry  v.  Johnson,  51  Miss.  291,  holding  that  single  partner  who 
*eeks  to  bind  firm  must  use  partnership  name;  Parke  v.  Smith,  4  Watts  &  S.  287; 
McPride  v.  Hagan,  1  Wend.  326, — holding  that  partner  cannot  do  any  act  under 
•seal  to  affect  the  interest  of  the  copartner  except  release  a  partnership  debt; 
"Wells  v.  Evans,  20  Wend.  251,  holding  that  one  partner  may  by  instrument  under 
-seal  authorize  a  third  person  to  discharge  debt  due  firm;  Lucas  v.  Bank  of  Darien, 
-2  Stew.  (Ala.)  280,  holding  that  a  partner  may  appoint  an  agent  to  make  and 
indorse  bills  for  firm;  Boswell  v.  Green,  25  N.  J.  L.  390;  Mabbett  v.  White,  12 
X.  Y.  442, — holding  that  one  partner  has  right  to  sell  partnership  effects  to 
creditor  without  consent  of  copartner;  Halsey  v.  Fairbanks,  4  Mason,  206,  Fed. 
<L"as.  No.  5,964;  Bennett  v.  Buchan,  61  N.  Y.  222  (reversing  53  Barb.  578,  5 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  412), — holding  that  one  member  of  firm  may  bind  firm  by  assign- 
ment in  firm  name;  Nunnely  v.  Doherty,  1  Yerg.  26,  holding  that  one  partner  can- 
.iot  bind  firm  by  ^a  sealed  instrument  executed  in  consideration  of  partnership 
<lebt. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  60  A.  D.  310,  on  power  of  partner  to  bind  copartner 
by  instrument  under  seal  executed  without  authority;  34  A.  S.  R.  688,  on  power 
of  individual  partner  to  bind  firm  by  executing  sealed  instrument. 

Cited  in  note  in  19  E.  R.  C.  439,  on  implied  power  of  partner  to  bind  firm. 

Distinguished  in  Sloo  v.  State  Bank,  2  111.  428,  holding  that  one  partner  cannot 
confess  judgment  for  firm. 
Power  of  one  coparty  to  bind  others  by  contract. 

Cited  in  Wright  v.  Ware,  58  Ga.  150,  holding  note  payable  to  two  persons 
jointly  extinguished  by  paying  either;  M'Laughlin  v.  Rutherford,  1  Yerg.  169, 
holding  that  payment  of  debt  to  one  of  the  joint  owners  of  same  is  a  good  satis- 
faction of  debt  to  all;  United  States  v.  Bacon,  14  Blatchf.  279,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,492,  holding  that  one  of  two  joint  obligees  on  bond  can  release  right  of  action 
arising  out  of  same;  Fitch  v.  Forman,  14  Johns.  172,  holding  that  release  by  one 
of  two  joint  covenantees  is  binding  on  other;  Schofield  v.  McGregor,  1  Thomp.  & 
C.  404,,  holding  that  one  of  many  parties  to  a  contract  may  rescind  it;  James  v. 
Aiken,  47  Vt.  23,  holding  that  release  of  one  joint  vendee  in  joint  right  of  action 
against  vendor  for  fraud  releases  the  interest  of  other  vendees,  although  releasor 
assumed  to  release  only  his  own  interest;  Myrick  v.  Dame,  9  Cush.  248,  holding 
that  release  by  two  of  three  joint  obligees  is  bar  to  suit  by  third,  brought  in  name 
of  the  three  for  one  third  of  the  benefit  of  the  contract ;  State  use  of  Meek  v.  Rose, 

3  Lea,  531,  as  to  power  of  one  of  several  owners  of  judgment  to  protect  sheriff  by 
his  instructions;  D'Invilliers  v.  Abbott,  12  Phila.  462,  34  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  158, 

4  W.  N.  C.  124;  People  ex  rel.  Eagle  v.  Keyser,  28  N.  Y.  226,  84  A.  D.  338,  17 
Abb.  Pr.  214, — holding  that  either  one  of  several  mortgagees  can  discharge  a  mort- 
gage. 

Distinguished  in  Lansing  v.  Bliss,  86  Hun,  205,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  310,  holding 
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that  when  one  is  liable  to  two  or  more  in  a  joint  contract  and  he  settles  with  one 
for  part  of  the  claim,  the  others  may  sue  for  their  part  without  joining  the  one 
with  whom  settlement  has  been  made;  Allen  v.  Corn  Exch.  Bank,  87  App.  Div. 
335,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  1001,  holding  that  commercial  paper,  payable  to  two  or 
more  persons  not  partners,  must  be  indorsed  by  all  the  payees  to  give  good  title 
to  indorsee. 
Scope  of  general  release. 

Cited  in  Foerscher  v.  Blackwell,  14  Barb.  607,  holding  certain  release  did  not 
amount  to  an  accord  and  satisfaction. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  written  contract. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  7  Lans.  322,  holding  that  unless 
there  is  ambiguity  in  terms  of  written  contract  parol  evidence  will  not  be  admit- 
ted to  explain  it;  Thorn ason  v.  Dill,  30  Ala.  444,  holding  that  parol  stipulations 
pending  negotiations  are  merged  in  the  written  contract. 
—  To  vary  general  release. 

Cited  in  Curro  v.  Altieri,  32  Misc.  690,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  499 ;  Fordice  v.  Scribner, 
108  Ind.  85,  9  N.  E.  122;  Sherburne  v.  Goodwin,  44  N.  H.  271;  Kirchner  v.  New 
Home  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  135  X.  Y.  182,  31  N.  E.  1104,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R.  242,— holding 
that  where  release  is  general  in  its  terms  the  releasor  may  not  prove  an  excep- 
tion by  parol;  Lanhani  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  120  Ky.  351,  86  S.  W.  680, 
holding  release  of  claim  for  damages  cannot,  in  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake  in  its 
execution,  be  varied  by  parol  evidence ;  Reed  v.  Tarbell,  4  Met.  93,  as  to  parol  evi- 
dence to  vary  terms  of  written  release. 
Presumption  as  to  demand' and  notice  to  charge  lndorser. 

Cited  in  Sigerson  v.  Mathews,  20  How.  496,  15  L.  ed.  989,  holding  that  promise 
by  indorser  to  pay  note  or  bill  dispenses  with  necessity  of  proving  demand  and 
notice;  Higgins  v.  Morrison,  4  Dana,  100,  holding  that  waiver  of  right  of  notice 
may  be  inferred  by  jury  from  acts  of  party;  Russell  v.  Buck,  11  Vt.  166;  Loose 
v.  Loose,  36  Pa.  538;  Breed  v.  Hillhouse,  7  Conn.  523, — holding  that  promise 
of  indorser  after  dishonor  of  note  to  pay  it  is  presumptive  evidence  of  demand 
and  notice;  Robinson  v.  Day,  7  La.  Ann.  201,  holding  that  renewal  of  note  by  in- 
dorser prima  facie  evidence  that  there  was  no  laches  on  part  of  holder  which 
would  discharge  indorser  from  his  obligation;  Farrington  v.  Brown,  7  N.  H.  271, 
holding  that  promise  to  pay  note  not  waiver  of  demand  and  notice  unless  .made 
with  full  knowledge  that  there  had  been  no  demand  or  notice;  Tebbetts  v.  Dowd, 
23  Wend.  379,  holding  that  holder  of  indorsed  bank  check  is  entitled  to  recover 
against  the  indorser  on  a  promise  to  pay  made  after  maturity,  without  direct 
proof  of  demand  and  notice;  Jones  v.  Savage,  6  Wend.  658,  holding  that  promise 
by  drawer  of  bill  of  exchange  to  make  arrangements  satisfactory  to  holder  will 
not  subject  him  to  payment  without  proof  of  demand  and  notice;  Bridge  v.  John- 
son, 5  Wend.  342,  holding  that  promise  of  defendant  did  not  amount  to  a  waiver 
of  his  right.  Knight  v.  Fox,  Morris  (Iowa)  305,  holding  that  plaintiff  is  not 
bound  to  prove  demand  and  notice  as  averred,  where  they  have  been  previously 
waived  by  defendant;  Harwell  v.  M'Cullock,  2  Overt.  275,  holding  that  subsequent 
promise  by  drawer  of  bill  of  exchange  waives  protest. 
Presumption  from  promise  after  maturity. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  A.  D.  306,  on  presumption  from  promise  to  pay  after  matur- 
ity. 

3  AM.  DEC.  469,  SMITH  v.  LEWIS,  S  JOHNS.   157. 
Right  of  action  for  perjury  or  subornation  of  witness. 

Cited  in  Curtis  v.  Fairbanks,  16  N.  H.  542;  Young  v.  Leach,  27  App.  Div.  293, 
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50  N.  Y.  Supp.  670;  Severance  v.  Judkina,  73  Me.  370;  Stevens  v.  Rowe,  59  N.  H. 
578,  47  A.  R.  231;  Phelps  v.  Stearns,  4  Gray,  105,  64  A.  D.  61;  Cunningham  v. 
Brown,  18  Vt.  123,  46  A.  D.  140;  Taylor  v.  Bidwell,  65  Cal.  489,  4  Pac.  491; 
McCafferty  v.  O'Brien,  1  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  64, — holding  perjury  not  actionable 
by  party  cast  in  judgment  thereby;  Silverman  v.  Doran,  23  Misc.  96,  61  N.  Y. 
Supp.  731,  holding  that  no  action  will  lie  for  fraudulently  securing  foreign  pat- 
ent; Abbott  v.  Bahr,  3  Chand.  (Wis.)  210,  3  Pinney  (Wis.)  193,— holding  that  no 
action  can  be  maintained  for  injury  sustained  for  perjury  in  vacating  entry  in 
land  office. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  47  A.  R.  233,  on  right  of  action  against  one  giving  or 
procuring  false  testimony. 

Cited  in  note  in  85  A.  D.  501,  on  civil  action  against  witness  for  perjury. 

Distinguished  in  Verplanck  v.  Van  Buren,  76  N.  Y.  247,  holding  that  action  will 
lie  where  in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy  parties  make  fraudulent  use  of  legal  pro- 
ceeding to  injure  another;  Rice  v.  Coolidge,  121  Mass.  393,  23  A.  R.  279,  holding 
that  one  not  a  party  to  a  former  action  may  maintain  tort  against  a  person  also 
not  a  party  thereto,  for  suborning  witnesses  to  testify  falsely  in  that  action 
whereby  his  character  is  defamed. 
Civil  liability  for  criminal  act. 

Cited  in  Mairs  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  73  App.  Div.  265,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  838, 
holding  that  the  punishment  of  a  felony  is  presumed  to  be  exclusive  of  any  other 
remedy  for  the  wrong. 
Conclusiveness  of  judgment. 

Cited  in  Demerit  v.  Lyford,  27  N.  H.  541;  Dobson  v.  Pearce,  12  N.  Y.  156,  62 
A.  D.  152;  Carter  v.  First  Ecclesiastical  Soc.  3  Conn.  455;  Homer  v.  Fish,  1  Pick. 
435,  11  A.  D.  218;  Haddock  v.  Haddock,  201  U.  S.  562,  50  L.  ed.  867,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  525;  Kellogg  v.  Maddocks,  1  Wash.  Terr.  407;  Hancock  Inspirator  Co.  v. 
Jenks,  21  Fed.  911;  Shelbina  Hotel  Asso.  v.  Parker,  58  Mo.  327;  State  v.  Reed, 
26  Conn.  202;  Tucker  v.  Harris,  13  Ga.  1,  58  A.  D.  488;  Webster  v.  Reid,  Morris 
(Iowa)  467;  Monroe  v.  Douglas,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  126;  Hillsborough  v.  Nichols,  46 
N.  H.  379;  Hoffman  v.  Coster,  2  Whart.  453;  Wyman  v.  Campbell,  6  Port.  (Ala.) 
219,  31  A.  D.  677, — holding  that  judgment  of  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties  and  the  subject-matter  is  conclusive  on  the  parties  and  their  privies; 
Macdonald  v.  Schroeder,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  128,  holding  that  conviction  by  jury 
conclusive  evidence  of  probable  cause  of  prosecution ;  Johnson  v.  Jones,  2  Neb.  126, 
holding  that  judgment  could  not  be  attacked  collaterally;  The  Acorn,  2  Abb.  (U. 
S.)  434,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  29,  2  Legal  Gaz.  314,  holding  that  an  order  of  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  admitting  an  alien  to  citizenship  is  in  nature  of  a  judgment 
and  is  conclusive  as  to  question  of  requisite  length  of  residence;  Loring  v.  Steine- 
man,  l%Met.  204,  holding  decree  of  distribution  after  proper  notice  so  far  con- 
clusive as  to  protect  administrator  acting  in  good  faith  thereunder. 

Cited  in  note  in  25  A.  S.  R.  171,  on  relief  from  judgments  obtained  by  perjury. 

Distinguished  in  Farmer  v.  Stewart,  2  N.  H.  97;  Thrasher  v.  Haines,  2  N.  H. 
443, — where  judgment  was  between  different  parties;  Dobson  v.  Pearce,  1  Abb. 
Pr.  97,  holding  that  it  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action  upon  a  judgment  that  it  was 
fraudulently  obtained. 
—  Of  foreign  Judgment. 

Cited  in  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  U.  S.  113,  40  L.  ed.  95,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  139, 
holding  that  foreign  judgment  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  merits  of  the  claim 
if  by  law  of  the  country  where  it  was  rendered  our  judgments  are  not  conclusive; 
MacDonald  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  71  N.  H.  448,  93  A.  S.  R.  550,  59  L.R.A    448, 
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52  Atl.  982;  Williams  v.  Preston,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  600,  20  A.  D.  179,— holding  that 
when  foreign  judgment  is  attacked  collaterally  it  is  conclusive. 

Cited  in  note  in  94  A.  S.  R.  539,  on  conclusiveness  of  foreign  judgments. 
Recovery  of  money  paid  on  void  judgment. 

Cited  in  Hollingsworth  v.  Stone,  90  Ind.  244,  holding  that  money  paid  on  void 
judgment  may  be  recovered. 

3  AM.  DEC.  473,  JARVIS  v.  HATHEWAY,  3  JOHNS.  180. 
Privileged  defamatory  communications. 

Cited  in  Streely  v.  Wood,  15  Barb.  105,  holding  that  action  would  not  lie  for 
charges  preferred  in  good  faith  by  one  member  of  a  lodge  against  another  for 
violation  of  other  rules  of  the  society;  Sewall  v.  Catlin,  3  Wend.  291,  holding 
communication  affecting  the  solvency  of  a  merchant  made  by  a  bank  director  to  a 
codirector  not  privileged;  Vanderzee  v.  M'Gregor,  12  Wend.  545,  27  A.  D.  156, 
holding  remonstrance  against  the  granting  of  a  liquor  license  to  a  particular  in- 
dividual making  charges  against  him  was  privileged. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  34  A.  D.  340,  on  privilege  as  to  words  spoken  in 
judicial  proceedings. 

Cited  in  notes  in  9  E.  R.  C.  80,  on  privilege  of  communication  fairly  made  in 
discharge  of  some  public  or  private  duty,  legal  or  moral,  as  defense  to  action  for 
libel  or  slander;  104  A.  S.  R.  143,  on  application  of  doctrine  of  privilege  to  state- 
ments relative  to  members  of  lodges  or  societies. 

—  Charges  pertaining  to  church  discipline. 

Cited  in  Kleizer  v.  Symmes,  40  Ind.  562,  holding  charges  made  at  a  session  of 
church  elders  which  was  provided  by  church  regulations  were  privileged  if  not 
malicious;  Coombs  v.  Rose,  8  Blackf.  155,  holding  same  of  words  spoken  or  writ- 
ten in  the  regular  course  of  church  discipline  to  or  of  members  of. the  church  and 
among  themselves ;  Remington  v.  Congdon,  2  Pick.  310,  13  A.  D.  431,  holding  same 
where  a  member  of  a  church  consented  to  charges  being  prefered  against  him  in 
writing  by  a  person  not  a  member,  so  that  the  charges  might  be  investigated. 
New  trial  for  verdict  contrary  to  evidence. 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Calkins,  17  How.  Pr.  451;  Clark  v.  Hatfield,  88  111.  440,— 
denying  new  trial  on  sole  ground  that  verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  the  evi- 
dence ;  Moore  v.  Central  R.  Co.  24  X.  J.  L.  268,  on  right  of  court  to  set  aside  a 
verdict;  Law  v.  Merrills,  6  Wend.  268,  on  right  to  grant  new  trial  when 
verdict  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence;  People  v.  Townsend,  37  Barb. 
520,  denying  new  trial  where  the  testimony  is  contradictory  and  character 
and  credit  of  witnesses  is  questioned;  Hurtin  v.  Hopkins,  9  Johns.  36,  same  on 
the  ground  the  jury  misunderstood  or  disregarded  the  evidence;  Blanchard's  Gun- 
Stock  Turning  Factory  v.  Jacobs,  2  Blatchf.  69,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,520,  holding  that 
in  an  action  of  tort  where  there  was  evidence  on  both  sides  and  the  verdict  was 
not  clearly  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  it  would  not  be  set  aside;  Culver 
v.  Avery,  7  Wend.  380.  22  A.  D.  586,  upholding  verdict  in  case  for  fake  represen- 
tation, as  against  evidence  unless  it  be  clearly  and  manifestly  wrong. 

Cited  in  notes  in  23  A.  D.  336;  39  A.  D.  592, — on  grant  of  new  trial  because  ver 
diet  is  against  evidence. 

—  In  penal  and  vindictive  actions. 

Cited  in  Paddock  v.  Salisbury,  2  Cow.  811,  holding  that  in  action  for  slander 
that  a  new  trial  would  not  be  granted  merely  because  the  verdict  was  against  the 
weight  of  the  evidence ;  Sheen  v.  Peoria  Journal  Co.  53  111.  App.  267 ;  Bailey  v. 
Dean,  5  Barb.  297, — on  same  point;  Root  v.  King,  7  Cow.  613,  holding  same  in 
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libel;  Fleming  v.  Brauer,  110  App.  Div.  876,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  594,  holding  that 
in  action  for  slander  verdict  for  the  defendant  would  not  be  set  aside  as  against 
the  evidence  unless  it  clearly  indicates  passion  or  prejudice;  Remington  v.  Con- 
don, 2  Pick,  310,  13  A.  D.  431,  holding  slight  but  insufficient  evidence  of  malice  to 
sustain  verdict  would  not  warrant  disturbing  a  verdict  excluding  malice;  Engel 
v.  New  York  Evening  Post  Co.  38  Misc.  377,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  884,  upholding  verdict 
in  libel  where  the  jury  had  found  the  substantial  verity  of  the  charges  made; 
Sargeant  v.  ,  5  Cow.  100,  holding  in  seduction  case  that  conflict  in  evi- 
dence was  no  ground;  Rundell  v.  Butler,  10  Wend.  119,  upholding  verdict  in 
libel  against  the  weight  of  evidence  where  the  proof  is  such  as  would  have 
warranted  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  for  nominal  damages;  Jones  v.  King,  33  Wis. 
422,  holding  same  in  action  for  slander;  People  v.  Glasgow,  30  App.  Div.  94,  52 
N.  Y.  Supp.  24,  holding  that  the  trial  judge  has  a  right  to  grant  a  new  trial 
in  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  when  verdict  is  against  the  evidence;  Lawyer  v. 
Smith,  1  Denio,  207,  holding  that  in  action  for  damages  under  the  statute  for 
burning  of  woods  verdict  would  not  be  Bet  aside  on  sole  ground  that  it  was  against 
evidence. 
Malice  in  slander  as  jury  question. 

Cited  in  Jarnigan  v.  Fleming,  43  Miss.  710,  6  A.  R.  514,  holding  in  action  for 
slander  it  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  words  used  were 
slanderous  and  malicious  or  not;  Root  v.  King,  7  Cow.  613,  on  question  of  malice 
in  libelous  publication  as  matter  for  the  jury  under  the  direction  of  the  court; 
Lathrop  v.  Hyde,  25  Wend.  448,  holding  that  where  a  communication  may  in 
itself  be  privileged,  if  the  jury  find  that  it  was  made  maliciously  an  action  may  be 
maintained. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  7  A.  D.  737,  on  malice  in  slander  as  question  for  jury. 
Actionable  words  as  depending  on  meaning  conveyed. 

Cited  in  Bridgman  v.  Armer,  57  Mo.  App.  528,  holding  that  when  it  is  apparent 
from  the  circumstances  that  the  words  otherwise  actionable  were  not  intended 
or  understood  as  charging  a  felony  they  are  not  actionable;  Haynes  v.  Haynes, 
29  Me.  247,  holding  that  words  spoken  of  another  in  themselves  actionable  but 
under  such  circumstances  as  would  not  lead  the  persons  present  to  believe  they 
were  spoken  as  true  cannot  support  an  action;  Haynes  v.  Haynes,  29  Me.  247, 
on  intended  meaning  as  effecting  actionableness  of  words. 

Distinguished  in  Owen  v.  McKean,1  14  111.  459,  rejecting  evidence  that  the  crime 
charged  was  committed  but  by  another  person  than  plaintiff. 

3  AM.  DEC.  475,  SEARS  v.  BRINK,  3  JOHNS.  210. 

Necessity  that  memorandum  of  contract  express  consideration. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Pratt,  3  Wis.  674,  holding  that  not  only  the  promise  but  the 
consideration  therefor  must  be  expressed  in  writing;  Justice  v.  Lang,  42  N.  Y. 
493,  1  A.  R.  576  (reversing  2  Robt.  333,  30  How.  Pr.  425),  on  same  point;  Kerr 
v.  Shaw,  13  Johns.  236,  holding  that  a  warranty  in  writing  not  under  seal  for 
the  quiet  enjoyment  of  land  must  express  the  consideration  on  which  it  is  founded ; 
Thompson  v.  Blanchard,  3  N.  Y.  335  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Miller  v.  Irvine,  18 
N.  C.  (1  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  103  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Taylor  v.  Fleckenstein,  30  Fed. 
99;  Durham  v.  Manrow,  2  N.  Y.  533  (dissenting  opinion),— on  necessity  that  the 
consideration  for  a  promise  be  expressed  in  writing;  Lecat  v.  Tarel,  3  M'Cord  L. 
158,  discussing  same  question. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  69  A.  S.  R.  534,  on  necessity  of  expressing  considera- 
tion for  promise  to  answer  for  debt  of  another;  9  A.  D.  110,  on  expressing  con- 
sideration in  writing  where  agreement  is  required  to  be  in  writing. 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 26. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  11  L.R.A.  98,  on  necessity  that  consideration  appear  in  memo- 
randum of  contract  to  authorize  specific  performance;  60  A.  S.  R.  434,  on  neces- 
sity and  sufficiency  of  expression  of  consideration  of  contract. 

—  Under  statute  requiring  that  "agreement"  be  in  writing. 

Cited  in  Neelson  v.  Sanborne,  2  N.  H.  413,  9  A.  D.  108,  holding  that  statute  re- 
quiring the  agreement  to  be  in  writing  means  consideration  of  the  promise  as  well 
as  the  promise  must  be  expressed;  Slingerland  v.  Morse,  7  Johns.  463,  on  same 
point;  Drake  v.  Seaman,  97  N.  Y.  230,  holding  that  amendment  of  statute  of 
frauds  dropping  the  clause  providing  that  the  consideration  be  in  writing  did  not 
annul  the  requirement  that  all  substantial  and  material  averments  be  expressed; 
Church  v.  Brown,  21  N.  Y.  315,  on  rule  under  former  statute;  Broadwell  v.  Get- 
man,  2  Denio,  87,  on  the  meaning  of  the  word  "agreement"  as  used  in  the  statute 
of  frauds. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  D.  71,  on  necessity  of  stating  consideration  in 
memorandum;  8  A.  D.  621,  on  necessity  of  expressing  consideration  of  guaranty 
in  the  instrument;  9  A.  D.  137,  on  necessity  of  consideration  being  in  writing 
where  agreement  required  to  be  written. 

Cited  in  note  in  6  E.  R.  C.  253,  on  necessity  for  stating  consideration  in  memo- 
randum required  by  statute  of  frauds. 

Disapproved  in  Tufts  v.  Tufts,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  456,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,233;  Speyer 
v.  Lambert,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  309,  1  Sweeney,  335,  37  How.  Pr.  315;  Bean  v.  Valle, 
2  Mo.  126;  Britton  v.  Angier,  48  N.  H.  420, — holding  that  the  provision  of  the 
statute  providing  that  the  agreement  must  be  in  writing  does  not  mean  that  the 
consideration  for  the  promise  be  expressed  in  writing;  Sage  v.  Wilcox,  6  Conn.  81, 
on  same  point. 

—  Contracts  assuming  or  guaranteeing  debt  of  another. 

Cited  in  Packer  v.  Willson,  15  Wend.  343;  Brumm  v.  Gilbert,  27  Misc.  421,  5& 
N.  Y.  Supp.  237, — holding  instrument  guaranteeing  existing  debt  of  another  void 
which  fails  to  express  any  consideration;  Henderson  v.  Johnson,  6  Ga.  390; 
Bennett  v.  Pratt,  4  Denio,  275, — holding  to  same  effect;  Hall  v.  Farmer,  5  Denio, 
484;  Brewster  v.  Silence,  8  N.  Y.  207, — holding  that  guarantee  indorsed 
promissory  note  must  express  the  consideration;  Staats  v.  Howlett,  4  Denio,  559, 
to  similar  effect  in  case  of  indorsement  on  a  note;  Manrow  v.  Durham,  3  Hill, 
584  (dissenting  opinion),  on  indorsement  of  a  note  as  importing  a  consideration; 
Smith  v.  Ives,  15  Wend.  182,  holding  that  in  a  promise  to  guarantee  the  payment 
of  an  overdue  note  expressing  no  consideration,  forbearance  to  sue  will  not  be 
implied  as  the  consideration. 

Distinguished  in  Leonard  v.  Verdenburgh,  8  Johns.  29,  5  A.  D.  317,  holding  that 
where  the  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another  is  part  of  the  original  under- 
taking and  not  collateral  no  written  consideration  need  be  expressed;  Farley  v. 
Cleveland,  4  Cow.  432,  15  A.  D.  387,  holding  that  promise  to  pay  debt  of  a  third 
person  arising  out  of  a  new  consideration  moving  to  the  promisor  either  from  the 
promisee  or  the  original  debtor  such  promise  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds ; 
Rogers  v.  Kneeland,  13  Wend.  114  (affirming  10  Wend.  219),  holding  that  where 
the  consideration  could  be  implied  from  the  terms  of  the  instrument  in  a  prom- 
ise to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another  it  would  be  considered  to  be  in  writing; 
Marquand  v.  Hipper,  12  Wend.  520,  holding  that  where  a  party  guaranteed  to  be 
security  for  silver  put  into  the  hands  of  another  to  be  worked,  the  delivery  of 
the  silver  was  a  sufficient  expression  of  the  consideration. 

Disapproved  in  Sage  v.  Wilcox,  6  Conn.  81;  Fyler  v.  Givens,  3  Hill  L.  48, 
Riley's  L.  56;  Dorman  v.  Richard,  1  Fla.  323;  Dorm  an  v.  Bigelow,  1  Fla.  281; 
Shively  v.  Black,  45  Pa.  345,  2  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  252,— holding  that  the  considera- 
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tion  of  a  written  agreement  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another  need  not  be  ex* 
pressed  in  the  writing;  Taylor  v.  Ross,  3  Yerg.  330,  holding  to  similar  effect; 
King  v.  Shoemaker,  1  Pearson  (Pa.)  206,  holding  that  an  oral  promise  by  the  as- 
signee of  property  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  assignor  was  not  within  the  statute  of 
frauds. 

—  Land  contracts. 

Cited  in  Soles  v.  Hickman,  20  Pa.  180,  holding  that  a  receipt  for  part  of  pur- 
chase money  defining  the  lot  sold  but  not  mentioning  the  price  or  any  other  terms 
of  the  sale  was  not  sufficient;  Farwell  v.  Lowther,  18  111.  252,  holding  that  con- 
tract must  be  in  writing,  must  specify  the  parties,  terms,  price  and  description 
of  property;  Phillips  v.  Adams,  70  Ala.  373,  holding  contract  void  when  the  only 
writing  executed  was  a  bond  for  title  which  did  not  show  the  consideration  and 
no  part  of  the  purchase  money  was  paid;  Horton  v.  Wollner,  71  Ala.  452,  holding 
to  similar  effect. 
Parol  agreements  to  answer  for  another's  debt. 

Cited  in  Peabody  v.  Harvey,  4  Conn.  119,  10  A.  D.  103,  holding  that  a  parol 
agreement  to  be  security  for  the  payment  of  a  note  by  another  was  void  under  the 
statute  of  frauds;  Huntington  v.  Harvey,  4  Conn.  124,  holding  to  similar  effect. 

Cited  in  note  in  5  A.  D.  322,  on  oral  promise  to  pay  debt  of  another. 
English  holdings  as  precedent  for  American  decisions. 

Disapproved  in  Bayard's  Estate,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  49,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  279,  holding 
that  the  rulings  of  the  English  cases  would  not  be  followed  when  the  reasons  for 
the  rule  no  longer  existed. 

S  AM.  DEC.  478,  FOOTE  v.  COLVIN,  3  JOHNS.  216. 
Interests  of  parties  to  an  agreement  to  crop  on  shares. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Lyman,  22  Pick.  437 ;  Taylor  v.  Bradley,  39  N.  Y.  129,  100  A. 
D.  415,  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  363;  DeMott  v.  Hagerman,  8  Cow.  220,  18  A.  D.  443,— 
holding  that  where  land  is  let  on  shares  the  lessor  and  lessee  are  tenants  in  com- 
mon of  the  crop;  Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  234,  37  A.  D.  309,  holding  same  where 
parties  entered  into  a  contract  under  seal  with  the  owners  of  land  to  farm  it  on 
shares;  Caswell  v.  Districh,  15  Wend.  379,  holding  that  an  agreement  to  grow 
grain  upon  a  farm  and  to  give  a  certain  proportion  to  the  landlord  was  an  agree- 
ment to  work  on  shares  and  not  a  lease  to  render  rent;  Bishop  v.  Doty,  1  Vt.  37, 
holding  that  agreement  between  two  parties  that  one  shall  raise  a  crop  on  shares 
on  the  land  of  the  other  did  not  amount  to  a  lease  of  the  land,  their  interests  being 
joint  before  the  severance  of  the  crop;  Aiken  v.  Smith,  21  Vt.  172,  holding  to 
similar  effect;  Henderson  v.  Allen,  23  Cal.  519,  holding  that  where  parties  agreed 
to  work  a  mine  on  shares,  the  agreement  did  not  create  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant,  but  merely  made  them  tenants  in  common. 

Cited  in  notes  in  6  L.R.A.  617,  on  what  are  emblements;  37  A.  D.  317,  on  agree- 
ment for  cultivation  of  land  on  shares  as  creating  cotenancy  in  crops;  23  L.R.A. 
468,  on  sale  or  mortgage  of  crops  raised  on  shares. 

—  Right  to  sue  for  loss  of  or  injury  to  crop. 

Cited  in  Moulton  v.  Robinson,  27  N.  H.  550,  holding  that  when  land  is  farmed 
on  shares  the  owners  and  lessees  are  tenants  in  common  of  the  crop  and  entitled 
to  join  in  an  action  for  any  injury  done  to  it;  Dinehart  v.  Wilson,  15  Barb.  595, 
holding  same  in  an  action  by  the  lessor  to  recover  his  share  of  the  crop;  Smyth 
v.  Tankersley,  20  Ala.  212,  56  A.  D.  193;  McNealy  v.  State,  17  Fla.  198;  Arm- 
strong v.  Bicknell,  2  Lans.  216;  Fiero  v.  Betts,  2  Barb.  633;  Harris  v.  Frink,  49 
N.  Y.  24,  10  A.  R.  318;  Walker  v.  Fitts,  24  Pick.  191, — holding  same  in  an  action 
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by  tlie  lessee  to  recover  for  his  snare"  otf  the  crop;  Aidrew  r,  Newcomb,  3.^ &  *•  4l7» 
holding  that  owtier  of  land  agreeing  w4th  another  tor  crop  H  on  shares  ha*.\-1lcl1  an 
interest  in  the  ertfj*  to  be  raised  tHat  be  might  maSntetfhi  an  action  tL*€refor*» 
Delaney  v.  Hoot,  00  Mass.  546,  97  A.  t>,  M,  holding  that  where  the  owner  wl?en 
the  crop  was  ripe  seized  all  of  it  the  cropper  had  a  cause*  o*  action  against  .  *"m> 
they  being  tenants  Hi  eommon  of  the  crop ;  Stultz  v.  Dicke?,  &  Binn.  285,  6  A.  D- 
411,  on  the  right  of  farmer  on  shares  to  maintain  an  action  for  injury  to  the  crop.  * 
Interest  in  crops  not  matured. 

Cited  in  Moulton  v.  Robinson,  27  N.  H.  550,  on  a  lease  reserving  share  of  crops 
as  rent  they  are  property  erf  lessor  before  severance;  Watkins  v.  Wyatt,  9  Baxt. 
250,  40  A.  R.  90,  holding:  that  a  crop  yet  to  be  planted  was  the  subject  of  a- 
valid  mortgage;  Steele  v.  Farter,  37  Mo.  71,  on  growing  crops  as  part  of  the 
realty. 

Right  of  purchaser  cf  lni:u  to  crops  or  fixtures. 

Cited  in  Wintermute  -  Light.  <!'»  B.  j.  278,  hoHing  that  v.*'1  "re  the  owner  con- 
veyed the  lands  by  an  absolute  c«  nveyance  wine  plants  passed  by  the  conveyance 
notwithstanding  a  parol  :  .nervation  thereof  by  the  grantor ;  Turner  v.  Cool,  23 
Iiid.  56,  85  A.  D.  449,  holding  crops  a  part  of  the  land  not  reservable  by  parol; 
Bloom  v.  Welsh,  27  N.  J.  I,.  177;  Thweat  v.  Stamps,  07  Ala.  96,— holding  that 
growing  crops  are  part  of  the  realty  and  pass  with  the  title  to  the  iand  to1  a  pur- 
chaser at  an  execution  sale ;  Riley  v.  Sexton,  32  Hun,  245,  on  growing  crops  a» 
part  of  the  land  that  would  pass  by  a  deed  unless  reserved  •  Pea  v.  Pea,  35  ImL 
387,  holding  that  a  sawmill  and  machinery,  there  being  no  reservation,  were  re- 
garded as  part  of  the  realty  and  passed  by  the  conveyance;  Floyd  v.  Kicks;- 14'  Ark, 
286,  58  A.  D.  374,  denying  right  of  settler  on  public  land  to  maintain  trespass 
quare  clausum  f regit  against  purchaser  from  government  who  enters  and  converts 
to  his  own  use  crop  planted  by  former. 

Disapproved  in  Smith  v.  Johnston,  1  Penr.  &  W.  471,  21  A.  D.  404,  holding-  that 
by  a  sale  conveyance  and  delivery  of  possession  of  land,  the  grain  growing  thereon, 
does  not  pass  to  the  vendee. 
Creation  of  resulting  trusts. 

Cited  in  Union  College  v.  Wheeler,  59  Barb.  585,  5  Lans.  160,  holding  ttiat 
where  the  purchase  money  for  lands  was  paid  by  three  persons  equally,  but  the 
deed  taken  by  one  alone,  a  trust  resulted  in  favor  of  the  others;  Sunderland  v. 
Sunderland,  19  Iowa,  325;  Eaton  v.  George,  40  N.  H.  258;  Parker  v.  Newitt,  18 
Or.  274,  23  Pac.  246, — holding  that  when  one  purchases  an  estate  and  takes  the 
title  in  the  name  of  another,  there  arises  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  the  owner 
of  the  money;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Erwin  v.  Moore,  6  Cow.  706,  on  the  point,  that 
where  one  party  pays  the  money  and  the  deed  is  taken  out  in  the  name  of  another 
a  trust  results  in  favor  of  the  party  advancing  the  purchase  price;  Jackson  ex 
dem.  Livingston  v.  Bateman,  2  Wend.  570,  holding  that  the  proof  should  be  clear 
that  the  purchase  money  was  the  property  of  him  who  claimB  the  resulting  trust; 
White  v.  Carpenter,  2  Paige,  217,  discussing  the  establishment  of  a  resulting  trust 
in  lands;  Garfield  v.  Hatmaker,  15  N.  V.  475,  holding  that  by  statute  where  one 
party  pays  the  purchase  price  for  land  which  is  conveyed  to  another  no  trust 
results  in  favor  of  the  party  paying  t'le  L  ..rchase  money  though  a  trust  may  re- 
sult in  favor  of  the  payer's  creditors  i?t  the  time. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  27  A.  D.  313,  as  to  when  resulting  trust  arises; 
12  A.  D.  507;  26  A.  D.  68;  36  A.  D.  16l>;  39  A.  D.  46;  57  A.  D.  618,— on  resulting 
trust  where  one  pays  purchase  price  of  land  and  deed  is  taken  in  name  of  an- 
other. 

Cited  in  notes  in  2  L.R.A.  146;  34  L.  ed.  U.  S.  1092,— <m  resulting  trusts. 
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Nature  of  resulting:  trust. 

Cited  in  Watkins  v.  Holman,  16  Pet.  25,  10  L.  ed.  873,  on  resulting  trust  as  a 
mere  equitable  interest;  Reid  v.  Fitch,  11  Barb.  399,  holding  that  although  re- 
sulting trusts  have  been  abrogated  by  statutes  where  land  was  bought  for  a  luna- 
tic with  his  money  in  his  name  by  statutory  exception  the  resulting  trust  in  his 
favor  was  turned  into  a  legal  estate. 
Parol  evidence  to  prove  a  resulting  trust. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Benson  v.  Matsdorf,  11  Johns.  91,  6  A.  D.  355;  Boyd 
v.  MLean,  1  Johns.  Ch.  582;  Turner  v.  Street,  2  Rand.  (Va.)  404,  14  A.  D.  792; 
Scoby  v.  Blanchard,  3  N.  H.  170,— holding  that  a  resulting  trust  may  be  proved 
by  parol  evidence;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Walton  v.  Leggett,  7  Wend.  377,  to  same 
point;  Neill  v.  Keese,  5  Tex.  23,  51  A.  R.  746,  holding  that  after  the  death  of 
the  nominal  purchaser  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  establish  a  trust  against 
the  express  declaration  of  the  deed;  Powell  v.  Monson  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  3  Mason, 
347,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,356,  holding  that  if  a  joint  purchase  be  made  iu  the  name 
of  one  of  the  copurchasers  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  fact;  Critten- 
den v.  Woodruff,  11  Ark.  82;  Olive  v.  Dougherty,  3  G.  Greene,  371,— holding  that 
parol  should  be  conclusive  that  the  purchase  money  belonged  to  the  cestui  que 
trust  or  was  advanced  for  him  as  a  loan  or  gift;  Brown  v.  Dysinger,  1  Rawle, 
408  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  creation  of  a  trust  by  parol. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  D.  663;  5  A.  D.  374;  24  A.  D.  417,— on  parol 
evidence  to  establish  trust;  13  A.  D.  134,  on  parol  proof  to  establish  resulting 
trust;  55  A.  D.  755,  as  to  when  trust  in  land  may  be  created  or  established  by 
parol  under  statute  of  frauds. 

Disapproved  in  Goodwin  v.  Hubbard,  15  Mass.  210,  holding  that  parol  evidence 
could  not  be  introduced  to  show  a  resulting  trust  which  does  not  appear  by  the 
deed. 

Leviabillty  of  equitable  estates. 

Cited  in  Pitts  v.  McWhorter,  3  Ga.  5,  46  A.  D.  405;  Kellogg  v.  Wood,  4  Paige, 
578, — holding  resulting  trust  in  lands  liable  to  sale  on  execution;  Guthrie  v. 
Gardner,  19  Wend.  414,  holding  purchase  of  land  in  name  of  wife  a  resulting  trust 
which  could  be  sold  on  execution;  Hershy  v.  Latham,  42  Ark.  305,  holding  that 
land  purchased  by  a  husband  and  conveyed  to  his  wife  in  fraud  of  his  creditors 
might  be  sold  in  execution  against  him;  Warren  v.  Ireland,  29  Me.  62,  discussing 
the  right  to  subject  the  interest  of  a  cestui  que  trust  to  sale  on  execution;  Moore 
y.  Spellman,  5  Denio,  225,  on  right  to  sell  estate  of  the  cestui  que  trust  on  execu- 
tion. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  13  A.  D.  134,  on  levy  on  land  embraced  within  re- 
sulting trust  to  satisfy  execution  against  cestui  que  trust. 

Cited  in  note  in  97  A.  D.  308,  on  interest  of  beneficiary  under  resulting  trust 
being  subject  to  execution. 

Disapproved  in  Disborough  v.  Outcalt,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  298,  holding  equitable 
interest  in  real  estate  not  subject  to  sale  on  execution;  Den  ex  dem.  Green  v. 
Steelman,  10  N.  J.  L.  193,  on  same  point;  You  v.  Flinn,  34  Ala.  409,  holding  that 
interest  of  cestui  que  trust  not  subject  to  sale  on  execution;  Russell  v.  Lewis, 
2  Pick.  508,  holding  that  a  trust  estate  could  not  be  extended  on  by  a  creditor 
of  the  cestui  que  trust ;  Doe  ex  dem.  Davis  v.  McKinney,  5  Ala.  719,  holding  that 
an  equitable  interest  in  real  estate  is  not  subject  to  sale  on  execution;  King  v. 
Tusciimbia,  C.  &  D.  R.  Co.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,808,  holding  that  the  interest  of  a 
grantor  in  a  trust  deed  is  not  such  an  interest  as  can  be  sold  on  execution; 
Trask  v.  Green,  9  Mich.  358,  holding  that  a  resulting  trust  in  real  estate  exist- 
.  ing  prior  to  its  abrogation  by  statute  was  not  subject  to  attachment  or 
execution. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


3  AM.  DEC]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  406 

3  AM.  DEC.  482,  RUGGLES  v.  KEELER,  S  JOHNS.  263. 
Conflict  of  laws  as  to  limitation  of  actions. 

Cited  in  Townsend  v.  Jemison,  9  How.  407,  13  L.  ed.  194;  Le  Roy  y.  Crownin- 
shield,  2  Mason,  151,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,269;  Urton  v.  Hunter,  2  W.  Va.  83;  Miller 
v.  Brenham,  68  N.  Y.  83, — holding  that  contract  was  not  barred  by  a  plea  of  the 
operation  of  the  statute  of  the  state  where  it  was  made;  Toulandon  v.  Lachen- 
meyer,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  216,  1  Sweeney,  45,  37  How.  Pr.  145,  holding  same  in 
action  to  recover  for  money  lent  and  goods  sold;  Olcott  v.  Tioga  R.  Co.  20  N.  Y. 
210,  75  A.  D.  393,  holding  same  in  an  action  against  a  foreign  corporation  plead- 
ing the  statute;  Beer  v.  Simpson,  65  Hun,  17,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  578,  2£  N.  Y.  Civ. 
Proc.  Rep.  351,  holding  same  in  an  action  on  foreign  judgment;  Decouche  v. 
Savetier,  3  Johns.  Ch.  190,  8  A.  D.  478,  holding  the  same  as  to  the  time  of  the 
limitation  of  actions;  Jordan  v.  Thornton,  7  Ark.  224,  44  A.  D.  546;  Jones  v. 
Jones,  18  Ala.  248;  Medbury  v.  Hopkins,  3  Conn.  472, — holding  the  same  as  to 
statute  of  limitation  of  another  state  as  a  bar;  Blackburn  v.  Blackburn,  124 
Mien.  190,  83  A.  S.  R.  325,  82  N.  W.  835;  Miller  v.  Smith,  16  Wend.  425,— on 
inapplicability  of  foreign  statute  of  limitations;  Brown  v.  Bicknell,  1  Pinney 
(Wis.)  226,  Burnett  (Wis.)  65,  39  A.  D.  299,  on  foreign  statutes  as  a  bar  to  an 
action  in  another  state;  Re  Shejtord,  1  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  439,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,753;  holding  that  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  in 
which  the  bankrupt  resides  may  still  be  proven  against  his  estate  in  bankruptcy; 
Nicolls  v.  Rodgers,  2  Paine,  437,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,260,  holding  that  action  on  a 
promissory  note  made  in  one  state  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the 
state  where  sued  on  although  it  would  not  have  been  in  the  state  where  made; 
Bacon  v.  Dahlgreen,  7  La  Ann.  599,  holding  that  a  surety  on  a  note  could  not  de- 
feat the  action  by  showing  that  the  principal  debtor  .had  sustained  a  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  in  another  state  on  the  same  bond. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  27  A.  S.  R.  814,  on  saving  clause  in  statute  of  limi- 
tations; 12  A.  D.  591,  as  to  government  of  case  by  statute  of  limitations  where 
action  is  brought. 

Cited  in  note  in  23  A.  D.  135,  on  lex  fori  regulating  time  of  limitation. 
—  As  to  set-off. 

Cited  in  Gibbs  v.  Howard,  2  N.  H.  296,  holding  that  in  an  action  upon  a  note 
made  in  another  state  what  was  proper  matter  of  set-off  was  to  be  determined  by 
the  laws  of  the  forum ;  Alsop  v.  Nicholas,  9  Conn.  357,  holding  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations a  good  replication  to  a  plea  of  set-off. 
What  laws  govern  enforcement  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Paine  v.  Drew,  44  N.  H.  306;  Meares  v.  Finlayson,  55  S.  C.  105,  32 
S.  E.  986  (dissenting  opinion);  Jones  v.  Dunn,  12  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  L.)  326,— on 
laws  of  forum  as  governing  enforcement  of  contracts;  Turner  v.  Hamilton,  88 
Fed.  467,  on  forum  as  governing  rights  pertaining  to  remedy;  Fletcher  v.  Spauld- 
ing,  9  Minn.  64,  Gil.  54;  State  use  of  Cone  v.  John,  5  Ohio,  217;  Goodman  v. 
Munks,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  84;  Gulick  v.  Loder,  13  N.  J.  L.  68,  22  A.  D.  711,— hold- 
ing that  remedies  are  to  be  regulated  according  to  the  lex  fori  and  not  by  the 
lex  loci  contractus;  Carver  v.  Adams,  38  Vt.  500,  holding  that  a  statute  of  one 
state  prohibiting  a  party  from  recovering  would  not  affect  his  right  to  recover  in 
another  state;  Bruce  v.  Luck,  4  G.  Greene,  143,  to  similar  effect  in  suit  on  foreign 
judgment;  Hubbard  v.  Wentworth,  3  N.  H.  43,  holding  that  the  exemption  of  a 
debtor  in  another  state  was  no  bar  to  his  arrest  in  this  state;  Whittemore  v. 
Adams,  2  Cow.  626,  to  similar  effect;  Fanning  v.  Consequa,  17  Johns.  511,  8  A. 
D.  442,  holding  that  interest  on  the  proceeds  of  a  consignment  of  goods  was  to  be 
recovered  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  of  enforcement,  and  not  the  laws 
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where  the  contract  was  made;  Van  Reimsdyk  v.  Kane,  1  Gall.  371,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,871,  holding  that  the  discharge  of  a  person  from  his  debts  under  the  in- 
solvency laws  of  one  state  is  no  discharge  of  a  contract  which  was  made  and  to 
be  executed  in  a  foreign  state;  Pritchard  v.  Norton,  106  U.  S.  124,  27  L.  ed.  104, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  102,  holding  that  an  obligation  must  be  governed  by  the  laws  of 
the  state  where  it  is  to  be  fulfilled;  Fitch  v.  Remer,  1  Biss.  337,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,836,  holding  that  a  contract  is  to  be  given  effect  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
place  where  it  is  to  be  performed  or  enforced. 

Cited  in  notes  in  6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  659,  on  law  governing  limitation  of  actions  on 
contract;  48  L.R.A.  629,  on  statute  of  limitations  governing  actions  on  contract 
in  another  state  or  country,  in  absence  of  statutory  provisions  in  forum  as  to 
■effect  of  bar  of  other  state. 
Effect  of  foreign  laws. 

Cited  in  Scoville  v.  Canfield,  14  Johns.  338,  7  A.  D.  467,  holding  that  a  penal 
statute  local  and  of  no  effect  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  country  where  enacted; 
Sherman  v.  Gassett,  9  111.  521,  holding  to  similar  effect;  Jones  v.  Merchants' 
Bank,  4  Robt.  221,  holding  that  in  an  action  for  the  conversion  the  statute  of 
limitations  affects  only  the  remedy  and  not  the  right. 
When  limitations  begin  to  run  in  favor  of  persons  absent  from  the  state. 

Cited  in  Snoddy  v.  Cage,  5  Tex.  106  (dissenting  opinion),  on  construction  of 
exception  as  to  persons  absent  or  beyond  jurisdiction;  King  v.  Lane,  7  Mo.  241, 
37  A.  D.  187,  holding  on  a  cause  of  action  arising  in  another  state  that  the 
statute  did  not  begin  to  run  in  favor  of  the  person  to  be  charged  until  he  came 
within  the  state;  Mayer  v.  Friedman,  7  Hun,  218,  holding  same  in  an  action  to 
recover  money  lent  in  another  state;  Blackburn  v.  Blackburn,  124  Mich.  190,  83 
A.  S.  R.  325,  82  N.  W.  835,  holding  that  the  saving  clause  of  the  statute  applied 
where  the  maker  and  payee  of  a  note,  being  husband  and  wife,  removed  for  a 
time  from  the  state. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  39  A.  D.  50,  on  absence  from  state  as  exception  to 
statute  #f  limitations. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  A.    D.  73,  on  effect  of  absence  from  state  on  limitation  of 
actions;  13  A.  D.  369,  on  effect  of  absence  from  state  upon  operation  of  statute 
of  limitations. 
—  Effect  of  nonresidence  of  defendant  at  accrual  of  action. 

Cited  in  Pratt  v.  Hubbard,  1  G.  Greene,  9;  Paine  v.  Drew,  44  N.  H.  306; 
Power  v.  Hathaway,  43  Barb.  214;  Parker  v.  Kelly,  61  Wis.  552,  21  N.  W.  539; 
McConnell  v.  Spicker,  15  S.  D.  98,  87  N.  W.  574;  Hoyt  v.  McNeil,  13  Minn.  390, 
Oil.  362;  Towns  v.  Bardwell,  1  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  36;  Van  Schuyver  v.  Hartman,  1 
Alaska,  431 ;  Ford  v.  Babcock,  7  N.  Y.  Legal  Obs.  270,  2  Sandf.  518,— holding  in 
the  case  of  nonresidents  as  well  as  residents  statute  does  not  run  till  they  come 
into  the  state;  Gibbons  v.  Ewell,  1  Handy  (Ohio)  561;  Mason  v.  Union  Mills  Pa- 
per Mfg.  Co.  81  Md.  446,  48  A.  S.  R.  524,  29  L.R.A.  273,  32  Atl.  311;  Didier  v. 
Davidson,  6  N.  Y.  Legal  Obs.  69f  2  Barb.  Ch.  477;  Fowler  v.  Hunt,  10  Johns. 
464, — holding  that  the  statute  of  limitations  commences  to  run  in  favor  of  a 
•debtor  from  without  the  state  when  he  comes  into  the  state  publicly;  Chomqua 
▼.  Mason,  1  Gall.  342,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,693,  holding  it  a  good  replication  to  plea 
of  limitations  that  the  pleader  was  a  foreigner  and  had  never  been  within  the 
limits  of  the  state  where  the  suit  was  brought;  Kempe  v.  Bader,  86  Tenn.  189,  6 
S.  W.  126,  holding  the  foreign  statute. of  limitations  no  bar  to  action  by  non- 
residents in  this  state  unless  the  bar  was  complete  during  the  debtor's  residence 
in  such  state;  Burrows  v.  French,  34  S.  C.  165,  27  A.  S.  R.  811,  13  S.  E.  355, 
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holding  same  in  action  on  a  promissory  note  by  a  nonresident  payee  against  the 
maker  who  has  become  a  resident. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  48  A.  S.  R.  534,  on  limitation  of  actions  as  affecting 
nonresidents. 

Distinguished  in  McCormick  v.  Blanchard,  7  Or.  232,  holding  that  by  operation 
of  statute  the  statute  of  limitations  began  to  run  against  a  debt  contracted  in 
another  state  from  the  time  it  accrued  and  not  from  the  time  of  the  debtor's 
arrival  in  this  state;  Beardsley  v.  Southmayd,  15  N.  J.  L.  171,  holding  that  a  de- 
mand of  more  than  six  years'  standing  of  a  nonresident  creditor  against  a  non- 
resident debtor  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Causes  tolling  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Sherwood  v.  Sutton,  5  Mason,  143,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,782,  holding  that  in 
the  case  of  a  fraudulent  concealment  of  deceit  in  the  representations  on  a  sale 
the  statute  did  not  begin  to  run  until  the  discovery  of  the  deceit. 
What  constitutes  "residence  out  of  the  state* *  within  meaning  of  statute. 

Cited  in  Sissons  v.  Bicknell,  6  N.  H.  557;  Graves  v.  Weeks,  19  Vt  178; 
Carpenter  v.  Wells,  21  Barb.  593;  Hobart  v.  Upton,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,547;  Paine 
v.  Drew,  44  N.  H.  306, — holding  that  defendants  who  have  never  resided  in  the 
state  as  well  as  those  who  have  resided  in  it  and  removed,  are  brought  within 
the  operation  of  this  saving  clause;  Cole  v.  Jessup,  2  Barb.  309,  on  same  point; 
Lowry  v.  Keyes,  14  Vt.  66  (dissenting  opinion),  discussing  who  are  residents 
out  of  the  state;  Jordan  v.  Secombe,  33  Minn.  220,  22  N.  W.  383;  Dunning 
v.  Chamberlin,  6  Vt.  127, — holding  that  the  saving  clause  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  extends  as  well  to  foreigners  as  to  citizens  who  are  absent  for  a 
time;  Hatch  v.  Spofford,  24  Conn.  432,  holding  that  time  during  which  the  party- 
defendant  was  without  the  state  is  excluded  where  the  cause  of  action  arose  in 
another  state  without  which  both  parties  continue  to  reside;  Paterson  Bank  v. 
Ludlow,  11  N.  J.  L.  354,  as  contradistinguishing  between  one  who  is  a  resident  of 
the  state  and  only  temporarily  absent  and  one  who  resides  altogether  outside  the 
state ;  Penley  v.  Waterhouse,  1  Iowa,  498,  discussing  when  a  person  might  be  said 
to  be  out  of  the  state  under  the  statute;  Field  v.  Dickinson,  3  Ark.  409,* 36  A. 
D.  458,  holding  that  the  term  "beyond  the  seas"  means  beyond  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  state"  and  applies  as  well  to  foreigners  as  to  citizens  who  are  absent;  Earle 
v.  Dickson,  12  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  L.)  16,  holding  that  a  residence  in  another  state  is 
not  a  residence  beyond  seas  within  the  saving  of  the  act  of  limitations. 
Right  of  set-off  as  against  real  party  in  interest. 

Cited  in  Caines  v.  Brisban,  13  Johns.  9,  holding  set-off  allowable  against  the 
real  party  in  interest;  Chandler  v.  Drew,  6  N.  H.  469,  26  A.  D.  704;  Bridge 
v.  Johnson,  5  Wend.  342, — on  the  same  point;  Van  Wagoner  v.  Paterson  Gaslight 
Co.  23  N.  J.  L.  283;  Youngs  v.  Little,  15  N.  J.  L.  1,— on  general  issue  with  notice 
of  special  defense  as  proper  mode  of*  pleading  set-off  defensively. 

Overruled  in  Raymond  v.  Wheeler,  9  Cow.  295  (affirming  5  Cow.  231),  holding 
set-off   not   allowable    against    real    party    in    interest    though    available    to    an 
assignee. 
Judicial  notice  of  statute  of  another  state. 

Cited  in  Myers  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  69  Minn.  476,  65  A.  S.  R. 
579,  72  N.  W.  694,  holding  that  the  several  states  are  foreign  to  each  other  in 
that  respect. 
3  AM.  DEC.  485,  JACKSON  v.  BLANSHAN,  3  JOHNS.  292,  SAME  CASE 

ON  RETRIAL  6  JOHNS.  54,  5  A.  D.   1,88. 
Admissibility  of  ancient  instrument  in  evidence. 

Cited  in  Staring  v.  Bowen,  6  Barb.  109;  Shaller  v.  Brand,  6  Binn.  435,  6  A.  D. 
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482, — holding  that  a  will  of  land  which  had  accompanied  the  possession  thirty* 
years  was  admissible  in  evidence  without  proof  of  its  execution;  Giddings  v. 
Smith,  15  Vt.  344;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Henry  v.  Thompson,  6  Cow.  178, — holding  to 
similar  effect;  Green  v.  Chelsea,  24  Pick.  71;  Waldron  v.  Tuttle,  4  N.  H.  371  — 
holding  that  a  deed  thirty  years  old  was  an  ancient  deed  and  might  be  read  irf 
evidence  provided  possession  of  the  land  had  constantly  attended  it;  Crowder  v. 
Hopkins,  10  Paige,  183;  Corley  v.  McElmeel,  87  Hun,  23,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  862 
(affirming  31  Abb.  N.  C.  113,  60  N.  Y.  S.  R.  53,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  785)  ;  Plummer 
v.  Baskerville,  36  N.  C.  (1  Ired.  Eq.)  252, — to  similar  effect;  Ridgeley  v.  John- 
son, 11  Barb.  527;  Dishazer  v.  Maitland,  12  Leigh,  524, — holding  deed  more  than 
thirty  years  old  but  not  accompanied  by  possession  not  admissible  without  proof 
of  execution;  M'Gennis  v.  Allison,  10  Serg.  &  R.  197,  discussing  the  length  of 
possession  necessary  to  admit  an  ancient  deed  in  evidence;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Van 
Schaick  v.  Davis,  5  Cow.  123,  15  A.  D.  451,  holding  it  sufficient  if  part  of  the 
premises  had  been  in  possession  for  thirty  years;  Homer  v.  Cilley,  14  N.  H.  85, 
holding  that  it  is  the  accompanying  possession  alone  which  establishes  the  au- 
thenticity of  ancient  deeds;  Willson  v.  Betts,  4  Denio,  201,  holding  that  proof 
that  a  deed  has  existed  for  more  than  thirty  years  without  another  circumstance 
is  no  evidence  of  its  authenticity;  Winter  v.  United  States,  Hempst.  344,  Fed, 
Cas.  No.  17,895,  holding  from  lapse  of  time  transcripts  of  plots  granted  ought  to 
be  received  in  evidence,  the  circumstances  showing  they  were  from  the  proper 
office  and  properly  made;  Tolman  v.  Emerson,  4  Pick.  160,  discussing  the  admissi- 
bility of  ancient  deed  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  39  A.  D.  686,  on  ancient  deeds  as  evidence;  5  A.  D. 
470,  on  proof  of  ancient  deeds;  53  A.  D.  222;  69  A.  D.  504, — as  to  when  ancient 
deeds  may  be  given  in  evidence  without  proof  of  execution. 

Cited  in  notes  in  21  A.  D.  560;  9  A.  S.  R.  302, — on  what  constitute  "ancient 
deeds,"  and  their  admissibility  in  evidence;  11  E.  R.  C.  513,  on  necessity  of  pro- 
ducing witness  to  ancient  deed. 

Distinguished  in  Robinson  v.  Craig,  1  Hill,  L.  389,  holding  it  sufficient,  there 
having  been  no  possession  inconsistent  with  the  deed;  Stroud  v.  Springfield,  28 
Tex.  649,  holding  to  similar  effect. 

Qualified  in  Enders  v.  Sternbergh,  1  Keyes,  264,  2  Abb.  A  pp.  Dec.  31,  33  How. 
464;  Hooper  v.  Auburn  Waterworks  Co.  37  Hun,  568;  Caruthers  v.  Eldridge,  12 
Gratt.  670, — holding  that  an  ancient  deed  may  be  introduced  in  evidence  without 
proof  of  execution  though  possession  may  not  have  been  held  -for  thirty  years,  if 
its  genuineness  can  be  accounted  for;  Hewlett  v.  Cock,  7  WTend.  371,  holding  to 
same  effect  in  the  case  of  a  lease;  M'Cleskey  v.  Leadbetter,  1  Ga.  551,  holding 
the  same  in  the  case  of  an  ancient  bill  of  sale;  Martin  v.  Rector,  24  Hun,  27, 
holding  ancient  leases  admissible  upon  evidence  of  their  genuineness  though  all  the 
parties  were  dead;  Caruthers  v.  Eldridge,  12  Gratt.  670,  discussing  the  necessity 
for  possession  of  the  land  on  absence  of  proof  of  execution. 

Disapproved  in  Shaller  v.  Brand,  6  Binn.  435,  6  A.  D.  482  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  admissibility  of  ancient  wills  in  evidence. 
Construction  of  devise  over  on  failure  of  issue. 

Cited  in  Dumond  v.  Stringham,  26  Barb.  104;  Widrig  v.  Finster,  18  Hun,  237,— 
holding  that  devise  to  named  sons  and  their  heirs  with  limitation  over  to  sur- 
vivors in  case  of  failure  of  issue  was  an  executory  limitation  over  to  survivors  of 
the  sons;  Guernsey  v.  Guernsey,  36  N.  Y.  267,  holding  where  there  was  a  devise  of 
an  estate  in  fee  to  the  children  with  a  limitation  over  to  the  survivors  if  any  died 
without  issue  the  devise  over  was -limited  to  the  children  surviving;  Wylie  v.  Lock- 
wood,  86  N.  Y.  291,  holding  to  similar  effect  in  a  devise  making  the  children 
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tenants  in  common  during  their  lives  with  the  share  of  any  dying  without  issue 
going  to  the  surviving  children;  Ward  v.  Barrows,  2  Ohio  St.  241,  holding  devise 
with  a  proviso  in  case  the  children  died  before  they  were  twenty-one  or  without 
lawful  issue  vested  an  absolute  estate  upon  arriving  at  the  age  of  twenty-one; 
Moody  v.  Walker,  3  Ark.  147,  holding  that  a  bequest  with  a  proviso  that  in  case 
of  death  before  reaching  majority  or  without  lawful  issue  it  was  to  go  to  the 
surviving  heirs  was  a  good  vested  legacy;  Lintner  v.  Snyder,  15  Barb.  621; 
Williams  v.  Graves,  17  Ala.  62;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Bowman  v.  Christman,  4  Wend. 
277, — holding  that  a  limitation  over  in  a  devise  to  the  effect  that  if  any  of  the 
children  die  without  issue  their  share  is  to  go  to  the  surviving  children  is  a  good 
and  valid  executory  devise;  Waldron  v.  Gianini,  6  Hill,  601,  holding  to  similar 
effect;  Lippett  v.  Hopkins,  1  Gall.  454,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,380,  holding  that  a  devise 
to  a  son  with  a  limitation  over  to  his  brothers  and  sisters  in  case  he- died  without 
an  heir  before  majority  was  a  valid  devise  with  an  executory  devise  over; 
Newton  v.  Griffith,  1  Harr.  &  G.  Ill  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  estate  taken 
by  devisees  in  a  devise  with  a  limitation  over  to  the  survivors  in  case  of  death 
without  issue;  Van  Home  v.  Campbell,  100  N.  Y.  287,  53  A.  R.  166,  3  N.  E.  771 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  the  limitation  of  a  valid  executory  devise  after  a  fee. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  22  A.  D.  198;  42  A.  D.  122, — on  executory  devises; 
62  A.  D.  315,  as  to  when  limitation  over  is  good  as  executory  devise;  41  A.  D. 
714,  as  to  when  limitation  over  on  failure  of  issue  is  valid  as  an  executory  devise. 

Distinguished  in  Tator  v.  Tator,  4  Barb.  431,  holding  that  a  devise  to  one  son  in 
fee  with  a  limitation  over  to  certain  named  sons  in  case  of  failure  of  lawful  issue 
was  limited  on  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue  and  therefore  void. 

Disapproved  in  Lapsley  v.  Lapsley,  9  Pa.  .130,  holding  that  in  a  devise  with  a 
provision  that  upon  the  death  of  any  of  the  children  without  issue  their  share 
was  to  go  to  the  surviving  children,  the  heirs  of  children  dying  before  the  one 
that  died  without  issue  would  share  in  his  estate. 
Construction  of  a  limitation  over  to  survivors  upon  death  without  Issue. 

Cited  in  Anderson  ▼.  Jackson,  16  Johns.  382,  8  A.  D.  330;  Mayer  v.  Wiltberger, 
Ga.  Dec.  pt.  2,  p.  20, — holding  that  a  limitation  to  a  "survivor"  after  "death 
without  issue"  indicated  an  intention  to  limit  on  a  definite  failure  of  issue; 
J*ewis  v.  Claiborne,  5  Yerg.  369,  26  A.  D.  270,  holding  that  word  "surviving"  im- 
plied that  failure  of  issue  be  referred  to  taker's  death  without  then  living  issue; 
Anderson  v.  Jackson,  16  Johns.  382,  8  A.  D.  330  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Paterson 
v.  Ellis,  11  Wend.  259, — discussing  the  construction  of  the  phrase  "dying  without 
issue  with  a  limitation  over  to  the  survivors;"  Yocum  v.  Siler,  160  Mo.  281,  61 
S.  W.  208,  discussing  the  construction  to  be  given  to  such  a  devise;  Wilkes  v. 
Lion,  2  Cow.  333,  on  construction  of  limitation  over  as  stare  decisis. 

Distinguished  in  Newton  v.  Griffith,  1  Harr.  &  G.  HI,  holding  that  in  case  ot 
real  estate  the  words  of  survivorship  did  not  refer  the  failure  of  issue  to  the  first 
taker's  death. 

Disapproved  in  Den  ex  dem.  Wardell  v.  Allaire,  20  N.  J.  L.  6,  holding  similar 
words  when  applied  to  real  estate  meant  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue. 

*  AM.  DEC.  490,  GRISWOM*  v.  NEW  YORK  INS.  CO.  3  JOHNS.  S21. 
Right  to  abandon  cargo  free  of  freight. 

Cited  in  Saltus  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  14  Johns.  138,  holding  shipowner  bound  to 
proceed  or  transship  regardless  of  damage  to  cargo;  Allen  v.  Mercantile  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  44  N.  Y.  437,  4  A.  R.  700,  holding  that  the  owners  or  master  cannot  volun- 
tarily abandon  cargo  to  the  ehipper  or  underwriter  free  of  freight  if  the  vessel 
ean  be  repaired  within  a  reasonable  time;   Williams  v.  Kennebec  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
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31  Me.  455,  holding  insurer  on  freight  bound  only  if  shipowner  cannot  deliver 
•cargo  in  whole  or  part  in  specie  howsoever  damaged  at  destination  either  in  his 
own  or  another  ship;  Ogden  v.  General  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  2  Duer,  204,  on  same 
point;  Hubbell  v.  Great  Western  Ins.  Co.  74  N.  Y.  246,  holding  that  cargo  must 
not  be  released  except  in  case  of  actual  total  loss  unless  abandonment  of  freight 
to  insurers  thereof  is  made;  Clark  v.  Massachusetts  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  19  Mass. 
104,  13  A.  D.  400,  holding  shipowner  had  no  right  to  abandon  freight  on  non- 
perishable  cargo  for  repairs  requiring  two  months. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  19  A.  D.  288,  as  to  when  abandonment  can  be  made. 

Distinguished  in  Smyth  v.  Wright,  15  Barb.  51,  where  cargo  was  accepted  at 
port  short  of  destination  and  freight  was  pro  rata  itineris. 

—  Right  of  consignee  to  abandon. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Clayton,  12  Ga.  564,  holding  that  a  consignee  cannot  abandon 
deteriorated  goods  to  the  master  in  discharge  of  freight  or  claim  an  offset  after 
tbeir  receipt.  * 

Distinguished  in  Boggs  v.  Martin,  13  B.  Mon.  239,  holding  that  a  consignee  un- 
der a  contract  to  carry  and  deliver  in  good  order  may  withhold  payment  of  freight 
to  cover  damage. 

—  Liability  of  insurer. 

Cited  in  Ogden  v.  General  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  2  Duer,  204,  holding  that  underwriter 
could  not  be  liable  for  loss  of  freight  due  to  master's  neglect  whether  sent  for- 
ward or  not.  » 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  22  A.  D.  349,  on  abandonment  of  insured  property; 
28  A.  D.  252,  on  abandonment  of  insured  vessel. 
Liability  and  Hen  for  freight. 

Cited  in  Hayward  v.  Middleton,  1  Mill.  Const.  186,  holding  at  common  law 
that  a  carrier  .has  both  a  lien  on  the  goods  and  an  action  against  the  consignor  for 
the  freight;  M'Gaw  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  23  Pick.  405,  holding  that  the  arrival  of 
goods  at  the  place  of  destination,  though  in  a  damaged  condition,  entitles  the  ship 
owner  to  full  freight  which  is  secured  by  a  lien  and  the  personal  obligation  of  the 
shipper;  Gilson  v.  Madden,  1  Lans.  172,  holding  that  the  delivery  of  goods  to  the 
consignee  by  the  shipowner  without  exacting  payment  of  charges,  though  it  was 
offered,  does  not  discharge  the  shipper;  Holt  v.  Westcott,  43  Me.  445,  69  A.  D.  74, 
holding  that  the  insertion  in  a  bill  of  lading  for  a  delivery  to  the  consignee  "he 
or  they  paying  the  freight"  does  not  relieve  the  consignor  from  his  ordinary  lia- 
bility for  freight. 
Acceptance  of  abandonment  of  ship. 

Cited  in  Gloucester  Ins.  Co.  v.  Younger,  2  Curt.  C.  C.  322,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,487, 
holding  possession  and  repairs  amounts  to  acceptance  of  abandonment. 
Right  to  freight  on  arrival  of  cargo  in  specie  but  damaged. 

Cited  in  Jordan  v.  Warren  Ins.  Co.  1  Story,  342,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,524,  holding 
that  the  arrival  of  the  cargo  at  destination  though  ruined  by  sea  damage  entitles 
the  shipowner  to  full  freight;  Nelson  v.  Stephenson, -5  Duer,  538,  holding  that  a 
shipowner  is  entitled  to  recover  for  carrying  of  hogsheads  under  an  ordinary  bill 
of  lading  though  their  contents  were  lost  by  leakage;  Gunther  v.  Colin,  3  Daly, 
125,  holding  that  a  shipowner,  not  negligent  in  any  respect,  is  entitled  to  freight, 
though  there  was  a  deficiency  in  the  goods  upon  arrival;  Hughes  v.  Sun  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.  12  Daly,  45,  holding  the  same  notwithstanding  vessel  was  raised  after 
sinking  and  brought  with  the  cargo  to  its  destination  by  the  insurers  of  the 
vessel;  Schwinger  v.  Raymond,  83  N.  Y.  192,  38  A.  R.  415,  holding;  payment  of 
freight  no  bar  to  counterclaim  for  damage. 
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Rights  to  freight  upon  disability  of  the  ship. 

Cited  in  Brad  hurst  v. .  Columbian  Ins.  Co.  9  Johns.  17,  holding  upon  dis- 
ability of  the  ship  that  the  freighter  is  entitled  to  the  goods  without  paying  for 
freight  if  the  captain  cannot  or  will  not  forward  the  goods  while  refusal  of  ship- 
per to  consent  to  a  forwarding  renders  him  liable  for  full  freight;  Whitney  v. 
New  York  Firemen  Ins.  Co.  18  Johns.  208,  holding  that  either  the  arrival  of  the 
goods,  though  depreciated,  or  the  refusal  of  shipper  to  consent  to  a  forwarding  by 
another  vessel  upon  disability  entitles  the  shipowner  to  full  freight;  Braithwaite 
v.  Aikin,  1  N.  D.  455,  48  N.  W.  354,  holding  that  a  master  able  and  willing  to 
complete  the  transportation  of  freight  after  the  close  of  navigation  can  recover 
full  freight  from  a  consignee  forcibly  taking  the  goods;  Crawford  v.  Williams,  1 
Sneed,  205,  60  A.  D.  146,  holding  that  a  shipowner  who  reshipped  upon  dis- 
ability of  his  ship  is  not  entitled  to  pro  rata  freight  where  the  owner  of  the 
cargo  was  compelled  to  pay  the  transshipper  more  than  the  entire  freight. 
"Total  loss." 

Cited  in  Hugg  v.  Augusta  Ins,  &  Bkg.  Co.  7  How.  595,  12  L.  ed.  834,  holding 
that  there  is  no  total  loss  as  long  as  the  goods  remain  in  specie;  Gould  v. 
Louisiana  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  20  La.  Ann.  259,  holding  same  under  insurance  against 
"absolute"  total  loss. 

3  AM.  DEC.  495,  READE  v.  COMMERCIAL  INS.  CO.  3  JOHNS.  352. 
Discharge  of  underwriter  by  deviation  in  voyage. 

Cited  in  Snyder  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  fns.  Co.  95  N.  Y.  196,  47  A.  R.  29,  holding  it 
immaterial  whether  deviation  occurs  during  the  time  the  vessel  is  in  port  wait- 
ing for  the  voyage  to  commence  or  thereafter  if  the  policy  covers  the  period  of 
waiting;  Post  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  10  Johns.  79,  holding  lawful  deviation  by  a 
neutral  to  avoid  capture  by  a  belligerent  no  defense ;  Solomon  v.  Higgins,  6  Wend. 
425,  holding  deviation  for  reasonable  cause  no  defense;  Callaghan  v.  Atlantic 
Ins.  Co.  1  Edw.  Ch.  64,  on  physical  presence  of  vessel  at  particular  place  as  part  of 
risk. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  39  A.  D.  550,  on  what  constitutes  deviation;  41  A.  D. 
601,  on  delay  and  deviation;  12  A.  D.  627,  on  effect  of  delay  and  deviation  on  in- 
surance policy. 

Cited  in  notes  in  33  A.  D.  60,  on  effect  of  deviation  of  vessel  from  route;  9  E. 
R.  C.  418,  on  peril  as  excuse  for  deviation  from  contract  of  insurance. 
liien  of  consignee  for  advances.  i 

Cited  in  Leland  v.  The  Medora,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  92,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,237,  holding 
that  an  implied  lien  will  not  arise  and  continue  after  sailing  of  the  ship,  in  favor 
of  a  consignee  who  took  a  bill  of  exchange  for  his  advances. 

Distinguished  in  The  Eliza  Jane,  1  Spragoe,  152,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,363,  holding 
that  the  consignee  of  a  vessel  in  a  foreign  port  not  having  funds  of  the  owner 
in  his  hands  may  have  a  lien  for  necessary  supplies  notwithstanding  he  is  the 
consignee. 

Disapproved  in  Furniss  v.  Magoun,  Olcott,  55,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,163,  holding  that 
the  master  has  a  right  to  hypothecate  the  ship  in  favor  of  the  consignee  when 
the  owner  was  known  to  have  no  credit  or  resources  for  necessaries. 
Liability  of  insurers  on  a  bottomry  bond. 

Cited  in  Jumel  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  7  Johns.  412,  5  A.  D.  283,  holding  insurer 
liable  for  legal  interest  only  where  a  bottomry  bond  was  executed  to  cover  ex* 
penses  without  exhausting  all  other  means. 

Cited  in  note  in  58  A.  D.  674,  on  marine  insurance. 
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Authority  16  give  bottomry  bond. 

Cited  in  notes  in  63  A.  D.  042,  on  master's  ftfwer  to1  hypothecate  ship,'  fright, 
and  cargo;  70  LM.A,  421,  on  existence  of  necessity  as  essential  to  gh^g  °' 
bottomry  bonds. 

3  AM.  DEC.  500,  JACKSON  v.  HUDSON,  3  JOHN'S/  $i&< 
Effect  of  adverse  possession— To  give  superior  rights. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Murray  v.  Denn,  5  Cow.  200,  holding  prior  possession* 
of  nearly  twenty  years  under  claim  of  right  superior,  where  nb6  intentionally 
abandoned,  to  subsequent  possession  short  of  two  years. 

Distinguished  In  Hung  v.  Schoneberger,  2  Watts,  23,  26  A.  D.  95,  denying  right 
of  town  to  elect  location  of  public  square  thirty  years  after  it  was  granted* 
*-To  create  presumptions. 

Cited  in  University  of  Vermont  v.  Reynold,,  g  Vt.  542,  23  A.  D.  234,  holding  titl^" 
of  trustees  of  university  to  land  possessed  adversely  for  thirty-eight  years  pf& 
sumed  Extinguished  j  Hastings  v.  Wagner,  7  Watts,  &  S.  216,  holding  outstanding 
title  in  third  person  presumed  extinguished  in  favor  <rf  one  acting  as  owner*  64 
land  for  thirty  years;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Van  Schaick  v.  tiavis,  5  Cow.  123,  15  A\ 
D.  451.  holding  extinguishment  of  landlord's  title  not  presumed  by  nondeniand  and 
nonpayment  of  rent  for  twenty  years;  Central  Bank  v.  Ifeydtofn,  48  N.  Y.  260, 
holding  covenant  to  pay  rent  not  presumed  extinguished  by  nonpayment  for  ove* 
sixty-three  years;  Tyler  V.  Jleidorn,  46  Barb.  439,  folding  failure  to"  prove  pay 
ment  of  rent  not  conclusive*  evidence  that  the  obligation1  was  released  or  dis^ 
charged;  cited  in  Jackson  ex  dSemv  Boyers  v.  Schauber,  ?  Cow.  1*W,  holding  that 
presumption  of  exercise  of  naked*  jiower  to  sell  by  executors^  will  not  be  aftowed 
to  defeat  title  of  heir  in  favor  of  inlirudei*  even  after  lapse  df1  forty  years. 
Mortgages  as  affected  by  lapse  of'  Uriie'  or  foreclosure. 

Cited  in  Giles  v.  Baremore,  5  Johritr.  Ota  545,  holding  flirbtl^a&e  presumed 
satisfied  after  lapse  of  thirty-five  years  without  payment  of  interest;  Jackson 
ex  dem.  People  v.  Wood,  12  Johns.  242,  7  A\  D.  31&,  holding  moYtta?£  presumed 
paid,  after  lapse  of  twenty  years  without  entry  by  mortgagee,  dfoaftd  or  pay- 
ment of  interest;  Kellogg  v.  Wood,  4  Paige,  57%  holding  bonds  given' with  mort- 
gages properly  presumed  extinguished,  nothing  being  £aid  thereon  from'  1779  to 
1816,  and  no  acknowledgment  of  their  being  due,  made;  Areckenridge  v.Ormsby, 
I  J.  J.  Ma^rsh.  236,  19  A.  D.  71,  holding  presumption' that*  trust  was  extinguished 
authorized  by  lapse  of  time  and  tacit  admission  by  heirs  of  cestui  que  trtiai,  of 
fulfilment;  Collins  v.  Torrey,  7  Johns.  278,  5  A.  D.  273,  denying  right  to  setf  up 
mortgage  to  defeat  seisin  of  husband  in  action  of  dower  whete'  mortgagee  never 
entered  and  interest  was  not  paid  within  twenty  years;  Hatnelcl'V.  Montgomery,  2 
Port.  (Ala.)  68,  denying  right  of  grantor  to  redeem  slave  on  ground  that  absolute* 
conveyance  was  intended  as  mortgage,  after  lapse  of  twenty-six  years  and  denial 
of  claim  by  grantee. 

Cited  in  note  in  1  L.K.A.  346,  ©a  presumption  of  payment  of  mortgage  from 
lapse  of  time. 

Distinguished  in  Cutler  v.  Jones,  52  111.  84,  holding  that  title  by  strict  fore- 
closure of  mortgage  must  stand  until  set  aside  by  direct  proceeding. 
Governmental  power  and  jurisdiction  over  and  in  Indian  Territory. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Livingston,  8  Barb.  253,  holding  grant  from  the  Crown  be- 
fore  the   Revolution  valid,   although   Indian   title   not   extinguished;    Veeder   v. 
Guppy,  3  Wis.  502,  unholding  power  of  United  States  to  grant  Indian  lands  to 
state  or  citizen;  Beecher  v.  Wetherby,  95  U.  S.  517,  24  L.  ed.  440,  holding  right 
•  of  United  States  to  transfer  lands*  to'  state  not  cut  off  by  prior  reservation  to 
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use  of  Indians;  Howard  v.  Moot,  64  N.  Y.  262,  on  questions  whether  failure  to 
extinguish  Indian  title  to  land  could  be  set  up  by  one  without  title  against 
owner   in  fee. 

—  Judicial  jurisdiction  of  offenses  committed  therein. 

Cited  in  Caldwell  v.  State,  1  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  327,  holding  that  legislature  had 
power  to  give  state  court  jurisdiction  of  homicide  committed  on  Indian  Territory* 
Sufficiency  and  effect  of  titles  of  parties  and  strangers— Plaintiff's  title. 

Cited  in  McKinney  v.  Daniel,  90  Va.  702,  19  S.  E.  880,  denying  right  of  one, 
unable  to  establish  title,  to  recover  land  from  one  in  possession,  without  title; 
Van  Vleet  v.  Blackwood,  39  Mich.  728,  denying  right  of  claimant  under  mortgage, 
not  recognized  for  twenty  years,  to  recover  possession  of  mortgaged  land. 

—  Plaintiff's  right  to  acqnlre  outstanding  title  after  action  brought. 
Cited  in  Martin  v.  Parker,  26  Tex.  253,  holding  that  plaintiff  in  ejectment, 

having  prima  facie  good  title,  has  right  to  buy  up  outstanding  title  in  stranger 
after  issue  joined. 

—  Outstanding  title  in  stranger  as  defense. 

Cited  in  Hallett  v.  Eslava,  3  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  105;  Townsend  v.  Boyd,  217  Pa. 
386,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1148,  66  Atl.  1099,— holding  that  to  constitute  defense  in 
ejectment,  outstanding  title  in  third  person  must  be  a  present  operative  one  or 
it  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  extinguished;  Sharp  v.  Johnson,  22  Ark.  79, 
holding  that  outstanding  title  to  constitute  defense  to  ejectment  must  be  active, 
subsisting  and  asserted  title;  Bennett  v.  Horr,  47  Mich.  221,  10  N.  W.  347, 
holding  that  to  constitute  defense  outstanding  title  must  be  present,  subsisting 
and  operative  and  such  as  would  support  action  of  ejectment;  Earnest  v.  tittle 
River  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  109  Tenn.  427,  75  S.  W.  1122  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
rule  that  defendant  in  ejectment  cannot  set  up  outstanding  title  that  has  >>een 
abandoned  or  extinguished;  Wilson  v.  Braden,  48  W.  Va.  196,  36  S.  E.  367,  hold- 
ing proof  of  mere  outstanding  title  in  a  stranger  not  sufficient  to  defeat  recovery 
of  plaintiff  in  ejectment;  Howard  v.  Massengale,  13  Lea  577,  denying  right  of 
defendant  in  ejectment  to  set  up  outstanding  legal  title  in  third  person  against 
equitable  owner,  where  holder  of  legal  title  could  not  recover  in  ejectment; 
Plaster  v.  Rigney,  38  C.  C.  A.  25,  97  Fed.  16  (affirming  88  Fed.  686),  denying 
right  of  defendant  in  ejectment  to  show  outstanding  prior  deed  not  properly 
acknowledged  from  common  grantor  to  stranger;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Duncan  v. 
Harder,  4  Johns.  202,  4  A.  D.  262,  denying  right  of  party  to  set  up  outstanding 
title  in  stranger  where  upwards  of  twenty  years  of  adverse  possession  had  run 
against  it;  McDonald  v.  Schneider,  27  Mo.  405,  denying  right  of  defendant 'in 
ejectment  to  set  up  title  in  stranger  not  in  possession  for  more  than  twenty  years; 
Harney  v.  Morton,  36  Miss.  411,  denying  right  of  defendant  in  ejectment  to  set 
up  stranger's  outstanding  title,  barred  by  statute. 

Cited  ih  reference  notes  in  50  A.  D.  559,  on  nature  of  title  of  Indians  to  land; 
27  A.  D.  665;  77  A.  D.  651, — on  outstanding  title  as  defense  in  ejectment. 

Distinguished  jn  Bailey  v.  March,  2  N.  H.  522,  holding  that  tenant  may  defend 
writ  of  entry  by  showing  title  in  stranger;  Adair  v.  Lott,  3  Hill,  182,  upholding 
right  of  defendant  in  ejectment  to  set  up  existing  right  of  curtesy  to  defeat 
title  of  heirs  of  deceased  wife;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Klock  v.  Richtmyer,  13  Johns. 
367,  holding  that  ejectment  must  fail  where  defendant  shows  subsisting  out- 
standing title  acquired  through  valid  partition;  Merryman  v.  Hoover,  107  Va.  485, 
59  S.  E.  483,  holding  denying  recovery  in  ejectment  where  there  was  outstanding 
legal  title  in  third  person  at  time  of  institution  of  suit. 

—  Right  of  defendant  to  acquire  outstanding  title  and  set  It  up  as  defense. 
Cited  in  Baker  v.  Chastang,  18  Ala.  417,  denying  right  of  defendant  in  eject- 
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ment  to  defeat  recovery  by  plaintiff  by  purchase  of  outstanding  extinguished 
title;  Griffin  v.  Sheffield,  38  Miss.  359,  77  A.  D.  646,  denying  right  of  defendant  in 
ejectment  to  defeat  recovery  by  plaintiff  by  purchase  of  outstanding  title  barred 
by  statute;  Crommelin  v.  Minter,  9  Ala.  594,  denying  right  of  mere  intruder  to 
set  up  unauthorized  purchase  under  pre-emption  law  to  defeat  title  of  claimant; 
Wade  v.  Thompson,  52  Miss.  367,  holding  Jhat  adverse  title,  purchased  by  de- 
fendant in  ejectment  to  be  available  must  be  one  upon  which  recovery  in  ejectment 
could  be  had. 
Construction  and  effect  of  deed,  grants,  etc. 

Cited  in  Scott  v.  Michael,  129  lnd.  250,  28  N.  E.  546,  holding  that  exception  in 
deed  is  to  be  taken  most  favorably  for  the  grantee;  Patten  v.  Stitt,  6  Robt.  431, 
holding  uncertain  point  indicated  by  words  "or  thereabouts,"  in  description  in 
deed  must  yield  to  more  certain,  point  fixed  by  given  distances  from  street  from 
which  boundaries  start;  Doe  ex  dem.  Phillips  v.  Porter,  3  Ark.  56,  36  A.  D.  448, 
holding  that  quantity  of  land  named  in  deed  yields  to  boundaries  specified  there- 
in; Van  Winkle  v.  Van  Winkle,  184  N.  Y.  193,  77  N.  E.  33,  holding  that  where 
deed  calls  for  line  running  to  stake  on  highway,  stake  is  regarded  as  determining 
place  and  not  end  of  line  thus  vesting  title  to  center  of  highway ;  Wright  v. 
Cochran,  3  G.  Greene,  507,  disregarding  ambiguous  alternative  clause  following 
unambiguous  description  of  land  conveyed;  Malin  v.  Rolfe,  53  Ark.  107,  13  S.  W. 
595,  construing  ambiguous  release  by  wife  in  trust  deed  to  be  conveyance  of  her 
estate  in  the  land;  Re  Ladue,  118  N.  Y.  213,  23  N.  E.  465,  holding  ancient  deed 
granting  land  bounded  on  street  described  on  map  and  to  be  laid  out  within  a 
year,  presumed  to  convey  fee  to  center  of  street;  East  Haven  v.  Hemingway,  7 
Conn.  186,  holding  that  words  "give,  grant,  and  ratify,"  used  in  act  of  assembly  to 
confirm  title  to  land,  imported  not  only  a  confirmation  but  a  grant;  Minnesota 
&  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sibley,  2  Minn.  13,  Gil.  1  (dissenting  opinion),  on  rule  that  words 
susceptible  of  different  meanings  in  grant  between  individuals  will  be  construed 
most  strictly  against  grantor. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  52  A.  D.  486,  on  construing  deed  most  strongly 
against  grantor. 

Cited  in  notes  in  50  A.  D.  548,  on  election  of  grantee  where  deed  may  be  taken 
in  different  ways;  2  E.  R.  C.  756,  on  necessity  for  certainty  in  reservation  by 
lessor  or  grantor  in  derogation  of  his  grant. 
Reservations  and  exceptions. 

Cited  in  Ives  v.  Van  Auken,  34  Barb.  566,  holding  inoperative,  reservation  in  deed 
of  privilege  in  well,  for  benefit  of  stranger ;  Borst  v.  Empie,  5  N.  Y.  33,  construing 
reservation  of  certain  "well  and  waterworks  laid  down  for  purpose  of  supplying 
tannery"  so  as  not  to  restrict  use  of  water  to  business  of  tannery;  Ft.  Wayne 
v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  132  lnd.  558,  32  A.  S.  R.  277,  18  L.R.A.  367,  32  N. 
E.  215,  holding  reservation  in  deed  of  right  to  cross  railroad  tracks  with  streets, 
upon  addition  of  certain  territory  to  city  not  enforcible  until  condition  ful- 
filled; Cocheco  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Whittier,  10  N.  H.  305,  holding  right  to  erect  mill  on 
land  conveyed  not  included  in  reservation  of  use  of  water  'for  fulling  cloth  or 
skins;  Richardson  v.  Palmer,  38  N.  H.  212,  holding  that  reservation  of  highway  to 
public  and  roadway  to  railroad  in  deed  passed  fee  subject  to  easements  of  public 
and  railroad;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Butler  v.  Gardner,  8  Johns.  394;  Muller  v.  Boggs, 
25  Cal.  175, — construing  doubtful  exception  in  deed  in  favor  of  grantee;  Black- 
man  v.  Striker,  142  N.  Y.  555,  37  N.  E.  484,  holding  that  grant  of  land,  excepting 
for  benefit  of  grantor's  ancestor,  specified  lot  for  burial  purposes,  passed  fee  to 
entire  tract,  subject  to  easement  for  burials;  McAllister  v.  Honea,  71  Miss.  256, 
14  So.  264,  holding  exception  only  in  deed  of  tract  of  land  "excepting  six  acres," 
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void  for  uncertainty;  Darling  v.  Crowell,  0  N.  H.  421,  holding  exception  of  one 
and  a  half  acre  "for  use  and  flowing  water  of  mill,"  in  grant,  void  for  un- 
certainty; Norton  v.  Meader,  4  Sawy.  603,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,351,  holding  exception, 
in  deed  of  land,  of  parcel  conveyed  by  another  deed  which  defined  the  boundaries, 
not  void  for  uncertainty;  Gould  v.  Glass,  19  Barb.  179,  holding  exception  in 
letters  patent  reserving  five  out  bf  every  one  hundred  acres  conveyed,  for  high- 
ways, void  for  uncertainty. 

Cited  in  notes  in  2  L.R.A.  87,  on  reservations  and  exceptions  in  grant  of  land; 
,20  L.R.A.  634,  on  construction  of  reservation  or  exception  of  easement. 
—  When  grantee  has  right  of  selection. 

Cited  in  Galbraith  v.  Bowen,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  352,  upholding  right  of  devisee  of 
ten  acres  "aside  from  orchard  and  building"  out  of  larger  tract  of  land,  to  select 
any  portion  he  chooses. 

8  AM.  DEC.  504,  JACKSON  v.  MYERS,  3  JOHNS.  388. 
Distinction  between  executory  and  executed  agreements. 

Cited  in  M'Donald  v.  Hewett,  15  Johns.  349,  8  A.  D.  241,  holding  that  executory 
agreements  pass  only  a  chose  in  action,  while  executed  ones  pass  a  chose  in  posses- 
sion. 
Construction  of  agreement  as  present  conveyance  or  executory  agreement. 

Cited  in  Lindley  v.  Groff,  37  Minn.  338,  34  N.  W.  26;  Mineral  Development  Co. 
v.  James,  97  Va.  403,  34  S.  E.  37 ;  Ellis  v.  Jeans,  7  Cal.  409,— holding  that  formal 
and  apt  words  of  conveyance  may  be  overcome  by  subsequent  clauses  showing  an 
intention  to  enter  into  an  agreement  for  conveyance;  Ogden  v.  Brown,  33  Pa.  247, 
holding  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  and  not  technical  words  determine  wheth- 
er an  instrument  is  a  conveyance  or  an  executory  contract;  Towle  v.  Jones,  19 
Abb.  Pr.  449,  1  Robt.  87  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  operation  of  a  contract  of 
•sale  as  a  ^conveyance  where  there  was  no  provision  for  a  future  one  or  a  con- 
'Ungency  to  give  it  effect. 

'    'Cited  in  notes  in  48  A.  D.  45,  47,  as  to  when  words  of  present  grant  do  not 
convey  title;  9  L.R.A.  574,  on  devise  to  widow  during  widowhood. 
'     Distinguished  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Troup  v.  Blodget,  16  Johns.  172,  holding  that 
an    instrument   was    intended   by    the    parties   to   operate   as   a   conveyance   in 
prcesenti. 

'—Effect  of  words  "bargain  and  sale/' 

*  Cited  in  Sharp  v.  Colgan,  4  Mo.  29,  holding  that  words  of  bargain  and  sale  fol- 
lowed by :' a  covenant  to  make  a  warranty  deed  do  not  convey  the  title;  Ives  v. 
Wes,  I3f  Johns.  235,  holding  that  an  agreement  to  convey  containing  words  of 
bargain  and  sale  in  prcesenti  does  not  transfer  the  title. 

Distinguished  in  Willis  v.  Bucher,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  369,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,769, 
holding  that  a  deed  in  the  usual  form  of  bargain  and  sale  upon  a  consideration, 
paid  or  secured,  is  a  conveyance  notwithstanding  a  covenant  by  the  grantor  "to 
make  a  patent!" 

Intent  as  rule  for  construing  deeds. 

*  Cited  in  Speed  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants'  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  163  Mo.  Ill,  63 
S.  W.  393;  Speed  v.  St.  Louis  Merchants'  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  30  C.  C.  A.  1, 
57  U.  S.  App.  526,  86  Fed.  235;  Davis  v.  Tarwater,  15  Ark.  286;  Moore  v.  Jack- 
son, 4  Wend.  58,  holding  that  deed  should  be  construed  as  whole  according  to 
intention  of  parties  so  as  to  make  every  word  operative;  Parkinson  v.  McQuaid. 
54  Wis.  473,  11  N.  W.  682;  Groat  v.  Moak,  26  Hun,  380,— holding  that  the  intent 
pf  the  parties  controls  the  construction  of  a  deed;  Atwood  v.  Cobb,  16  Pick.  227, 
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26  A.  D.  657 ;  Bassett  v.  Budlong,  77  Mich.  338,  18  A.  S.  R.  404,  43  N.  W.  984,— 
holding  the  same  when  no  legal  obstacle  lies  in  the  way ;  Witt  v.  St.  Paul  &  N.  P. 
R.  Co.  38  Minn.  122,  35  N.  W.  862,  holding  that  a  deed  is  construed  according  to 
the  intention  as  manifested  by  the  language  of  the  entire  deed,  the  situation  of 
the  parties  and  the  subject-matter;  Stevens  v.  Underhill,  67  N.  H.  68,  36  Atl.  370 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  the  yielding  of  other  rules  to  the  intention. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  30  A.  D.  450,  on  construction  of  deeds;  56  A.  D.  782, 
■on  intention  of  grantor  in  construing  deed. 

Cited  in  notes  in  1  L.R.A.  381,  on  rule  for  construction  of  deeds;   111  A.  S.  R. 
771,  on  controlling  effect  of  intention  of  parties  where  clauses  of  deed  are  repug- 
nant; 14  E.  R.  C.  798,  on  construction  of  deed  to  effectuate  intent  of  parties. 
Necessity  of  habendum  clause. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  E.  R.  C.  787,  on  necessity  of  habendum  clause  in  deed  of 
■conveyance. 

Intent  as  prevailing  over  literal  or  technical  meanings. 

Cited  in  Henderson  v.  Mack,  82  Ky.  379;  Haight  v.  Hamor,  83  Me.  453, 
"22  Atl.  369;  Hubbird  v.  Goin,  70  C.  C.  A.  320,  137  Fed.  822;  Atkins  v. 
Baker,  112  Ky.  877,  66  S.  W.  1023;  Collins  v.  Lavelle,  44  Vt.  230; 
Fogus  v.  Ward,  10  Nev.  268;  Ball  v.  Foreman,  37  Ohio  St.  132;  Pope 
v.  Patterson,  78  S.  C.  334,  58  S.  E.  945, — holding  that  the  intent,  as 
manifested  by  the  whole  deed,  prevails  over  technical  words  when  not  repugnant 
to  rules  of  law;  Wright  v.  Evans,  2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  308,  holding  that  words  in  a 
-deed  are  not  construed  according  to  their  literal  meaning  but  according  to  the 
intention  as  a  whole;  Bird  v.  Hamilton,  Walk.  Ch.  (Mich.)  361,  holding  the  same 
as  to  articles  of  partnership;  Morrison  v.  Wilson,  30  Cal.  344,  holding  that 
words  of  inheritance  in  a  deed  will  be  construed  as  limited  by  a  subsequent 
•clause  declaring  the  deed  to  be  only  a  quitclaim;  Gay  v.  Bidwell,  7  Mich.  519 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  the  interpretation  of  technical  words  according  to  in- 
tent, when  apparent  and  not  repugnant  to  rules  of  law;  Coleman  v.  Beach,  97  N. 
Y.  545,  holding  that  if  it  is  the  clear  intent  of  grantor  that  apparently  inconsist- 
ent provisions  of  a  conveyance  shall  stand  such  interpretations  of  the  literal  sig- 
nification of  the  language  used  will  be  imposed  as  will  give  effect  if  possible  to  all 
provisions;  Pillow  v.  Wade,  31  Ark.  678,  holding  that  trustees  under  a  limita- 
tion though  with  words  of  inheritance  take  only  such  title  as  is  required  by  the 
trust. 
Bargain  and  sale  deed  as  covenant  to  stand  seised. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  White  v.  Cary,  16  Johns.  302;  Chamberlain  v.  Crane, 
1  N.  H.  64, — holding  that  in  a  bargain  and  sale  no  use  can  be  executed  by  the 
statute  of  uses  in  a  third  person ;  Moore  v.  Spellman,  5  Denio,  225,  on  same  point. 
Sufficiency  of  possession  as  presumptive  title. 

Cited  in  Winans  v.  Christy,  4  Cal.  70,  60  A.  D.  597,  holding  that  possession 
•coupled  with  color  of  title  will  sustain  ejectment  except  where  a  better  title  is 
shown  in  the  defendants;  Bradshaw  v.  Ashley,  14  App.  D.  C.  485;  Smoot  v.  Lecatt, 
1  Stew.  (Ala.)  590;  Sabariego  v.  Maverick,  124  U.  S.  261,  31  L.  ed.  430,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  461 ;  Smith  ex  dem.  Teller  v.  Lorillard,  10  Johns.  338,— holding  that  a 
previous  peaceable  possession  under  claim  of  title,  though  for  less  than  twenty 
years,  when  there  has  been  on  abandonment  will  sustain  ejectment  against  a  tres- 
passer; Doe  ex  dem.  Herbert  v.  Herbert,  Breese  (111.)  278,  12  A.  D.  192,  same 
where  there  was  no  evidence  of  title  on  either  side;  Crockett  v.  Morrison,  11  Mo. 
3,  same  where  there  was  no  abandonment;  Sowder  v.  McMillan,  4  Dana,  456, 
•same  though  there  was  an  offer  to  prove  title  in  a  third  person ;  Harris  v.  Mills, 
28  111.  44,  81  A.  D.  259,  holding  foreclosure  barred  by  same  period  as  would  be 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 27. 
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bar  at  law;  Atherton  v.  Johnson,  2  N.  H.  31,  on  whether  one  having  the  paper 
title  and  present  possession  can  be  disturbed  by  one  whose  title  depends  wholly 
on  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  50  A.  D.  232,  on  title  necessary  or  sufficient  to  sup- 
port ejectment;  60  A.  D.  604,  on  necessity  that  prior  possession  be  actual  to  sup- 
port recovery  in  ejectment  founded  on  possession  alone. 

Doubted  in  Woodworth  v.  Fulton,  1  Cal.  295,  whether  prior  possession  will 
sustain  ejectment  without  title. 
—  Proof  of  possession. 

Cited  in  Lea  v.  Hernandez,  10  Tex.  137,  holding  that  prior  peaceable  and  law- 
ful possession  will  not  suffice  against  a  trespasser  unless  the  proof  is  clear  and 
unequivocal;  Woodworth  v.  Fulton,  1  Cal.  205,  holding  that  proof  must  be  clear 
and  unequivocal. 
Evidence  of  actual  possession. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Burnsides,  1  Gratt.  165,  holding  payment  of  taxes,  prohibi- 
tion of  trespasses,  surveys  and  conveyances  not  evidence  of  an  actual  possession; 
Myers  v.  McMillan,  4  Dana,  485,  holding  that  after  party  has  left  land  but  not 
abandoned  his  claim  thereto  a  mere  claim  of  ownership  does  not  per  ae  amount  to 
a  continuation  of  possession. 
Leas©  or  executory  agreement  for  lease. 

Cited  in  Franke  v.  Hewitt,  56  App.  Div.  497,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  968,  holding  that 
oral  negotiations  and  agreements  between  the  owner  of  a  hotel  and  its  occupant 
do  not  constitute  a  lease  where  both  parties  contemplated  the  execution  of  a  writ- 
ten lease;  Boston,  C.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  65  N.  H.  393,  23  Atl.  52& 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  the  construction  of  an  instrument  as  an  agreement  for  a 
lease  where  construction  as  a  lease  would  work  a  forfeiture;  Palmer  v.  Elliot,  1 
Cliff.  63,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,692,  on  sufficiency  of  words  of  hiring  to  imply  grant 
rather  than  covenant. 
Statute  of  uses  as  part  of  common  law. 

Cited  in  Society  for  Propagation  of  the  Gospel  v.  Hartland,  2  Paine,  536,  FetL 
Cas.  No.  13,155,  holding  the  statute  of  uses  a  part  of  the  common  law  of  Ver- 
mont. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1156,  on  statute  of  uses  in  the  United  States. 

3  AM.  DEC.  509,  BAILEY  v.  OGDEN,  3  JOHNS.  3f>f>. 
Memorandum  of  goods  required  by  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Dilworth  v.  Bostwick,  1  Sweeney,  581 ;  Calkins  v.  Falk,  39  Barb.  620,. 
38  How.  Pr.  62,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  291, — holding  that  memorandum  must  state  the 
contract  with  reasonable  certainty  so  that  parol  is  not  necessary;  Hawkins  v. 
Chace,  19  Pick.  502,  holding  that  the  contract  is  to  be  construed  from  the  term* 
of  the  memorandum  and  is  not  to  be  varied  by  parol;  Louisville  Asphalt  Varnish 
Co.  v.  Lorick,  29  S.  C.  533,  2  L.R.A.  212,  8  S.  E.  8,  holding  that  a  separate  paper 
drawn  into  a  letter  by  reference  may  be  sufficient  as  a  memorandum ;  Salmon  Falls 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  Goddard,  14  How.  440,  14  L.  ed.  493  (dissenting  opinion),  on  necessity 
that  memorandum  be  intelligible  as  to  who  is  buyer  and  who  seller., 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  65  A.  D.  668,  on  general  requisites  of  memorandum 
required  by  statute  of  frauds;  51  A.  S.  R.  616,  of  sufficiency  of  memorandum  with 
in  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  notes  in  2  L.R.A.  212,  on  necessity  that  memorandum  required  by 
statute  of  frauds  be  in  writing  and  signed;  11  L.R.A.  98,  on  necessity  that  con- 
sideration appear  in  memorandum  if  contract  to  authorize  specific  performance ;  26 
A.  D.  661,  662,  on  certainty  in  contract  as  essential  to  specific  performance. 
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—  Of  sale  of  goods. 

Cited  in  Banks  v.  Chas.  P.  Harris  Mfg.  Co.  22  Blatchf.  103,  20  Fed.  667,  holding 
that  the  memorandum  must  set  forth  on  its  face  enough  to  constitute  a  contract 
of  sale  against  the  party  to  be  charged ;  Peltier  v.  Collins,  3  Wend.  459,  20  A.  D. 
711,  holding  that  a  warranty  when  made  must  be  ill  the  memorandum  and  is  in- 
capable of  proof  by  parol;  Ellis  v.  Denver,  L.  &  G.  R.  Co.  7  Colo.  App.  350,  43 
Pac.  457,  holding  insufficient  a  memorandum  of  sale  of  railroad  ties  merely  speci- 
fying the  total  number  to  be  delivered  without  giving  the  number  of  the  various 
kinds ;  Sale  v.  Darragh,  2  Hilt.  184,  on  the  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  show 
that  bales  of  hemp  in  a  memorandum  meant  a  particular  lot;  Sanborn  v.  Flagler, 
9  Allen,  474,  holding  that  a  stipulation  in  a  memorandum  to  deliver  goods  to  a 
certain  party  is  sufficient  designation  of  the  purchaser;  Hodgkins  v.  Bond,  1  N.  H. 
284,  holding  mere  signing  of  name  in  blank  by  guarantor  of  note  over  which  holder 
subsequently  writes  guaranty,  not  sufficient  memorandum;  Stocker  v.  Partridge, 
2  Robt.  193,  holding  that  delivery  of  a  sold  note  only  by  a  broker  bound  the  seller 
only. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  12  A.  D.  616,  on  auction  sales  being  within  statute  of 
frauds. 

—  6f  sale  of  land. 

Cited  in  Ross  v.  Allen,  45  Kan.  231,  10  L.R.A.  835,  25  Pac.  570,  holding  that 
memorandum  must  designate  land  terms  and  parties;  Rucker  v.  Harrington,  52 
Mo.  App.  481,  holding  that  either  a  formal  contract  or  a  memorandum  of  sale 
must  contain  the  whole  agreement;  Blair  v.  Snodgrass,  1  Sneed,  1,  holding  that 
the  form  of  memorandum  is  immaterial  provided  it  is  reasonably  certain  in  itself 
as  to  the  estate  and  terms  of  sale  intended;  Milliman  v.  Huntington,  68  Hun,  258, 
22  N.  Y.  Supp.  997,  holding  that  contract  must  be  all  in  writing  and  in  order  to 
be  specifically  enforced  must  be  certain  and  definite;  Sherburne  v.  Shaw,  1  N.  H. 
157,  8  A.  D.  47,  holding  memorandum  bad  which  failed  to  show  the  two  parties  to 
the  contract;  Barickman  v.  Kuykendall,  6  Blackf.  21,  holding  a  receipt  for  pur- 
chase money  sufficient  provided  it  shows  on  its  face  or  by  reference  to  some  other 
instruments  all  the  material  parts  of  the  contract;  Parkhurst  v.  Van  Cortlandt, 
1  Johns.  Ch.  273,  holding  insufficient  a  memorandum  which  failed  to  show  extent 
of  land  conditions  or  price;  First  Baptist  Church  v.  Bigelow,  16  Wend.  28,  holding 
insufficient  the  entry  on  a  chart  of  the  ground  floor  of  a  church  of  the  name  and 
sum  bid  by  a  purchaser  of  a  pew,  though  the  conditions  of  the  sale  were  ad- 
vertised; Mentz  v.  Newwitter,  122  N.  Y.  491,  19  A.  S.  R.  514,  11  L.R.A.  97,  25 
N.  E.  1044,  holding  that  an  entry  in  an  auctioneer's  book  which  failed  to  describe 
or  name  the  vendor  is  insufficient;  Meyer  Land  Co.  v.  Pecor,  18  S.  D.  466,  101  N. 
W.  39,  holding  insufficient  an  instrument  reciting  that  a  person  named  has  paid 
$50  for  a  tract  of  land  described  "for  $9,000,  $6,000  cash  and  balance  on  time  at 
6  per  cent,  $500  payment  per  year"  and  signed  by  the  owner;  Abeel  v.  Radcliff,  13 
Johns.  297;  Laird  v.  Boyle,  2  Wis.  431, — refusing  to  sustain  a  provision  for  a 
renewal  in  a  lease  which  was  silent  as  to  terms  and  length  of  time  of  renewal. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  87  A.  D.  644,  on  requisites  of  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment for  sale  of  lands  required  by  statute  of  frauds. 

Distinguished  in  Miller  v.  Tuck,  95  App.  Div.  134,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  495,  holding 
parol  evidence  admissible  not  to  vary  the  terms  of  a  memorandum  but  to  show  the 
extrinsic  circumstances  of  the  parties. 

—  Of  agreement  to  answer  for  another's  debt. 

Cited  in  Ward  v.  Hasbrouck,  169  N.  Y.  407,  62  N.  E.  434,  holding  insufficient  a 
memorandum  of  a  collateral  guaranty  to  pay  the  rent  or  premises  leased  to  an- 
other which  failed  to  designate  the  owner;  Evansvilb  Mac.  Bank  v.  Kaufmann,  93 
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N.  Y.  273,  45  A.  R.  204,  holding  that  no  one  can  accept  the  provisions  of  a  con- 
tract of  guaranty  unless  embraced  within  the  description  of  those  to  whom  the 
offer  is  addressed. 

—  Signatures  required. 

Cited  in  Justice  v.  Lang,'  42  N.  Y.  493,  1  A.  R.  576  (reversing  2  Robt.  333, 
30  How.  Pr.  425),  holding  that  the  signature  of  the  vendor  to  the  memorandum  is 
sufficient  to  bind  him  though  the  vendee  does  not  sign;  Dykers  v.  Townsend,  24 
N.  Y.  57,  on  the  necessity  of  the  signature  of  both  parties  where  the  contract  wa» 
entirely  executory  and  no  part  of  the  consideration  had  been  paid. 
Agency  to  sign  memorandum. 

Cited  in  Wingate  v.  Herschauer,  42  Iowa,  506,  holding  an  administrator  acting 
as  auctioneer  at  a  sale  of  his  decedent's  real  estate  incompetent  to  sign  a  memo- 
randum as  agent  of  the  purchaser. 
Delivery  required  by  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Outwater  v.  Dodge,  7  Cow.  85,  holding  delivery  not  complete  within 
statute  of  frauds  where  anything  remains  to  be  done  by  vendor  to  ascertain  value, 
quantity,  or  quality  of  goods  sold;  Devine  v.  Warner,  75  Conn.  375,  96  A.  S.  R. 
211,  53  Atl.  782;  Bowe  v.  Ellis,  3  Misc.  92,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  369;  Hinchman  v.  Lin- 
coln, 124  U.  S.  38,  31  L.  ed.  337,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  369,— holding  that  there  must 
be  acts  of  such  a  character  as  to  place  the  property  unequivocally  within  the  exclu- 
sive power  of  the  buyer  discharged  of  all  lien  for  the  price;  Phillips  v.  Hunnewell, 

4  Me.  376,  holding  that  the  circumstances  equivalent  to  an  actual  delivery  must 
be  clear  and  unequivocal;  Johnson  v.  Smith,  Anthon,  N.  P.  60,  holding  delivery  of 
export  entry  not  delivery  of  articles  sold  within  statute;  Pleasants  v.  Pendleton, 
6  Rand.  (Va.)  473,  18  A.  D.  726,  holding  that  the  delivery  of  a  bill  of  sale  and 
order  on  a  warehouseman  for  specific  barrels  of  Hour  together  with  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  money  operate  as  a  constructive  delivery;  Dodge  v.  Jones,  7  Mont. 
121,  14  Pac.  707,  holding  execution  of  bill  of  sale  and  changing  brands  on  horses 
running  at  large  on  a  range  constitute  a  delivery;  Bland  v.  Brookshire,  3  Tex. 
App.  Civ.  Cas.  ( Willson)  p.  539,  holding  that  to  constitute  delivery  of  property 
not  susceptible  of  immediate  manual  delivery  the  law  requires  only  such  delivery 
and  change  of  possession  as  nature  of  property  will  allow;  M'Dowell  v.  Murdock, 
1  Nott  &  M'C.  237,  9  A.  D.  684,  as  an  authority  on  symbolical  delivery;  Dodge  v. 
Jones,  7  Mont.  121  (dissenting  opinion),  on  distinction  between  delivery  to 
satisfy  statute  of  frauds  and  that  requisite  as  against  creditors. 

Cited  in  notes  in  37  A.  R.  19,  on  delivery  satisfying  statute  of  frauds;  21  L. 
ed.  U.  S.  308,  on  delivery  and  acceptance  necessary  under  statute  of  frauds;  49 
A.  D.  336,  on  symbolical  delivery  and  constructive  acceptance  of  goods  under 
verbal  sale  within  statute  of  frauds;  49  A.  D.  336,  on  sufficiency  of  mere  words 
as  delivery  and  acceptance  of  goods  under  statute  of  frauds ;  96  A.  S.  R.  227,  on 
constructive  acceptance  of  goods  to  satisfy  statute  of  frauds. 

—  Verbal  designations  of  goods  not  presently  removed. 

Cited  in  Audenreid  v.  Randall,  3  Cliff.  99,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  614.  holding  mere  words 
insufficient  without  acts  of  dominion  by  the  purchaser;  Shindler  v.  Houston,  1  N. 
Y.  261,  49  A.  D.  316,  on  insufficiency  of  mere  words  as  delivery;  Cobb  v.  Haskell,  14 
Me.  303,  31  A.  D.  56,  holding  an  oral  direction  to  take  goods  insufficient;  Gorman 
v.  Brossard,  120  Mich.  611,  79  N.  W.  903,  holding  same  of  oral  agreement  to  sell 
and  to  accept  stone  lying  where  the  seller  had  deposited  it;  Blanchard  v.  Trim, 
38  N.  Y.  225,  holding  same  of  an  agreement  to  take  certain  lumber  and  haul  it 
away  when  weather  permits. 
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Delivery  of  goods  sold. 

Cited  in  Winslow  v.  Leonard,  24  Pa.  14,  62  A.  D.  354,  holding  perfect  sale  im- 
possible so  long  as  the  subject-matter  remains  undefined  and  unspecified. 

Cited  in  note  in  27  L.  ed.  U.  S.  500,  on  requisites  and  revocation  of  gifts  causa 
mortis. 
Delivery  and  acceptance  as  jury  question. 

Cited  in  Outwater  v.  Dodge,  6  Wend.  397,  holding  it  for  the  jury  whether  acts 
of  ownership  by  buyer's  agent  showed  acceptance. 
When  agent  of  party  is  competent  witness. 

Cited  in  Crooker  v.  Appleton,  25  Me.  131,  holding  an  agent  a  competent 
witness  without  a  release  when  the  question  is  as  to  whether  he  exceeded  his  au- 
thority. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  L.R.A.  837,  on  exclusion  of  testimony  against  decedent  on 
the  ground  of  interest. 

3  AM.  DEC.  515,  BARON  v.  ABEEL,  3  JOHNS.  481. 

Conclusiveness  of  judgment  in  ejectment  upon  action  for  mesne  profits. 

Cited  in  Den  ex  dem.  Hendrickson  v.  Hendrickson,  15  N.  J.  L.  102,  to  the  point 
that  judgment  against  a  defendant  in  ejectment  is  not  only  for  the  land  but  ulti- 
mately for  the  intermediate  profits;  Man  v.  Drexel,  2  Pa.  St.  202,  holding  that 
a  judgment  in  ejectment  is  conclusive  of  a  right  to  recover  mesne  profits  from  the 
date  of  service  of  the  writ;  Phillips  v.  Stewart,  87  Mo.  App.  486,  on  same  point; 
Drexel  v.  Man,  2  Pa.  St.  271,  44  A.  D.  195,  holding  the  same  though  the  title  was 
established  by  two  verdicts  and  judgments  between  the  same  parties  and  on  the 
same  title  one  of  which  was  prior  and  the  other  subsequent  to  the  term  for  which 
the  recovery  was  sought;  Jackson  v.  Combs,  7  Cow.  36;  Langendyck  v.  Burhans, 
11  Johns.  461;  Man  v.  Drexel,  2  Pa.  St.  202, — holding  that  no  defense  good  in 
ejectment  can  be  used  to  defeat  recovery  of  mesne  profits  thereafter;  Shu  make 
v.  Nelms,  25  Ala.  126,  holding  that  a  recovery  in  ejectment  or  trespass  to  try 
titles  is  conclusive  between  the  parties  and  privies  as  to  the  title  of  the  plaintlfls 
lessor  in  trespass  for  mesne  profits;  Withington  v.  Corey,  2  N.  H.  115,  hold- 
ing judgment  for  demandant  in  writ  of  entry  entitles  him  to  recover  in  trespass 
for  mesne  profits  since  the  alleged  entry  and  within  six  years;  Appalachicola  v. 
Curtis,  9  Fla.  340.  79  A.  D.  284,  holding  recovery  in  ejectment  by  a  town  of  an 
easement  is  no  exception  to  the  general  rule  as  to  right  to  mesne  profits  as  a 
consequence  of  a  recovery  in  ejectment. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  38  A.  D.  754,  on  conclusiveness  of  judgment  in  eject- 
ment in  action  for  mesne  profits. 
Conclusiveness  of  default. 

Cited  in  Powers  v.  Witty,  42  How.  Pr.  352,  holding  that  a  judgment  by  default 
is  as  conclusive  as  one  on  merits  as  to  all  material  issues;  Goebel  v.  Iffia,  48  Hun, 
21,  holding  that  all  parties  who  are  made  parties  to  an  action  are  bound  by  the 
judgment  where  it  results  from  issue  framed  or  is  suffered  by  default;  Bradford 
v.  Bradford,  5  Conn.  127,  holding  that  a  judgment  in  ejectment  by  default  has  the 
same  effect  as  a  judgment  upon  verdict;  Gates  v.  Preston,  41  N.  Y.  113,  holding 
that  a  default  judgment  in  favor  of  a  surgeon  for  services  is  a  bar  to  an  action 
by  the  defendant  against  him  for  malpractice  in  such  services. 
Measure  of  damages  in  trespass  for  mesne  profits. 

Cited  in  Fowler  v.  Owen,  68  N.  H.  270,  73  A.  S.  R.  588,  39  Atl.  329,  holding  that 
costs  necessarily  incurred  in  ejectment  may  be  recovered  as  damages  in  trespass 
for  mesne  profits;  White  v.  Clack,  2  Swan,  230,  holding  that  the  costs  which  may 
be  recovered  in  an  action  for  mesne  profits  are  only  the  legal  and  proper  costs  in 
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ejectment,  not  including  atttorney's  fees ;  Hegar  v.  De  Groat,  3  N.  D.  354,  56  N. 
W.  150,  holding  that  attorney's  fees  are  not  a  proper  item  of  damages  in  an  action 
for  the  possession  and  damages  for  the  wrongful  occupation  under  a  statute  al- 
lowing costs  in  such  action. 

Cited  in  reference ,  note  in  65  A.  D.  614,  as  to  when  and  for  what  action  for 
mesne  profits  is  maintainable. 
Recovery  in  ejectment  as  precedent  of  right  to  mesne  profits. 

Cited  in  Meloy  v.  Johnston,  2  MacArth.  202,  holding  that  mesne  profits  cannot 
be  sued  for  until  the  premises  have  been  recovered  in  ejectment;  Atkinson  v. 
Henry,  80  Mo.  670,  holding  that  there  can  be  no  recovery  of  mesne  profits  until 
the  establishment  of  the  right  of  possession  during  the  period  in  question ;  Henry 
v.  Davis,  149  Ala.  359,  43  So.  122,  holding  that  a  statute  allowing  a  recovery  of 
damages  in  ejectment  includes  mesne  profits  but  not  damages  for  trespass.  * 

3  AM.  DEC.  517,  JACKSON  v.  ALEXANDER,  3  JOHNS.  484. 
Operative  words  in  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale. 

Cited  in  Long  Island  R.  Co.  v.  Conklin,  29  N.  Y.  572,  holding  the  words  "may 
be  entitled  to"  the  premises  sufficient  to  pass  title  as  a  bargain  and  sale  under  the 
statute  of  uses;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Bond  v.  Root,  18  Johns.  60,  holding  the  words 
"makes  over  and  confirms  unto  the  grantees,  their  heirs,  etc.,  forever"  sufficient. 
Sufficiency  of  deed  as  bargain  and  sale. 

Cited  in  Havens  v.  Sea  Shore  Land  Co.  47  N.  J.  Eq.  365,  20  Atl.  497,  holding 
that  a  deed  which  has  failed  of  effect  as  a  release  for  want  of  estate  of  possession 
in  the  releasee  may  if  founded  on  a  consideration  be  given  effect  as  a  bargain  and 
sale;  Lynch  v.  Livingston,  8  Barb.  463,  holding  that  such  a  deed  may  be  ef- 
fectual as  a  bargain  and  sale  notwithstanding  the  words  "remise,  release  and 
quitclaim;"  School  Dist.  No.  5  v.  Everett,  52  Mich.  314,  17  N.  W.  926,  holding 
lease  to  school  district  on  consideration  to  hold  "during  the  time"  the  property 
"is  used  for  school  purposes"  is  good  as  bargain  and  sale  deed. 
Necessity  of  consideration  deed. 

Cited  in  Castleton  v.  Langdon,  19  Vt.  210;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Allen  v.  Florence, 
16  Johns.  47, — holding  that  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  without  consideration  is 
inoperative;  Westerfield  v.  Bried,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  357,  holding  release  like  deed  void 
without  consideration;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Watson  v.  McKenny,  3  Wend.  233,  20 
A.  D.  690,  holding  effectual  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  founded  on  a  pecuniary 
consideration  to  take  effect  in  futuro;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Garnsey  v.  Pike,  9  Cow. 
69,  upholding  a  deed  which  was  expressed  to  be  in  consideration  of  accommodat- 
ing the  grantees  with  a  site  for  a  courthouse  and  for  increasing  the  value  of  the 
grantor's  adjoining  land. 

Cited  in  notes  in  65  A.  S.  R.  798,  on  consideration  of  deed  of  gift  or  pur- 
chase; 20  L.R.A.  110,  on  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration  for  deed  to  establish 
a  use. 

Distinguished  in  Boggs  v.  Bandy,  2  Stew.   (Ala.)  449,  holding  vendor's  lack  of 
title  to  land  conveyed  by  quitclaim  deed  tendered  not  defense  to  action  for  con- 
sideration agreed  to  be  given  for  such  deed. 
—  Necessity  of  expression  of  consideration. 

Cited  in  Fryer  v.  Rockefeller,  63  N.  Y.  268,  holding  that  a  deed  need  not  express 
a  consideration  provided  there  is  proof  of  its  existence;  Grove  v.  Hodges,  55  Pa. 
504,  holding  same  of  deed  of  bargain  and  sale;  Belden  v.  Seymour,  8  Conn.  304,  21 
A.  D.  661,  on  the  same  contention. 

Cited  in  note  in  17  A.  D.  702,  on  expressing  consideration  in  deed. 
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Presumption  in  favor  of  the  consideration  of  a  deed. 

Cited  in  Burhans  v.  Van  Zandt,  7  N.  Y.  523,  holding  that  objection  that  a 
•deed  of  bargain  and  sale  was  not  based  on  a  pecuniary  consideration  is  ol  the 
most  technical  character. 
Effect  of  recital  of  consideration. 

Cited  in  Arthur  v.  Arthur,  10  Barb.  9,  holding  that  the  expression  of  a  con- 
sideration of  one  dollar  will  sustain  a  deed  whether  any  consideration  was  actual- 
ly paid  or  not;  Ward  v.  Isbill,  73  Hun,  550,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  141,  holding  no  proof 
of  actual  payment  required  where  a  deed  acknowledges  the  payment  of  a  valuable 
consideration;  Wood  v.  Chapin,  13  N.  Y.  509,  67  A.  D.  62,  holding  that  tb* 
acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  the  purchase  money  is  prima  facie  evidence  that 
the  grantor  is  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  within  the  recording 
acts;  Turner  v.  Howard,  10  App.  Div.  555,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  335,  holding  that  a 
recital  of  the  receipt  of  "one  dollar  and  other  good  and  valuable  considerations" 
though  prima  facie  evidence  of  payment  is  not  sufficient  to  make  the  grantee  a 
purchase  for  value;  Bolton  v.  Jacks,  6  Robt.  166,  holding  that  mere  nonpayment 
of  consideration  is  inadmissible  to  invalidate  a  deed,  which  recited  the  receipt  of 
a  valuable  consideration ;  Grout  v.  Townsend,  2  Hill,  554,  holding  that  a  recital  of 
payment  of  consideration  cannot  be  contradicted  for  the  purpose  of  invalidating 
the  deed  though  otherwise  when  the  object  is  to  recover  the  purchase  money. 
Effect  of  recital  of  "value  received." 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Bond  v.  Root,  18  Johns,  60,  holding  words  "value  re- 
ceived" sufficient  to  raise  a  use  on  the  consideration  imported ;  Jerome  v.  Whitney, 
7  Johns.  321,  holding  that  the  words  "for  value  received"  in  a  note  payable  in 
neat  cattle  are  prima  facie  evidence  of  consideration;  Lapham  v.  Barrett,  1  Vt. 
247,  holding  that  acknowledgment  of  "value  received"  in  a  contract  to  indemnify 
another  for  paying  a  note  is  good  evidence  of  consideration ;  Coleman  v.  Bean,  14 
Abb.  Pr.  38,  holding  that  a  recital  in  an  undertaking  in  discharge  of  an  attach- 
ment that  an  action  had  been  commenced  cannot  be  denied  by  the  subscribers  in 
an  action  thereon;  Ward  v.  Bush,  59  N.  J.  Eq.  144,  45  Atl.  534,  holding  that  a 
legacy  declared  "to  be  for  value  received"  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  to  dis- 
charge an  obligation  so  as  to  preclude  a  lapse  by  the  legatee's  dying  before  the 
testator;  Holmes  v.  Patterson,  5  Mart.  (La.)  693fc  on  the  validity  of  a  bill  of 
sale  for  value  received;  Bunn  v.  Riker,  4  Johns.  426,  4  A.  D.  292  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  a  recital  of  value  received  in  a  written  instrument  as  evidence  of 
consideration. 
Statute  of  uses  as  a  part  of  the  common  law. 

Cited  in  Society  for  Propagation  of  the  Gospel  v.  Hartland,  2  Paine,  536,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,155,  holding  that  the  statute  of  uses  was  a  part  of  the  common  law 
of  Vermont. 

3  AM.  DEC.  526,  HOWES  v.  BARKER,  3  JOHNS.  506. 
Parol  evidence  as  to  the  quantity  of  land  conveyed. 

Cited  in  Martin  v.  Hamlin,  18  Mich.  354,  100  A.  D.  181,  holding  parol  evidence 
of  warranty  that  land  conveyed  specified  amount  and  that  any  deficiency  shouM 
be  indorsed  on  mortgage  inadmissible  as  varying  mortgage  and  notes  securing  it; 
Ohlert  v.  Alderson,  86  Wis.  433,  57  N.  W.  88,  holding  parol  evidence  inadmissible 
in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake  to  show  that  sale  of  two  governmental  divi- 
sions for  a  gross  sum  was  to  be  of  a  certain  number  of  acres  for  so  much  per 
acre. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  75  A.  D.  242,  on  parol  evidence  as  to  quuntity  of 
land  conveyed. 
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Cited  in  note  in  20  L.R.A.  106,  on  parol  evidence  that  land  was  sold  by  the 
acre. 
Parol  evidence  as  to  consideration  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Bladen  v.  Wells,  30  Md.  577,  holding  that  a  grantor  cannot  contradict 
by  parol  the  consideration  expressed  in  the  deed  as  the  price  of  the  land;  Betta 
v.  Union  Bank,  1  Harr.  &  G.  175,  18  A.  D.  283,  holding  that  marriage  cannot  be 
given  in  evidence  as  the  consideration  of  a  deed  expressed  to  be  made  for  a  money 
consideration  only;  Maigley  v.  Hauer,  7  Johns.  341,  holding  proof  of  consideration 
other  than  that  expressed  in  a  deed  inadmissible  where  the  consideration  was  ex- 
pressed without  saying  "and  also  for  other  considerations ;"  Patchin  v.  Pierce,  12 
Wend.  61,  holding  parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  show  a  smaller  mortgage  debt 
than  that  specified  in  the  mortgage;  Farrington  v.  Barr,  36  N.  H.  86;  Morse  v. 
Shattuck,  4  N.  H.  229,  17  A.  D.  419, — holding  that  the  consideration  expressed 
cannot  be  contradicted  to  defeat  the  conveyance  though  otherwise  on  question  of 
damages  for  breach  of  covenants;  Galbreath  v.  Cook,  30  Ark.  417,  holding  that  the 
parties  to  a  deed  which  is  attacked  by  creditors  for  fraud  cannot  show  a  con- 
sideration different  from  that  expressed;  Frink  v.  Green,  5  Barb.  455,  holding 
parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  the  actual  consideration  of  a  deed  or  contract 
where  no  consideration  is  expressed  and  where  the  contract  is  not  within  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds;  Winchell  v.  Latham,  6  Cow.  682,  holding  by  analogy  that  a  plaintiff 
who  has  sworn  that  there  was  pecuniary  consideration  for  a  note  is  not  entitled 
to  go  to  the  jury  on  the  question  of  a  different  consideration;  Walrath  v.  Barton, 
11  Barb.  382,  as  to  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  show  different  consideration 
than  stated  in  written  contract;  Belden  v.  Seymour,  8  Conn.  304,  21  A.  D.  661, 
on  inadmissibility  of  evidence  enlarging  consideration  in  action  on  covenant  of 
seisin. 

Distinguished  in  Jack  v.  Dougherty,  3  Watts,  151,  holding  that  parol  evidence 
may  be  received  to  prove  a  greater  or  different  consideration  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion of  fraud  arising  from  inadequacy  of  that  stated;  Belden  v.  Seymour,  8 
Conn.  304,  21  A.  D.  661,  allowing  same  proof  in  an  action  for  breach  of  covenant 
of  seisin. 

Disapproved  in  Fackler  v.  Ford,  1  Kan.  Dassler's  ed.  21,  Appx.  denying  conclu- 
siveness of  recited  consideration  in  action  for  specific  performance. 
Parol  evidence  as  to  mistake* 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  E.  R.  C.  227,  on  parol  evidence  of  mistake  to  contradict 
deed;  5  Ia.R.A.  159,  on  showing  mistake  by  parol  evidence  in  equity. 

Distinguished  in  McNulty  v.  Prentice,  25  Barb.  204,  sustaining  the  admission 
of  parol  evidence  by  way  of  defense  not  to  show  the  existence  of  a  mistake  in  a 
writing  but  to  explain  one  patent  on  the  record. 
Merger  of  prior  in  subsequent  contracts. 

Cited  in  Rounds  v.  Baxter,  4  Me.  454,  holding  as  general  rule  that  the  law 
will  not  imply  a  contract  where  the  parties  have  made  an  express  one;  Wheeler 
v.  Ball,  26  Mo.  App.  443;  Kerr  v.  Calvit,  Walk.  (Miss.)  115,  12  A.  D.  537,— hold- 
ing that  the  consummation  of  articles  of  agreement  by  a  deed  renders  the  former  a 
nullity;  McCotter  v.  Hooker,  8  N.  Y.  497  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  execution 
of  a  written  contract  as  a  merger  of  all  previous  conversations. 
—  Deed  as  merging  prior  contracts. 

Cited  in  Moran  v.  Lezotte,  54  Mich.  83,  19  N.  W.  757,  holding  that  negotiations 
for  a  sale  of  land  including  a  bond  for  a  deed  are  merged  in  the  latter ;  Canaday  v. 
Stiger,  3  Jones  &  S.  423,  holding  that  all  agreements  relating  to  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  land  are  merged  in  a  deed  unless  the  contract  provides  otherwise;  Horner 
v.  Lowe,  159  Ind.  406,  64  N.  E.  218,  holding  that  a  deed  delivered  and  accepted, 
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in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  such  a  mistake  as  equity  will  correct  is  a  relinquish- 
ment of  prior  contracts;  Carter  v.  Beck,  40  Ala.  599,  holding  that  deed  annuls 
agreement  to  convey;  Hough taling  v.  Lewis,  10  Johns.  297;  Bryant  v.  Wilson,  71 
Md.  440,  18  Atl.  916, — holding  deed  prima  facie  an  execution  of  a  contract  to  con- 
vey; Carr  v.  Roach,  2  Duer.  20,  holding  covenant  against  encumbrances  in  a  con- 
tract to  convey  merged  in  deed;  Fritz  v.  McGill,  31  Minn.  536,  18  N.  W.  753, 
holding  same  of  representations  of  freedom  from  encumbrance;  Williams  v.  Chi- 
cago University,  127  111.  101,  20  N.  E.  51,  holding  that  a  covenant  to  convey  for  a 
designated  purpose  not  subject  to  alienation  is  merged  in  a  deed;  Broughton  v. 
Coffer,  18  Gratt.  184,  holding  parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  prove  that  deed  was 
only  a  part  execution  of  contract;  Seitzinger  v.  Weaver,  1  Rawle,  377,  holding  the 
presumption  of  law  is  that  an  accepted  deed  is  a  satisfaction  of  previous  covenants 
though  it  may  be  otherwise;  Ware  v.  Westfall,  21  Barb.  177,  holding  that  the  ac- 
ceptance of. a  mortgage  is  a  satisfaction  of  a  preliminary  contract;  Davis  v.  Lot- 
tich,  46  N.  Y.  393,  holding  that  an  absolute  conveyance  of  one  quarter  of  an  estate 
gives  an  unencumbered  title  though  executory  contract  was  to  convey  all  subject  to 
a  purchase-money  lien. 

Distinguished  in  Morris  v.  Whitcher,  20  N.  Y.  41,  holding  a  stipulation  in  an 
executory  contract  that  the  vendor  should  retain  possession  for  a  specified  time 
not  merged  in  the  deed;  Wynne  v.  Friedman,  49  Misc.  616,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  838, 
holding  that  an  agreement  in  the  preliminary  contract  to  include  certain  fixtures 
is  not  merged  in  a  conveyance  without  them;  Witbeck  v.  Waine,  16  N.  Y.  532, 
holding  that  deed  does  not  extinguish  provision  in  the  preliminary  contract  for 
an  increase  or  rebate  of  purchase  money  according  to  the  excess  or  deficiency  of 
the  land;  Murdock  v.  Gilchrist,  52  N.  Y.  242,  holding  that  deed  reciting  a  gross 
consideration  and  the  conveyance  of  a  certain  number  of  acres,  more  or  less,  is 
not  inconsistent  with  a  reservation  by  the  parties  of  the  right  to  fix  the  purchase- 
money  according  to  a  survey. 
Remedies  for  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  land  In  a  conveyance. 

Cited  in  Cooper  v.  Brown,  2  McLean,  495,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,191,  holding  that  a 
purchaser  may  recover  damages  for  breach  of  a  covenant  to  convey  or  rescind  and 
bring  assumpsit  for  what  he  has  already  paid;  Smith  v.  Fly,  24  Tex.  345,  76  A.  D. 
109,  holding  that  a  purchaser's  remedy  for  a  mistake  resulting  in  a  material  de- 
ficiency in  the  quantity  of  land  is  not  at  law  for  money  had  and  received  but  in 
equity;  Kerr  v.  Calvit,  Walk.  (Miss.)  115,  12  A.  D.  537,  on  entire  or  partial 
failure  of  consideration  as  defenses  to  action  for  'price  of  land  sold. 

Distinguished  in  Watkins  v.  Otis,  2  Pick.  88,  where  the  money  paid  was  under 
duress  of  imprisonment. 
Jurisdiction  of  equity  as  to  mistake. 

Cited  in  Chitwood  v.  Russell,  36  Mo.  App.  245,  holding  that  equity  will  relieve 
against  the  mistake  of  one  party  which  was  within  the  knowledge  of  the  other 
provided  a  denial  of  relief  would  be  inequitable  and  unjust. 

3  AM.  DEC.  530,  HAMPSON  v.  EDEIiEN,  2  HARR.  &  J.  64. 
Equities  prior  to  execution  purchaser. 

Cited  in  Ringgold  v.  Bryan,  3  Md.  Ch.  488,  holding  that  judgment  against  vendee 
does  not  impair  equitable  lien  of  vendor;  Jenkins  v.  Bodley,  Smedes  &  M.  Ch. 
338,  holding  that  as  against  prior  equities  equity  will  limit  the  lien  of  judg- 
ment to  the  interest  which  the  debtor  actually  had  at  the  time  of  rendition; 
Georgetown  v.  Smith,  4  Cranch,  C.  C.  91,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,347,  holding  that  judg- 
ment at  law  will  not  overreach  a  prior  equity  of  a  third  person;  Dyson  v.  Sim- 
mons, 48  Md.  207,  holding  lien  of  a  judgment  subordinate  in  equity  to  that  of  a 
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prior  mortgage  which  was  defectively  recorded;  Hume  v.  RiggB,  12  App.  D.  C. 
355,  holding  that  equity  under  a  trust  or  contract  in  rem  is  superior  to  that  of 
the  lien  of  a  judgment  secured  after  notice;  Hartsock  v.  Russell*  52  Md.  619, 
holding  that  equity  will  protect  a  ward  against  a  judgment  creditor  of  the 
guardian  as  to  an  absolute  conveyance  to  the  guardian  to  secure  a  loan  of  the 
ward's  money;  Parks  v.  Jackson,  11  Wend.  442,  25  A.  D.  656  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), as  to  effect  of  judgment  on  equitable  rights  of  third  persons. 
—  Bona  fide  purchasers  prior  to  execution. 

Cited  in  Berryhill  v.  Potter,  42  Minn.  279,  44  N.  W.  251,  holding  rights  of  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  for  an  adequate  consideration  superior  to  judgment  recovered 
with  actual  or  constructive  notice;  Filley  v.  Duncan,  1  Neb.  134,  93  A.  D.  337, 
holding  judgment  against  vendor,  recovered  after  his  agreement  to  convey,  not  a 
lien  as  against  a  purchaser  in  possession  beyond  the  unpaid  purchase  money; 
Valentine  v.  Seiss,  79  Md.  137,  23  Atl.  892,  holding  that  possession  and  payment  of 
purchase  money  under  an  unrecorded  deed  gives  rights  prior  to  purchaser  at  sale 
upon  a  judgment  for  a  debt  contracted  after  the  date  of  the  deed ;  Lane  v.  Ludlow, 
2  Paine,  591,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,052,  enjoining  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment  re- 
covered after  agreement  to  convey  to  bona  fide  purchaser  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion; McSorlay  v.  Ludlow,  2  Paine,  600,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,927,  granting  the  same 
relief  to  a  purchaser  who  had  paid  all  the  consideration  and  received  a  deed; 
Moyer  v.  Hinman,  13  N.  Y.  180  (modifying  17  Barb.  137),  holding  purchaser  in 
possession  at  the  time  of  the  docketing  of  a  judgment  against  the  vendor  will  be 
protected  as  to  subsequent  payments  without  notice  to  the  vendor. 
Equitable  interests  under  a  contract  for  a  conveyance. 

Cited  in  Wm.  Skinner  A  Sons'  Ship-Building  A  Dry-Dock  Co.  v.  Houghton,  92 
Md.  68,  84  A.  S.  R.  485,  48  Atl.  85,  holding  that  a  purchaser  is  entitled  in  equity 
upon  payment  of  amounts  due  to  proceeds  of  insurance  on  losses  subsequent  to 
date  of  contract;  Dunn  v.  Yakish,  10  Okla.  388,  61  Pac.  926;  Brewer  v.  Herbert, 
30  Md.  301,  96  A.  D.  582, — holding  that  a  purchaser  under  a  contract  to  convey  at 
a  certain  day  must  in  equity  bear  a  loss  by  fire;  Lewis  v.  Hawkins,  23  Wall.  119, 
23  L.  ed.  113,  holding  that  one  who  buys  the  rights  of  a  purchaser  under  a  bond 
for  a  deed  and  assumes  the  performance  of  his  obligations  is  subject  to  the  same 
legal  and  equitable  liabilities. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  25  A.  S.  R.  201,  on  effect  of  contract  for  sale  of  land 
and  payment  of  purchase  money. 

Cited  in  notes  in  57  L.R.A.  649,  on  time  at  which  equitable  conversion  by  land 
contract  takes  place;  51  A.  D.  555,  on  title  of  purchaser  of  land  before  convey- 
ance; 57  L.R.A.  645,  on  nature  of  interest  of  vendor  or  vendee  in  land  contract  as 
real  or  personal  property  when  judgment  has  been  entered  against  vendor;  117 
A.  S.  R.  785,  on  judgment  lien  as  affecting  property  sold  under  executory  con- 
tract; 93  A.  D.  353,  on  effect  of  judgment  lien  on  interests  of  vendor  and  vendee; 
93  A.  D.  355,  on  effect  of  judgment  lien  on  payments  by  vendee  after  judgment. 
Inception  of  Judgment  lien. 

Cited  in  Coombs  v,  Jordan,  3  Bland,  Ch.  284,  22  A.  D.  236;  Tayloe  v.  Thomson, 
5  Pet.  358,  8  L.  ed.  154, — holding  that  a  judgment  is  a  lien  from  the  time  of  its 
rendition. 
Bond  for  injunction. 

Cited  in  Cape  Sable  Co.'s  Case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  606,  as  instance  of  injunction  to 
stay  execution  at  law  without  giving  bond. 
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Z  AM.  DEC.  532,  BEALL  v.  HARWOOD,  2  HARR.  &  J.  167. 
Construction  of  statutes. 

Cited  in  Campbell's  Case,  2  Bland,  Ch.  209,  20  A.  D.  360,  holding  that  private 
statutes  operate  like  conveyances,  binding  only  on  parties  or  privies. 
—  Literally  or  by  intendment. 

Cited  in  Sisters  of  Charity  v.  Detroit,  9  Mich.  94,  holding  that  the  letter  of  a 
statute  may  be  enlarged  or  restricted  according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  makers; 
Charles  v.  Clagett,  3  Md.  82,  holding  that  the  intention  and  meaning  are  to  be  col- 
lected from  the  law  itself  and  the  circumstances  which  produced  it;  Gadsen  v. 
Jones,  1  Fla.  373;  Erwin  v.  Moore,  15  Ga.  361, — holding  that  the  plain  intention 
should  be  carried  into  effect  though  contrary  to  the  literal  sense  of  terms  of  a 
statute ;  Collateral  Secur.  Bank  v.  Fowler,  42  Md.  393,  holding  extrinsic  aids  un- 
necessary where  the  words  of  a  statute  are  clear. 
Necessity  of  satisfaction  before  ejectment  by  mortgagor. 

Cited  in  Berry  v.  Derwart,  55  Md.  66,  holding  that  a  mortgage  which  carried 
the  possession  will  prevent  ejectment  by  the  mortgagor  in  the  absence  of  proof  of 
satisfaction  before  suit;  Dentzel  v.  City  A  Suburban  R.  Co.  90  Md.  434,  45  Atl. 
201,  holding  to  same  effect  in  case  of  chattel  mortgage;  Richardson  v.  Baltimore 
A  D.  B.  R.  Co.  89  Md.  126,  42  Atl.  938,  holding  that  a  mortgagor  entitled  to  pos- 
session until  default  may  maintain  ejectment  against  a  third  party  provided  there 
has  been  no  default;  Brown  v.  Stewart,  56  Md.  421,  on  satisfaction  as  revesting  the 
title  so  that  mortgagee  can  neither  recover  in  ejectment  nor  set  it  up  in  defense 
against  mortgagor. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  A.  D.  474,  on  mortgage  as  a  mere  security. 

S  AM.  DEC.  535,  DeSOBRY  v.  DeLAISTRE,  2  HARR.  &  J.  101. 
Proof  of  foreign  judgments. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Mason,  4  111.  App.  452,  holding  that  it  cannot  be  proved 
by  copy  unless  verified  by  oath  or  such  a  seal  as  proves  itself  or  by  other  evidences 
of  genuineness. 
Impeachment  of  witness. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Chapman,  7  Ga.  467,  holding  that  a  witness  may  be  im- 
peached by  his  own  sworn  depositions  in  the  same  cause  without  laying  a  founda- 
tion. 

Cited  in  notes  in  82  A.  S.  R.  49,  on  contradiction  of  witness  by  previous  testi- 
mony, depositions,  or  writings;  73  A.  D.  767,  on  impeaching  deponent  by  proof  of 
prior  contradictory  statements. 
What  law  governs  the  construction  of  foreign  contracts. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Glenn,  84  Va.  947,  6  S.  E.  866;  Baltimore  A  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Glenn,  28  Md.  287,  92  A.  D.  688, — holding  that  the  validity  of  a  deed  executed 
by  a  corporation  in  the  state  of  its  creation  depends  upon  the  law  of  that  state; 
Cox  v.  Adams,  2  Ga.  158,  holding  that  the  law  of  their  respective  places  of  execu- 
tion govern  the  interpretation  of  the  maker's  and  indorser's  contracts;  Peck  v. 
Hibbard,  26  Vt.  698,  62  A.  D.  605,  holding  that  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  which 
was  a  bar  to  an  action  on  a  note  in  the  place  of  execution  is  a  defense  wherever 
the  note  may  be  prosecuted;  Hanrick  v.  Andrews,  9  Port.  (Ala.)  9,  holding  that 
contracts  draw  interest  from  default  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  made 
unless  entered  into  with  a  view  to  the  laws  of  another  state. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  16  A.  D.  171,  on  law  governing  contract;  9  A.  D. 
682,  on  lew  loci  governing;  8  A.  D.  187 ;  27  A.  D.  141 ;  10  A.  S.  R.  698,— as  to 
what  law  governs  the  construction  and  enforcement  of  contracts;  12  A.  D.  150,  on 
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lex  loci  as  determining  validity  and  construction  of  contract;  55  A.  S.  R.  775,  on. 
enforcement  of  contract  outside  of  jurisdiction  where  made. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  A.  D.  504,  on  what  law  governs  contracts;  2  L.R.A.  355r 
as  to  what  law  governs  validity  of  contract. 
—  Where  foreign  law  is  contrary  to  public  policy  of  forum. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Godfrey,  28  N.  H.  379,  61  A.  D.  617,  holding  that  the  validity 
of  a  sale  is  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  executed  unless  that 
conflicts  with  the  law  of  the  forum;  L'nion  Bank  v.  Smith,  4  Cranch,  C.  C.  21r 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,362,  on  the  yielding  of  law  of  the  place  of  contract  when  it 
conflicts  with  law  of  the  forum. 
What  law  governs  devolution  of  property. 

Cited  in  Hyman  v.  Gaskins,  27  N.  C.  (5  Ired.  L.)  267,  holding  that  a  will  of 
personal  property  must  be  executed  according  to  the  law  of  last  domicil ;  La  tine  v. 
Clements,  3  Ga.  426;  Re  High,  2  Dougl.  (Mich.)  515,— holding  that  such  a  will 
passes  personal  property  wherever  situated;  Noonan  v.  Kemp,  34  Md.  73,  6  A.  R- 
307,  holding  that  the  succession  to  personal  property  is  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
deceased  owner's  last  domicil;  Corrie's  Case,  2  Bland,  Ch.  488,  holding  the  same, 
though  the  rights  of  creditors  are  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  situation; 
Lowndes  v.  Cooch,  87  Md.  478,  40  L.R.A.  380,  39  Atl.  1045,  holding  that  the 
devolution  of  shares  of  corporate  stock  is  governed  by  the  law  of  the  owner's  last 
domicil ;  Bell  v.  Mason,  10  Ala.  334,  holding  that  a  will  is  controlled  by  the  stat- 
utes of  the  state  where  real  estate  and  domicil  were  located;  Bonati  v.  Welsch, 
24  N.  Y.  157  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  applicability  of  the  law  of  last  domicil 
to  the  testamentary  disposition  of  all  personal  property  and  real  property  there 
situated. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  13  A.  D.  349,  on  what  law  governs  distribution  of 
estates;  43  A.  D.  518,  on  law  of  testator's  domicil  governing  disposition  of  per- 
sonalty. 

Cited  in  note  in  43  A.  D.  518,  on  what  law  governs  distribution  or  descent  of 
personalty. 
What  law  governs  administration  of  assets. 

Cited  in  Hardenberg  v.  Manning,  4  Dem.  437,  holding  that  administration  is  by 
the  law  of  the  place  which  granted  the  letters  except  that  assets  remitted  from  a 
foreign  state  are  applied  by  the  law  of  that  state;  Shegogg  v.  Perkins,  34  Ark. 
117  (dissenting  opinion),  on  administration  by  the  law  of  the  state  granting 
letters  as  respects  residence  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  note  in  35  A.  D.  486,  on  powers  and  duties  of  ancillary  administrators. 
Law  governing  remedy. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  36  A.  D.  366,  on  lex  fori  governing  remedies  to  con- 
tract; 65  A.  D.  660,  682,  on  necessity  that  form  of  action  or  remedy  be  according 
to  lex  fori. 
Proof  of  foreign  laws. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Glenn,  28  Md.  287,  92  A.  D.  688,  holding  that 
the  law  of  a  foreign  country  is  a  fact  to  be  proved  by  the  testimony  of  experts,  if 
unwritten,  or  by  the  law  itself  or  an  exemplified  copy,  if  written. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  43  A.  S.  R.  795,  on  proof  of  foreign  laws;  39  A.  D. 
406,  on  proof  of  foreign  laws  and  laws  of  sister  states;  113  A.  S.  R.  882,  on  proof 
by  expert  witnesses  of  laws  of  sister  states  or  foreign  countries. 

Cited  in  notes  in  15  A.  D.  76.  on  mode  of  proving  foreign  laws;  113  A.  S.  R. 
869,  on  foreign  laws  as  provable  facts :  47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  782,  on  proof  of  statute  law 
of  foreign  countries;  25  L.R.A.  450,  on  oral  proof  of  foreign  laws;  25  L.R.A. 
460,  on  oral  proof  ot  written  law  of  foreign  countries;  25  L.R.A.  451,  on  oral  proof 
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of  foreign  unwritten  or  common  law;  89  A.  D.  672,  on  judicial  notice  of  foreign 
Jaws  and  laws  of  sister  state;  4  L.R.A.  35,  on  judicial  notice  of  court  records. 
-Court  and  jury  questions  as  to  foreign  laws. 

Cited  in  Bock  v.  Lauman,  24  Pa.  435,  holding  interpretation  of  foreign  law  for 
the  court;  Qecil  Bank  v.  Barry,  20  Md.  287,  83  A.  D.  553,  holding  factum  of 
•a  foreign  law  for  the  jury  its  application  for  the  court;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
v.  Tuite,  44  111.  App.  535  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  factum  of  a  foreign  un- 
written law  as  a  jury  question. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  A.  D.  784;  16  A.  D.  741, — on.  laws  of  foreign  country  as  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  jury. 
Validity  of  a  holographic  will. 

Cited  in  Contee  v.  Dawson,  2  Bland,  Ch.  264,  on  holographic  wills  of  real  estate 
without  attestation. 
Conclusiveness  of  account  exhibited. 

Distinguished  in  Carter  v.  Tuck,  3  Gill,  248,  holding  that  account  filed  by  a 
plaintiff,  with  a  count  in  his  declaration  for  sundry  matters  and  things,  properly 
chargeable  in  account,  is  not  a  bill  of  particulars,  though  it  is  an  essential  part  of 
such  count. 
Bill  of  particulars. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  51  A.  D.  61,  on  necessity,  sufficiency,  and  effect  of  bill 
of  particulars. 

3   AM.   DEC.    545,   HOLUNGSWORTH  v.   McDOXALD,    2    HARR.   &  J. 

230. 
Mode  of  conveyance  by  a  feme  covert. 

Cited  in  Boykin  v.  Rain,  28  Ala.  332,  65  A.  D.  349,  holding  that  a  mortgage 
which  was  not  acknowledged  by  a  married  woman  according  to  the  prescribed 
form  will  not  pass  her  estate;  Berry  v.  Seawall,  13  C.  C.  A.  101,  31  U.  S.  App.  30, 
-65  Fed.  742,  to  the  point  that  a  privy  examination  of  the  wife  is  essential  to  the 
validity  of  a  deed  according  to  the  statute  of  Maryland. 
Sufficiency  of  certificates  of  acknowledgment. 

Cited  in  Warner  v.  Hardy,  6  Md.  525;  Meriam  v.  Harsen,  2  Barb.  Ch.  232, — 
holding  that  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  need  only  comply  substan- 
tially with  the  statute;  Williams  v.  Paine,  169  U.  S.  55,  42  L.  ed.  658,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  279,  on  the  construction  given  in  Maryland  to  the  acts  adopted  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  respecting  acknowledgment. 

Cited   in  reference  notes  in   15  A.  D.  611;   31  A.  D.  541, — on  sufficiency  of 
acknowledgment. 
—  Of  statutory  certificates  generally. 

Cited  in  Friend  v.  Hamill,  34  Md.  298,  holding  certificate  by  a  judge  as  to  a 
list  of  jurors  suffices  if  in  substance  good;  Marlow  v.  McCubbin,  40  Md.  132, 
holding  the  same  as  to  an  affidavit  in  a  mortgage  as  to  realty  of  considei ation. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  11  A.  D.  730,  on  acknowledgment  of  deeds  by  married 
women;  47  A.  D.  114;  47  A.  D.  340, — on  execution  and  acknowledgment  of  con- 
veyance by  feme  covert;  36  A.  D.  90,  on  sufficiency  of  married  woman's  certificate 
of  acknowledgment  to  deed. 

Cited  in  notes  in  41  A.  D.  179,  on  substantial  compliance  of  acknowledgment  by 
married  woman  with  statute;  41  A.  D.  169,  on  necessity  of  substantial  compliance 
with  all  statutory  requirements  in  taking  acknowledgment;  41  A.  D.  182,  on 
necessity  that  acknowledgment  of  married  woman  show  that  her  act  was  volun- 
tary and  without  compulsion. 
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Words  necessary  to  create  a  fee. 

Cited  in  Handy  v.  McKim,  64  Md.  560,  4  Atl.  125,  holding  as  a  general  rule 
that  the  word  "heirs"  is  necessary  to  create  an  estate  in  fee. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  44  A.  D.  761,  on  sufficiency  of  words  in  deed  to 
pass  realty  or  particular  estates  therein.  t 

Operation  of  curative  acts  upon  rights  already  in  suit. 

Cited  in  Madigan  v.  Workingmen's  Permanent  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  73  Md.  317, 
20  Atl.  1069,  holding  that  the  bringing  of  a  suit  does  not  prevent  the  operation  of 
a  subsequent  curative  act. 

Distinguished  in  Grove  v.  Todd,  41  Md.  633,  20  A.  R.  76,  holding  that  a  curative 
act  passed  after  the  death  of  a  husband  cannot  affect  dower  rights  under  a  deed 
which  was  void  against  the  feme  covert. 
Remedy  for  relief  from  decree. 

Cited  in  Finlayson  v.  Lipscomb,  15  Fla.  558,  holding  that  a  bill  .of  review  and 
not  a  petition  for  a  rehearing  lies  after  the  pronouncing  and  signing  but  before 
entry  for  record  of  a  decree ;  Marbury  v.  Stonestreet,  1  Md.  147,  as  to  procedure  to> 
set  aside  sale  of  real  estate  for  fraud.' 

Cited  in  note  in  20  A.  D.  166,  on  bills  of  review  for  errors  apparent. 
Presumptions  on  bill  of  review. 

Cited  in  Safe  Deposit  &  T.  Co.  v.  Gittings,  102  Md.  456,  4  L.R.A.  ( N.S. )  865,  62 
Atl.  1030,  holding  that  an  application  for  leave  to  file  a  bill  of  review  is  ad- 
dressed to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court ;  Goldsby  v.  Goldsby,  67  Ala.  560,  hold- 
ing that  every  reasonable  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  ruling  of  the  chancellor 
upon  a  bill  of  review. 
Matters  examinable  on  bill  of  review. 

Cited  in  Irwin  v.  Meyrose,  2  McCrary,  244,  7  Fed.  533,  holding  that  the  evi- 
dence in  the  original  cause  is  not  opened  for  discussion  by  a  bill  of  review  either 
for  new  evidence  or  for  apparent  errors;  State  v.  Ramsburg,  43  Md.  325;  Saum 
v.  Stingley,  3  Iowa,  514, — holding  that  the  bill,  answer  and  other  proceedings  ex- 
cluding the  evidence  are  opened  by  a  bill  of  review  for  error  apparent  on  the  face 
of  a  decree. 

S  AM.  DEC.  550,  BUTTER  v.  BLAKE,  2  HARR.  &  J.  353. 
Rescission  for  breach  of  warranty  without  fraud. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  3  A.  D.  678,  on  warranties  in  sales ;  38  A.  D.  592,  on 
right  to  rescind  for  breach  of  warranty. 

Cited  in  note  in  54  A.  D.  146,  on  right  to  rescind  contract  of  sale  for  breach 
of  warranty. 

Doubted  in  Horn  v.  Buck,  48  Md.  358,  as  to  the  right  to  rescind  for  a  naked 
breach  of  warranty  without  fraud. 

Disapproved  in  Lattin  v.  Davis,  Hill  k  D.  Supp.  16  (dissenting  opinion),  argu- 
ing against  right  to  rescind  under  such  circumstances. 
Restoration  on  rescission  of  sale. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Tarwater.  15  Ark.  286,  holding  that  a  defrauded  party  can- 
not rescind  a  contract  for  a  deed  and  recover  the  purchase  money  without  plac- 
ing or  offering  to  place  the  vendor  in  statu  quo. 
Remedy  upon  rescission. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Grove,  18  Md.  242,  holding  return  of  warranted  property  ex* 
changed  and  refusal  of  the  warrantor  to  make  a  like  return  entitles  the  warran- 
tee to  maintain  trover: 
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3  AM.  DEC.  552,  SHEELY  v.  BIGGS,  2  HARR.  &  J.  36S. 
What  words  are  actionable  per  se. 

Cited  in  Dorsey  v.  Whipps,  8  Gill,  457,  holding  that  no  words  are  actionable 
per  se  unless  they  impute  a  crime  to  the  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  24  A.  D.  104,  on  words  actionable  per  Be;  12  A.  D. 
46,  on  essential  elements  to  render  charge  of  false  swearing  actionable. 
Office  of  an  innuendo. 

Cited  in  Hogan  v.  Wilmoth,  16  Gratt.  80;  Haines  v.  Campbell,  74  Md.  158,  28  A. 
S.  R.  240,  21  Atl.  702;  Hackett  v.  Providence  Telegram  Pub.  Co.  18  R.  I.  589, 
29  Atl.  143, — holding  that  the  office  of  innuendo  is  to  explain  doubtful  words  but 
it  cannot  be  used  to  enlarge  their  natural  meaning. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  71  A.  D.  334,  on  right  to  extend  meaning  of  words 
by  innuendo  in  action  for  slander;  92  A.  D.  571,  on  extending  by  innuendo  mean- 
ing of  words  not  actionable  as  slander  or  libel  per  se  to  make  them  actionable; 
93  A.  D.  53,  on  extending  meaning  of  words  not  actionable  per  Be  by  innuendo; 
91  A.  D.  402,  on  requisites  of  complaint  in  slander. 

Cited  in  notes  in  4  A.  D.  349;  12  A.  D.  45, — on  office  of  innuendo;  26  A.  D.  95, 
on  definition*  and  office  of  colloquium  and  innuendo,  and  distinction  between  them. 

3  AM.  DEC.  554,  BRYDEN  v.  TAYLOR,  2  HARR.  &  J.  395. 

Records  of  protest  by  foreign  notary  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Phillips  v.  Poindexter,  18  Ala.  579,  holding  certified  copy  of  protest 
from  the  books  of  a  notary  admissible  to  prove  protest. 

Distinguished  in  Branch  Bank  v.  Rhodes,  11  Ala.  283,  holding  that  extrinsic 
proof  admissible  to  show  the  relation  of  a  protest  to  the  note  in  question. 
Effect  of  notarial  seal. 

Cited  in  Green  v.  Gross,  12  Neb.  117,  10  N.  W.  459,  holding  that  the  seal 
on  a  notary's  certificate  of  acknowledgment  of  a  foreign  deed  entitles  the  instru- 
ment to  record. 

Cited  in  note  in  96  A.  D.  603,  on  protest  of  foreign  bill  of  exchange  as  evidence. 
Proof  of  partnership. 

Cited  in  Marks  v.  Hardy,  117  Ky.  663,  78  S.  W.  864,  holding  mercantile 
agent's  reports  inadmissible  to  show  who  compose  firm;  Grafton  Bank  v.  Moore, 
13  N.  H.  99,  38  A.  D.  478;  Carlton  v.  Ludlow  Woolen  Mill,  27  Vt.  496,— holding 
that  the  fact  of  partnership  cannot  be  proved  by  general  reputation;  Halliday  v. 
McDougall,  22  Wend.  264  (reversing  20  Wend.  81),  refusing  to  charge  that  such 
proof  sufficed. 
What  constitutes  a  dormant  partner. 

Cited  in  Mitchell  v.  Dall,  2  Harr.  &  G.  159,  holding  that  every  partner  is  legal- 
ly dormant  unless  his  name  is  mentioned  in  the  firm  or  embraced  under  general 
terms  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  firm ;  Bank  of  St.  Marys  v.  St.  John,  25  Ala.  56C, 
holding  that  dormant  partners  whose  names  do  not  appear  in  conducting  business 
of  the  firm  are  not  necessary  parties  to  bill  filed  by  principal  partner  to  enforce 
payment  of  firm  debt  from  debtor  ignorant  of  them. 
Liability  as  apparent  partner. 

Cited  in  Lighthiser  v.  Allison,  100  Md.  103,  59  Atl.  182,  holding  that  no  one 
can  be  charged  as  a  partner  unless' the  acts  relied  upon  were  his  own  or  author- 
ized. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  75  A.  D.  193,  on  persons  being  partner*  a»  to  third 
|>erscns,  though  not  as  between  themselves. 
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Residence  necessary  to  take  the  deposition  of  a  witness. 

Cited  in  Fouke  v.  Fleming,  13  Md.  392,  arguing  that  a  temporary  or  transient 
residence  is  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  officers  of  the  district. 
Notice  to  charge  indorser. 

Cited  in  Bellemire  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  1  Miles  (Pa.)  173,  holding  notice 
'within  time  without  protest  sufficient  to  charge  an  indorser  of  the  maker's  de- 
fault. 
Presumption  of  legality. 

Cited  in  note  in  39  L.  ed.  U.  S.  481,  on  presumption  of  innocence  and  legality. 

3  AM.  DEC.  557,  DORSEY  v.  GASSAWAY,  2  HARR.  &  J.  402. 
Proof  of  contents  of  lost  deed. 

Cited  in  Longworth  v.  Close,  1  McLean,  282,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,489,  holding  copy 
of  a  deed  inadmissible  when  party  producing  it  is  presumed  to  be  in  possession 
of  the  original  and  does  not  account  for  its  absence. 
Judgments  as  evidence  of  facts. 

Cited  in  Packham  v.  Glendmeyer,  103  Md.  416,  63  Atl.  1048,  holding  that  judg- 
ments and  decrees  as  against  those  not  parties  to  them  are  not  admissible  to  prove 
facts  upon  which  they  are  founded. 
Inurement  of  title  accruing  after  bankruptcy  of  grantor. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Buchanan,  18  How.  83,  12  L.  ed.  997,  holding  that  a 
discharge  under  the  bankrupt  law  will  not  annul  the  covenant  of  warranty  for 
the  purposes  of  estoppel. 
Rights  between  mortgagee  and  third  persons  dealing  with  mortgagor. 

Cited  in  Upham  v.  Brooks,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  407,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,797,  holding 
that  as  regards  third  persons  assignee  of  mortgage  has  no  rights  in  mortgage  or 
mortgaged  premises  beyond  debt  named  in  it  in  behalf  of  mortgagee. 
Application  of  payments. 

Cited  in  Pattison  v.  Hull,  9  Cow.  747,  holding  when  no  direction  is  made  the  law 
-will  apply  the  payment  to  whichever  debt  will  most  benefit  the  debtor;  McTavish 
v.  Carroll,  1  Md.  Ch.  160,  holding  that  payments  not  appropriated  by  the  par- 
ties will  be  applied  according  to  the  interests  of  third  persons  where  the  applica- 
tion is  not  important  to  either  debtor  or  creditor;  Bussey  v.  Gant,  10  Humph. 
38,  holding  in  the  absence  of  appropriation  by  the  parties  that  the  law  will  apply 
payments  to  purchase  money  for  land  instead  of  a  general  account;  Neidig  v. 
Whiteford,  29  Md.  178,  holding  that  the  application  will  be  to  a  judgment  rather 
than  to  general  account;  Laeber  v.  Langhor,  45  Md.  477,  holding  that  it  will  be  to 
a  mortgage  instead  of  a  simple  contract;  Frazier  v.  Lanahan,  71  Md.  131,  17  A. 
8.  R.  510,  17  Atl.  940,  holding  that  it  will  be  to  a  judgment  rather  than  a  note 
or  a  general  account. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  A.  D.  695.  on  application  of  payments. 

Distinguished  in  Orleans  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Moore,  112  N.  Y.  543,  8  A.  S.  R. 
775,  3  L.R.A.  302,  20  N.  E.  357,  holding  that  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  foreclosure 
sale  in  the  hands  of  a  creditor  having  some  secured  and  some  unsecured  claims 
will  be  applied  pro  rata. 
Damages  in  replevin. 

Cited  in  Bell  v.  Campbell,  17  Kan.  211;  Allen  v.  Fox,  51  N.  Y.  562,  10  A.  R. 
641, — holding  that  the  measure  of  damages  in  replevin  for  property  having  a 
usuable  value  is  its  value  during  the  time  of  detention;  Washington  Ice  Co.  v. 
Webster,  62  Me.  341,  16  A.  R.  462,  holding  that  damages  for  same  are  interest  for 
their  use  or  compensation  for  the  loss  of  their  use  when  that  exceeds  interest; 
Benesch  v.  Weil,  69  Md.  276,  14  Atl.  666,  holding  that  damages  in  detinue  are 


Digitized  by  LjOOQIC 


433  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  [554-568 

■awarded  both  for  the  value  of  the  goods  and  for  their  detention  while  in  detinue 
for  only  the  latter  item. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  49  A.  D.  453,  on  measure  of  damages  in  replevin. 

Cited  in  note  in  51  A.  D.  559,  on  exemplary  damages  in  replevin. 
Memorandum  to  refresh  memory. 

Cited  in  Hill  v.  State,  17  Wis.  676,  86  A.  D.  736,  holding  that  a  witness  may 
refresh  his  memory  from  a  memorandum  not  made  by  himself  where  after  seeing 
it  he  can  recall  the  facts. 
Declarations  of  grantor  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Reese  v.  Reese,  41  Md.  554,  holding  that  the  declarations  of  a  grantor 
are  inadmissible  to  impeach  the  title  of  his  grantee;  Kerby  v.  Kerby,  57  Md. 
345,  holding  declarations  of  a  grantor  inadmissible  to  impeach  his  deed  while  his 
declarations  in  support  of  it  are  admissible  as  against  himself. 

&  AM.  DEC.  563,  WILLIAMS  v.  HODGSON,  2  HARR.  &  J.  474. 
Power  of  partner  to  bind  firm. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  19  A.  S.  R.  686,  on  effect  of  bond  executed  by  one 
partner  only;  43  A.  D.  635,  on  effect  of  bond  taken  for  simple  contract  debt;  60 
A.  D.  3*10,  on  power  of  partner  to  bind  copartner  by  instrument  under  seal  exe- 
cuted without  authority;  17  A.  D.  769,  on  right  of  partner  to  bind  copartners  by 
deed  without  special  authority  under  seal. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  A.  D.  37,  on  partner's  power  to  confess  judgment;  12  A.  D. 
37,  on  partner's  power  to  affix  seal;  20  L.  ed.  U.  S.  798,  on  right  of  partners  to 
convey  partnership  realty. 

Taking  individual  obligation  as  release  of  firm. 

Cited  in  Niday  v.  Harvey,  9  Gratt.  454,  holding  that  the  execution  of  a  bond 
by  one  partner  for  a  simple  contract  debt  of  the  partnership  operates  as  an  ex- 
tinction in  equity  according  to  the  intention;  Moale  v.  Hollins,  11  Gill  A  J.  11, 
33  A.  D.  684,  holding  that  a  judgment  against  an  active  partner  on  a  note 
executed  by  him  in  the  firm  name  extinguishes  the  liability  of  an  unknown 
dormant  partner. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  38  A.  D.  735,  on  effect  of  acceptance  of  bond  of  one 
partner  for  simple  contract  debt  of  firm  as  release  of  other  partners. 
Admissions  of  partner  as  evidence  against  firm. 

Cited  in  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Towle,  65  Wis.  247,  26  N.  W.  104,  holding  ad- 
missions of  one  partner  admissible  against  all  in  an  action  by  or  against  both; 
Bispham  v.  Patterson,  2  McLean,  87,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,441,  holding  letter  by  one 
defendant  admitting  the  account  sued  on  inadmissible  to  bind  firm  previously 
dissolved. 
Answer  In  chancery  as  evidence  against  a  codefendant. 

Cited  in  Barraque  v.  Siter,  9  Ark.  545,  holding  that  the  erroneous  exclusion  ol 
answers  in  chancery  against  defendants  with  a  joint  interest  is  not  grounds  for 
reversal  where  other  evidence  is  sufficient. 
Relief  In  equity. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  34  A.  D.  200,  on  relief  in  equity  against  ignorance  or 
mistake  of  law. 

S  AM.  DEC.  568,  FITZHUGH  ▼.  LOVE,  6  CALL   (VA.)   5. 
Liability  of  a  stranger  who  indorses  commercial  paper  in  blank. 

Annotation  cited  in  Johnson  v.  Tully,  2  Ariz.  214,  12  Pac.  65,  on  the  liability 
of  one  who  indorses  a  note  before  delivery. 
Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 28. 
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Cited  in  reference  notes  in  7  A.  D.  685;  38  A.  D.  467  j  56  A.  D.  358;  75  A.  D. 
330, — on  effect  of  indorsement  of  negotiable  note  by  stranger  before  delivery  to- 
payee;  38  A.  D.  99;  92  A.  D.  102, — on  effect  of  indorsement  in  blank  of  promissory 
note  by  person  other  than  payee  or  holder ;  6  A.  D.  72 ;  56  A.  D.  359,— on  liability 
on  indorsement  of  negotiable  paper  by  one  not  holder  or  payee;  39  A.  D.  132,  on 
one  writing  name  on  note  not  being  holder  or  payee,  being  treated  as  maker  or 
original  promisor;  11  A.  D.  289,  on  constituting  one  guarantor  of  negotiable 
instrument;  6  A.  D.  182,  on  liability  of  party  signing  note  subsequently  to  maker. 

Cited  in  note  in  29  A.  D.  299,  on  indorsement  in  blank  of  note  by  person  other 
than  payee  or  holder. 

3  AM.  DEC.  576,  JONES  v.  ROBERTS,  6  CALL   (VA.)    187. 
Doing  or  offering  equity. 

Cited  in  Kelly  v.  Carter,  6  Call.  (Va.)  204,  founded  on  similar  facts  and 
decided  in  like  manner;  Boyes  v.  Green  Mountain  Falls  Town  &  Improv.  Co.  3- 
Colo.  App.  295,  33  Pac.  77,  holding  a  condition  precedent  in  a  contract  which  has 
not  been  performed  is  always  a  defense  to  its  specific  enforcement;  Massie  v. 
Heiskell,  80  Va.  789,  holding  that  one  who  asks  reformation  of  a  deed  must 
reimburse  party  for  encumbrances  removed  from  land  conveyed  by  mutual 
mistake. 

3  AM.  DEC.  583,  AUSTIN  v.  WINSTON,  1  HEN.  &  M.  33. 
Equitable  relief  to  party  In  fraud. 

Cited  in  Cox  v.  Donnelly,  34  Ark.  762,  holding  that  equitable  relief  will  be 
granted  a  party  where  such  will  promote  public  policy  though  party  has  been 
in  a  transaction  against  public  policy;  Starke  v.  Littlepage,  4  Rand.  (Va.)  36S 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  maxim  in  pari  delicto  potior  est  conditio  defendcntis ; 
Clay  v.  Williams,  2  Munf.  105,  4  A.  D.  453,  holding  one  who  conveys  to  defeat 
creditors  entitled  to  no  relief;  Harris  v.  Harris,  23  Gratt.  737  (dissenting  opin- 
ion) ;  Starke  v.  Littlepage,  4  Rand.  (Va.)  368  (dissenting  opinion);  Smith  v. 
Elliott,  1  Patton  &  H.  (Va.)  307, — on  right  of  fraudulent  grantor  to  relief  against 
grantee. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  3  A.  D.  699,  on  limitation  of  rule  potior  est  conditia 
defendentis. 

Cited  in  notes  in  34  A.  D.  767,  on  rights  of  parties  to  illegal  or  fraudulent 
transactions;  3  A.  S.  R.  743,  on  right  of  one  to  avoid  his  contract  upon  ground 
of  his  own  fraud;  15  A.  D.  600,  on  right  of  fraudulent  grantor  or  donor  to  avoid 
his  act. 

Questioned  in  Freeman  v.  Sedwick,  6  Gill,  28,  46  A.  D.  650,  holding  that  the  law 
lends  no  aid  to  parties  who  stand  strictly  in  pari  delicto;  Cushwa  v.  Cushwa,  5- 
Md.  44,  holding  that  a  deed  fraudulent  as  to  creditors  cannot  be  impeached  by  the 
parties  or  their  representatives;  Harris  v.  Harris,  23  Gratt.  737,  holding  a  debtor 
who  conveys  to  defraud  creditors  entitled  to  no  relief  especially  where  grantea 
did  not  take  any  advantage  of  him. 
—  Parties  not  in  equality  of  wrong. 

Cited  in  Quirk  v.  Thomas,  6  Mich.  76,  holding  that  to  enable  a  party  to  a 
fraudulent  transaction  to  set  up  his  own  fraud  .in  defense  the  plaintiff  must  be 
equally  guilty  with  the  defendant;  Deatly  v.  Murphy,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  472,  setting 
aside  a  sale  made  to  defeat  creditors  at  instance  of  grantor's  heirs  where  grantee 
availed  himself  of  influence  over  weak  mind  of  grantor;  Starke  v.  Littlepage,  4 
Rand.  (Va.)  368;  Smith  v.  Elliott,  1  Patton  &  H.  (Va.)  307;  James  v.  Bird,  8 
Leigh,  510,  31  A.  D.  668;  Clay  v.  Williams,  2  Munf.  105,  4  A.  D.  453,— holding 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


435  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  [568-605 

that  a  debtor  who  conveys  to  defraud  creditors  entitled  to  no  relief  where  debtor 
is  not  oppressed  by  or  within  the  power  of  the  grantee;  Bellamy  v.  Bellamy,  ft 
Fla.  62;  Irons  v.  Reyburn,  11  Ark.  378,-»— on  exceptions  to  the  rule  that  where 
parties  are  equally  culpable  the  defendant  must  prevail. 

3  AM.  DEC.  602,  WIGGIiESWORTH  v.  STEERS,  1  HEN.  &  M.  70. 
Intoxication  as  ground  for  avoidance  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Menkins  v.  Lightner,  18  111.  282,  holding  that  fact  that  condition  of 
drunkenness  is  brought  on  by  party  himself  will  not  bar  its  avoidance  on  that 
ground  of  incapacity;  Donelson  v.  Posey,  13  Ala.  752,  holding  agency  superin- 
ducing the  drunkenness  immaterial;  Loftus  v.  Maloney,  89  Va.  576,  16  S.  E.  749, 
on  the  decisions  of  a  contract  made  while  intoxicated. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  34  A.  D.  353,  on  habitual  intemperance  of  one  party 
to  contract  as  ground  for  refusing  specific  performance;  14  A.  D.  744;  59  A.  D. 
615, — on  setting  aside  contract  for  intoxication. 

Cited  in  notes  in  23  A.  D.  379,. on  effect  of  drunkenness  on  capacity  to  con- 
tract; 12  A.  D.  654,  on  drunkenness  as  defense  to  contract;  107  A.  S.  R.  540,  as 
to  whether  contract  of  intoxicated  persons  is  void  or  voidable;  54  L.R.A.  440,  on 
degree  of  intoxication  as  affecting  validity  of  contract  made  with  intoxicated 
person;  54  L.R.A.  453,  on  who  may  show  intoxication  of  party  to  contract;  17 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1068,  on  right  to  affirmative  relief  in  equity  from  contract  upon 
ground  that  it  was  procured  from  complainant  while  intoxicated. 

3  AM.  DEC.  603,  WITHERINGTON  v.  McDONALD,  1  HEN.  &  M.  306. 

Collateral  attack  on  land  patent. 

Cited  in  Norvell  v.  Camm,  6  Munf.  233,  8  A.  D.  742,  denying  the  right  to  go 
behind  a  patent  in  a  trial  at  law;  Stringer  v.  Young,  3  Pet.  320,  7  L.  ed.  693, 
holding  that  no  inquiry  into  the  regularity  of  a  patent  can  be  made  in  a  trial  at 
law. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  12  A.  S.  R.  49,  on  right  to  attack  patent  collaterally ; 
3  A.  D.  756;  3  A.  D.  687, — on  evidence  impeaching  grant  from  state;  2  A.  D.  568, 
569,   570,  on   admissibility   of   evidence   in  action   at  law   to   show   patent   was 
irregularly  issued. 
—  For  fraud  or  mistake. 

Cited  in  Bruckner  v.  Lawrence,  1  Dougl.  (Mich.)  19,  holding  that  at  law  a 
patent  of  land  cannot  be  impeached  on  ground  of  either  fraud  or  mistake;  Jack- 
son v.  M'Gavock,  5  Rand.  (Va.)  509  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  right  to  show 
fraud  in  the  procuring  of  a  patent. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  61  A.  D.  597,  on  right  to  impeach  patent  in  ejectment 
by  showing  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud. 

Distinguished  in  Noland  v.  Cromwell,  4  Munf.  155,  holding  fraudulent  practices 
in  procuring  a  patent  will  give  equity  jurisdiction. 

3  AM.  DEC.  605,  FISHER  v.  DUNCAN,  1  HEN.  &  M.  563. 
Promise  by  personal  representative  to  pay  barred  debt. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  A.  D.  660,  on  executor's  power  to  revive  debt;  52  A.  S.  R. 
123,  on  liability  of  decedent's  estate   for  outlawed  debts  acknowledged  by   ad- 
ministrator or  executor. 
Admissibility  of  declaration  of  representative  to  prove  claim. 

Cited  in  Quarles  v.  Littlepage,  2  Hen.  A  M.  401,  3  A.  D.  637,  holding  declaration 
of  an  administrator  amounting  to  an  assumpsit  inadmissible  in  assuu.poit  for 
debt  of  decedent. 
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Instructions  on  weight  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Stell  v.  Glass,  1  Ga.  475;  Moore  v.  Chapman,  3  Hen.  &  M.  260,— hold- 
ing it  error  for  a  court  to  undertake  to  instruct  the  jury  as  to  the  weight  or 
sufficiency  of  evidence  offered  to  them;  McVeigh  v.  Allen,  29  Gratt.  588,  holding 
that  jury  should  be  left  free  to  consider  all  the  evidence  without  having  their 
attention  called  to  any  part  of  it;  Cornett  v.  Rhudy,  80  Va.  710,  holding  that  any 
opinion  as  to  the  weight,  effect  or  sufficiency  of  parol  evidence  is  an  invasion  on 
province  of  the  jury;  Brooke  v.  Young,  3  Rand.  (Va.)  106,  holding  it  error  for 
court  to  instruct  jury  that  evidence  was  sufficient  to  maintain  the  issue;  Tyler 
v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  88  Va.  389,  13  S.  E.  975,  holding  opinion  of  court  in 
instructing  jury  error;  White  v.  L.  Hoster  Brewing  Co.  51  W.  Va.  253,  41  S.  E. 
180,  holding  it  error  for  court  to  instruct  jury  to  find  for  party  in  whose  favor 
evidence  preponderates. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  50  A.  D.  360,  on  sufficiency  of  evidence  for  jury; 
1 1  A.  S.  R.  829,  on  credibility  and  weight  of  evidence  as  question  for  jury. 
Accounts  provable  against  decedent's  estate. 

Cited  in  Brooke  v.  Shelly,  4  Hen.  &  M.  266,  holding  act  of  1792  relating  to 
items  more  than  five  years  prior  to  death  applies  only  to  open  accounts. 
Scope  of  second  appeal. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Raine,  4  Rand.  (Va.)  386,  holding  that  on  appeal  from  a 
court  of  intermediate  review  the  court  examines  all  questions  back  to  the 
original  judgment. 

3  AM.  DEC.  612,  WOODSON  v.  BARRETT,  2  HEN.  &  M.  80. 
Invalidity  of  notes  or  bonds  for  gaming  consideration. 

Cited  in  Pettit  v.  Jennings,  2  Rob.  (Va.)  676,  holding  notes  for  money  won  at 
play  void  in  hands  of  assignee  in  good  faith;  Irwin  v.  Marquett,  26  lnd.  App. 
383,  84  A.  S.  R.  297,  59  N.  E.  38,  holding  commercial  paper  founded  on  considera- 
tion which  a  statute  in  direct  terms  declares  void,  is  so  even  in  the  hands  of  a 
bona  fide  holder;  Raynolds  v.  Carter,  12  Leigh,  166,  37  A.  D.  642,  holding  debtor 
to  be  liable  to  an  assignee  of  a  bond  void  for  usury,  must  hold  out  new  induce- 
ments to  assignee  to  purchase  it;  Hurlburt  v.  Straub,  54  W.  Va.  303,  46  S.  £. 
163,  holding  same  as  to  check  given  for  money  lost  in  gaming;  Dauler  v.  Hartley, 
178  Pa.  23,  35  Atl.  857  (opinion  of  lower  court),  on  the  effect  of  subsequent  trans- 
actions on  an  instrument  void  at  its  creation. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  1  A.  D.  465,  on  assignment  of  bond  given  for 
gaming  consideration;  44  A.  D.  702,  as  to  when  assignee  of  bond  given  for 
gaming  consideration  can  not  recover. 

Cited  in  notes  in  119  A.  S.  R,  177,  on  defenses  to  notes  and  other  obligations 
given  for  gambling  debts,  as  against  bona  fide  holders;  18  L.  ed.  U.  S.  424,  on 
securities  given  for  money  lost  at  play;  7  L.R.A.  705,  on  enforceability  of 
securities  given  for  money  lost  at  play;  48  L.R.A.  846,  on  allowing  injunction,  in 
favor  of  party  in  pari  delicto,  against  enforcing  or  otherwise  proceeding  with 
betting  and  gambling  contracts. 
Equitable  relief  from  judgment  founded  on  unlawful  consideration. 

Cited  in  Shields  v.  McClung,  6  W.  Va.  79;  Skipwith  v.  Strother,  3  Rand.  (Va.) 
214, — holding  that  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  a  gaming  judgment;  White 
v.  Washington,  5  Gratt.  645,  sustaining  the  right  of  a  party  to  equitable  relief 
from  a  judgment  founded  on  a  consideration  of  money  lost  at  unlawful  gaming; 
Oough  v.  Pratt,  9  Md.  526;  Clay  v.  Fry,  3  Bibb.  248,  6  A.  D.  654,— holding  that 
equity  will  grant  relief  against  a  judgment  at  law  for  money  lost  at  gaming, 
even  though  no  defense  was  made  at  law;  Owens  v.  Van  Winkle  Gin  &  Mach.  Co. 
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96  Oa.  408,  31  L.R.A.  767,  23  S.  E.  416,  under  the  statutes  holding  that  equity 
will  nut  restrain  proceeding  on  a  judgment  founded  on  a  gaming  consideration; 
Kahn  v.  Walton,  46  Ohio  St.  195,  20  N.  E.  203,  holding  that  equity  will  not 
assume  jurisdiction  over  an  instrument  founded  on  an  illegal  consideration  as 
between  the  parties;  Thomas  v.  Phillips,  4  Smedes  &  M.  358,  holding  that  where 
a  complainant  had  lain  by  till  after  a  trial,  equity  will  interfere  only  under 
special  circumstances;  Downs  v.  Quarles,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  489,  12  A.  D.  337,  hold- 
ing that  money  lost  at  gaming  cannot  be  recovered  in  equity;  Glidewell  v.  Hite,  5 
How.  (Miss.)  110  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
interfere  with  a  judgment  founded  on  an  illegal  contract. 

Cited  in  notes  in  54  A.  S.  R.  228,  on  exception  to  rule  that  known  defenses 
must  have  been  presented  at  law,  to  entitle  to  relief  in  equity;  31  L.R.A.  759, 
on  injunctions  against  judgments  for  gambling  debts. 

3  AM.  DEC.  615,  TURPIN  v.  THOMAS,  2  HEN.  AM.  130. 
Equitable  relief  from  judgment  at  law. 

Cited  in  Fenwick  v.  M'Murdo,  2  Munf.  244;  West  v.  Logwood,  6  Munf.  491; 
Morris  v.  Ross,  2  Hen.  &  M.  408, — denying  relief  against  a  judgment  fully  tried 
at  law;  Stevenson  v.  Howard,  14  Mo.  App.  250;  Jones  v.  Watkins,  1  Stew.  (Ala.) 
81 ;  Bierne  v.  Mann,  5  Leigh,  364, — holding  that  a  court  of  equity  has  no  power 
to  correct  legal  errors;  Green  v.  Robinson,  5  How.  (Miss.)  80,  holding  that  a 
chancellor  has  no  power  to  review  opinions  of  the  law  judge-;  Bates  v.  Murphy, 
2  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  165,  holding  that  equity  will  not  relieve  where  there  has 
been  a  recovery  in  law  of  a  larger  estate  than  alleged;  Jones  v.  Watkins,  1  Stew. 
(Ala.)  81,  holding  that  equity  will  not  interfere  where  limitations  has  barred 
remedy  at  law;  Albert  v.  Winn,  7  Gill,  446;  on  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  over 
cause  already  tried  at  law;  Tomkies  v.  Downman,  6  Munf.  557  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), on  the  power  of  equity  to  grant  relief  from  a  judgment  at  law. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  22  A.  D.  444,  on  power  of  equity  over  judgments  at 
law;  16  A.  D.  761,  on  equitable  relief  against  judgments;  25  A.  D.  741;  28  A.  D. 
36, — as  to  when  equity  will  relieve  against  judgment  at  law. 

Cited  in  notes  in  15  A.  D.  39,  on  control  of  equity  over  judgments  at  law; 
30  L.R.A.  701,  on  injunctions  against  judgments  for  erroneous  rulings  and  de- 
cisions; 54  A.  S.  R.  231,  on  effect  of  error  or  irregularity  in  former  action  on 
right  to  equitable  relief  against  judgment,  decree,  or  other  judicial  determination. 

Distinguished  in  Brett  v.  Ming,  1  Fla.  498,  holding  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
nature  of  an  appellate  jurisdiction  which  forbids  the  granting  of  amendments. 
—  Diligence  and  laches. 

Cited  in  Nicolson  v.  Hancock,  4  Hen.  &  M.  491 ;  Doyle  v.  Reilly,  18  Iowa,  108, 
85  A.  D.  582, — holding  negligence  of  party  bar  to  relief;  Sperry  v.  Gibson,  3  W. 
Va.  522,  holding  that  applicant  must  show  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  no 
negligence;  Mason  v.  Peter,  1  Munf.  437,  holding  erroneous  abandonment  of  a 
claim  at  law  no  ground  for  relief;  Bierne  v.  Mann,  5  Leigh,  364,  where  party 
failed  to  defend  at  law ;  Slack  v.  Wood,  9  Gratt.  40,  holding  that  except  where  due 
diligence  is  shown  ignorance  of  a  defense  until  after  judgment  is  no  ground 
for  relief;  Nicolson  v.  Hancock,  4  Hen.  &  M.  491,  holding  some  special  circum- 
stance not  controllable  by  party  whereby  his  relief  at  law  is  defeated  is  ground  for 
equity. 

Cited  in  notes  in  32  L.R.A.  327,  on  general  equitable  jurisdiction  as  to  in- 
junction against  judgment  where  there  is  a  remedy  at  law;  32  L.R.A.  323,  on 
general  equitable  jurisdiction  as  to  injunction  against  judgments  where  there  is  a 
failure  to  defend  at  law;  31  L.R.A.  770,  on  injunction  against  judgment  because 
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of  payment  where  there  was  a  failure  to  defend  at  law;  54  A.  D.  467,  on  equitable 
relief  against  judgment  at  law  where  no  defense  was  interposed. 
Effect  of  judgment  as  against  strangers. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  White  (W.  Va.)  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  530,  60  S.  E.  404,  holding 
that  a  judgment  establishing  title  to  property  seized  under  execution  is  not 
admissible  as  evidence  as  against  officer  making  seizure;  Dent  v.  Ashley,  Hem  pet, 
54,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,809a,  holding  that  a  judgment  against  an  administrator 
appointed  in  one  state  cannot  be  made  a  basis  of  an  action  against  an  adminis- 
trator appointed  in  another. 

Cited  in  note  in  83  A.  D.  385,  on  judgments  as  evidence  against  persons  liable 
over  to  defendants  therein. 
Admission  of  jurisdiction  by  motion  for  relief. 

Distinguished  in  Moore  v.  Schoppert,  22  W.  Va.  282,  holding  that  motion  by 
certain  stockholders  would  not  give  jurisdiction  over  the  corporation. 
Exhaustion  of  legal  remedy  as  ground  for  equity. 

Cited  in  Richardson  v.  Stillinger,  12  Gill  &  J.  477,  holding  that  a  bill  in  equity 
can  be  filed  to  enforce  a  vendor's  lien  only  when  complainant  has  exhausted  his 
remedy  at  law  or  shows  it  inadequate. 

3  AM.  DEC.  620,  NELSON  v.  MATTHEWS,  2  HEN.  &  M.  164. 
Liability  of  vendor  for  deficiency  in  quantity  of  land  sold. 

Cited  in  Russell  v.  Keeran,  8  Leigh,  9,  holding  that  where  contract  is  clearly 
one  in  gross  risk  as  to  quantity  is  on  parties;  Blessing  v.  Beatty,  1  Rob.  (Va.) 
287,  holding  that  in  a  conveyance  of  a  tract  of  land  "containing  280  acres"  with- 
out the  customary  words  "more  or  less"  the  vendor  is  liable  for  a  deficiency; 
Weart  v.  Rose,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  290,  holding  that  deficiency  of  6.12  acres  under  a 
conveyance  of  a  tract  "containing  about  115  acres"  does  not  entitle  purchaser  to 
an  abatement  of  purchase  money;  Harrell  v.  Hill,  19  Ark.  102,  68  A.  D.  202, 
holding  a  difference  of  33  per  cent,  between  the  actual  and  estimated  quantity  of 
acres  of  land  sold  in  gross  ground  for  relief  as  a  gross  mistake;  Newman  v. 
Kay,  57  W.  Va.  981,  68  L.R.A.  908,  49  S.  E.  926,  on  liability  for  deficiency  known  to 
vendor;  Depue  v.  Sergent,  21  W.  Va.  326,  holding  indefinite  description  of 
quantity  shows  sale  in  gross;  Newman  v.  Kay,  57  W.  Va.  98,  68  L.R.A.  908,  49 
S.  E.  926,  4  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  39,  on  presumption  as  to  purchaser's  taking  risk 
of  deficiency. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  6  A.  D.  439,  on  effect  of  deficiency  in  land  conveyed  to 
grantee. 

Distinguished  in  Crislip  v.  Cain,  19  W.  Va.  438,  holding  that  to  warrant  a 
rescission  of  a  contract  of  land  sold  in  gross  where  the  number  of  acres  is  named, 
because  of  a  deficiency  the  mistake  must  be  so  material  as  to  show  minds  of 
parties  never  met. 
—  Amount  of  variation  covered  by  words  "more  or  less." 

Cited  in  Hoffman  v.  Johnson,  1  Bland.  Ch.  103,  holding  that  in  a  conveyance  of 
land  of  certain  acres  more  or  less,  a  reasonable  allowance  is  made  for  small 
errors;  Harrison  v.  Talbot,  2  Dana.  258,  holding  that  the  words  "more  or  less" 
cover  only  an  ordinary  variation;  Veeder  v.  Fonda,  3  Paige  Ch.  94,  holding  a 
vendor  who  knows  from  an  inspection  of  his  title  deed  the  true  quantity  of  land, 
does  not  protect  himself  against  a  material  deficiency,  by  the  use  of  the  words 
"more  or  less;"  Frenche  v.  Chancellor,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  624,  40  A.  S.  R.  548,  27  Atl. 
140,  holding  a  deficiency  of  1.37  acres  in  a  conveyance  of  a  tract  "containing 
195.98  acres,  be  the  same  more  or  less"  no  ground  for  relief;  Graham  v.  Larmer, 
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87  Va.  222,  12  S.  E.  389,  holding  that  in  a  conveyance  of  a  tract  of  land  by  metes 
and  bounds  containing  274  acres  more  or  less  a  deficiency  of  28  acres  entitled 
vendee  to  no  abatement  of  purchase  price. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  37  A.  D.  562,  on  effect  of  use  in  deed  of  words  "more 
or  less." 

Questioned  in  Stebbins  v.  Eddy,  4  Mason,  414,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,342,  holding  a 
deficiency  of  7  acres  in  tract  "containing  47.50  acres  more  or  less,"  no  ground  for 
.relief. 
Rights  of  purchaser  where  land  is  deficient  in  acreage. 

Cited  in  Garrett  v.  Goff,  61  W.  Va.  221,  56  S.  E.  351,  holding  that  where  there 
is  au  impossibility  of  performance  of  a  contract  because  of  a  deficiency  of  number 
of  acres  the  grantee  may  elect  to  have  performance  with  an  abatement  for  a 
deficiency. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  13  A.  D.  218,  on  deficiency  in  quantity  of  land  con- 
tracted to  be  sold  as  ground  of  rescission  or  set-off  against  consideration  bonds. 
Mistake  as  ground  for  equitable  relief. 

Cited  in  Pearce  v.  Chastain,  3  Ga.  226,  46  A.  D.  423,  on  ignorance  or  accident 
as  a  ground  for  the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity. 

Cited  in  note  in  31  L.R.A.  751,  on  injunction  against  judgments  for  purchase 
money  on  title  bonds  for  defenses  existing  prior  to  rendition. 

—  As  to  quantity  of  land  conveyed. 

Cited  in  Whaley  v.  Eliot,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  343,  10  A.  D.  737,  holding  an  excess 
of  16  per  cent  ground  for  relief. 

Cited  in  notes  in  37  A.  D.  390,  on  grantee's  right  to  equitable  relief  for  de- 
ficiency in  quantity  of  land;  31  L.R.A.  753,  on  injunction  againut  judgments  for 
purchase  money  for  deficiency  in  amount  of  land. 
Measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  covenants  of  warranty  of  deed  . 

Cited  in  Stout  v.  Jackson,  2  Rand.  (Va.)  132;  Humphreys  v.  M'Clenachan,  1 
Munf.  493, — holding  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  a  warranty  of  a  deed  is 
value  of  land  at  time  of  contract;  Furman  v.  Elmore,  2  Nott  &  M'C.  189; 
Semple  v.  Whorton,  68  Wis.  626,  32  N.  W.  690,— holding  that  damages  under 
covenant  of  dee<J  is  consideration  money,  interest  and  costs;  Blackwell  v.  Board  of 
Justices,  2  Blackf.  143,  holding  that  consideration  money  with  interest  measure 
of  damages  in  breach  contract  to  convey;  Witherspoon  v.  M'Calla,  3  Desauss  Eq. 
245,  on  recovery  of  damages  by  grantee  on  eviction. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  20  A.  S.  R.  543,  on  measure  of  damages  for  fal^e 
representation  in  sale  of  land. 

Cited  in  note  in  99  A.  D.  79.  on  measure  of  damage  for  partial  breach  of  cove- 
nant of  seisin. 

Criticized  in  Threlkeld  v.  Fitzhugh,  2  Leigh,  451,  as  being  obiter  dicta  but 
approving  rule  that  measure  is  purchase  money  with  interest  and  cost. 

—  For  deficiency  of  acreage. 

Cited  in  Watson  v.  Hoy,  28  Gratt.  698;  Depue  v.  Sergent,  21  W.  Va.  326; 
Nelson  v.  Carrington,  4  Munf.  332,  6  A.  D.  519, — holding  that  where  there  is  a 
deficiency  in  a  tract  sold,  the  average  value  of  the  whole  tract  is  to  be  taken 
in  fixing  the  damages;  Dickens  v.  Shepperd,  7  N.  C.  (3  Murph.)  526,  holding  that 
where  a  party  is  evicted  from  one  of  three  tracts  conveyed  under  a  warranty  deed, 
the  average  value  given  the  whole  tract  is  to  be  taken  in  estimating  damages; 
Harrell  v.  Hill,  19  Ark.  102,  68  A.  D.  202,  holding  measure  is  the  value  of  de 
ficiency  in  proportion  to  whole;  Brandt  v.  Foster,  5  Iowa,  287,  holding  that  on  a 
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partial  failure,  evidence  to  show  relative  value  which  that  part  bears  to  the  whole* 

is  admissible. 

Jurisdiction  of  equity  where  subject-matter  sold  is  deficient  in  quantity. 

Distinguished  in  Cabell  v.  Roberts,  6  Rand.  (Va.)  580,  holding  that  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  interfere  where  there  is  a  deficiency  in  the  delivery  of  grain  as 
agreed  in  a  certain  bond. 

3  AM.  DEC.  625,  FITZHUGH  v.  ANDERSON,  2  HEN.  St  M.  289. 
Possession  as  indicium  of  title. 

Cited  in  Rocheblave  v.  Potter,  1  Mo.  561,  14  A.  D.  305,  holding  that  possession 
will  give  title  as  to  those  who  trust  to  such  possession  in  dealing  with  or  giving 
credit  to  the  apparent  owner;  Norris  v.  Bradford,  4  Ala.  203,  holding  that  a 
loan  by  a  parent  to  a  child  for  an  indefinite  time  for  no  specific  purpose  is  as  to- 
a  creditor,  a  gift;  Falconer  v.  Holland,  5  Smedes  &  M.  689,  holding  that  where  the 
evidence  is  conflicting  and  there  is  no  positive  documentary  evidence  of  title  in  a 
claimant,  possession  will,  as  to  creditors,  be  presumed  to  be  under  a  gift;  Glass- 
cock v.  Batton,  6  Rand.  (Va.)  78,  18  A.  D.  703,  holding  that  where  there  is  a  bill 
of  sale  which  is  not  recorded  and  possession  remains  in  the  vendor,  such  sale  is- 
fraudulent  as  to  a  subsequent  purchaser;  Davis  v.  Turner,  4  Gratt.  422,  holding 
the  retaining  possession  of  personal  property  by  the  vendor  after  an  absolute  sale 
to  be  only  prima  facie  fraudulent;  Shelby  v.  Guy,  11  Wheat.  361,  6  L.  ed.  495,  on 
the  rights  of  a  creditor  who  has /trusted  possessor  of  property;  Stevens  v.  Irwin, 
15  Cal.  503,  76  A.  D.  500,  on  the  effect  of  a  retention  of  possession  of  personal 
property  by  vendor  after  an  absolute  sale;  Clay  tor  v.  Anthony,  6  Rand.  (Va.) 
285,  holding  that  on  possession  by  grantor  as  fraud. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  42  A.  D.  609,  on  presumption  of  gift  where  parent 
suffers  possession  of  property  to  go  into  hands  of  child  on  marriage. 

Cited  in  note  in  40  A.  D.  434,  on  presumption  of  gift  arising  from  delivery  of 
property  from  parent  to  child. 

Distinguished  in  Palmer  v.  Cross,  1  Smedes  &  M.  48,  holding  that  statute  of 
frauds  has  changed  application  of  rule;  Moseby  v.  Williams,  5  How.  (Miss.)  520r 
holding  that  principle  has  no  application  where  at  time  possession  is  given  it  is- 
declared  to  be  a  loan;  Beasley  v.  Owen,  3  Hen.  &  M.  449,  holding  that  the  record- 
ing of  a  will  showing  that  a  slave  is  given  merely  in  trust  is  sufficient  to  protect 
the  trustee's  interest  in  opposition  to  the  claims  of  creditors;  Gillespie  v_ 
Gillespie,  2  Bibb,  89,  holding  that  rule  has  no  application  in  action  between 
parties  themselves. 

Disapproved  in  Howard  v.  Prince,  1  Hughes,  239,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,762,  holding- 
that  possession  by  vendor  after  bill  of  sale  is  not  per  se  fraudulent. 
Disabilities  to  stop  the  running  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Faysoux  v.  Prather,  1  Nott  &  M'C.  296,  9  A.  D.  691 ;  Aikin  v.  Bailey, 
10  Ark.  580;  Wynn  v.  Lee,  5  Ga.  217;  Drumright  v.  Hite,  2  Va.  Dec.  465,  26  S.  E. 
583, — holding  that  the  statute  of  limitation  having  once  commenced  to  run  con- 
tinues to  do  so  until  arrested  by  the  institution  of  the  suit;  Blackwell  v.  Braggr 
78  Va.  529;  Mercer  v.  Selden,  1  How.  37,  11  L.  ed.  38;  Parsons  v.  M'Cracken,  £ 
Leigh,  495, — holding  that  as  to  the  act  of  limitations  no  other  disability  is  avail- 
aole  to  stop  its  running  than  the  one  which  existed  when  the  right  of  action 
accrued. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  12  A.  D.  669,  on  suspension  of  statute  of  limitations 
for  legal  disability  after  it  has  commenced  to  run;  44  A.  D.  329,  on  necessity  that 
disability  to  prevent  running  of  limitations  existed  at  time  cause  of  action 
accrued;  44  A.  D.  159,  on  continuance  of  running  of  statute  of  limitations  not- 
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withstanding  intervening  disability;  16  A.  D.  292;  18  A.  D.  649;  28  A.  D.  467,- 
e fleet  of  subsequent  disability  to  stop  running  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  notes  in  16  E.  R.  C.  153,  on  disability  of  person  entitled  to  sue  as 
suspending  statute  of  limitations;  11  A.  S.  R.  342,  on  effect  of  subsequent  dis- 
ability uj>on  running  of  statute  of  limitations;  25  L.  ed.  U.  S.  318,  on  effect 
of  disability  occurring  after  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run. 

Distinguished  in  Rose  v.  Daniel,  2  Treadway,  Const.  549,  3  Brev.  438,  holding 
that  a  statute  which  has  begun  to  run  against  the  ancestor  does  not  continue  to 
run  against  the  infant  heir. 
To  whom  limitation  is  available. 

Cited  in  Coleson  v.  Blanton,  3  Hayw.   (Tenn.)    152,  holding  that  no  one  can 
plead  the  statute  for  another. 
Construction  of  statutes  to  suppress  fraud. 

Cited  in  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Lee,  13  Pet.  107,  10  L.  ed.  81 ;  Crawford  v. 
Carper,  4  W.  Va.  56, — holding  that  statutes  are  construed  liberally  for  the  sup- 
pression of  fraud. 
Parol  remainders  in  chattels. 

Cited  in  Kirkpatrick  v.  Davidson,  2  6a.  297,  holding  that  no  remainder  in  a 
slave  can  be  created  by  parol;  Ragsdale  v.  Norwood,  38  Ala.  21,  79  A.  D.  79, 
holding  that  remainders  in  personal  property  can  be  created  only  by  writing. 

3  AM.  DEC.  632,  UPSHAW  v.  UPSHAW,  2  HEN.  AM.  381. 
Husband's  interest  in  property  of  wife. 

Cited  in  Burleigh  v.  Coffin,  22  N.  H.  118,  53  A.  D.  236,  on  the  rights  and  lia- 
bilities of  a  husband  in  property  of  wife. 
—  In  wife's  expectant  chattel  Interests. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Peyton,  6  T.  B.  Mon.  263;  Turner  v.  Davis,  1  B.  Mon.  151, — 
holding  that  a  vested  remainder  of  a  feme  sole  will  survive  to  the  wife  unless 
reduced  to  possession  by  the  husband  during  coverture;  Henry  v.  Graves,  16 
Gratt.  244,  holding  that  where  a  wife  has  a  vested  remainder  in  personal  estate 
and  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  wife  outlives  the  husband,  the  wife  is  entitled  to 
the  remainder  free  from  any  act  of  tho  hu-*bf>THl  or  his  representatives;  McClana- 
han  v.  Davis,  8  How.  170,  12  L.  ed.  1033,  holding  that  the  husband's  interest  in  a 
wife's  vested  remainder  in  a  slave  is  on  the  same  footing  as  an  interest  in  a  chose 
in  action;  Pinkard  v.  Smith,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  331,  holding  that  where  a  husband  dies 
before  the  determination  of  a  particular  estate  on  which  a  remainder  to  the  wife 
depends,  it  will  survive  to  the  wife;  Wood  v.  Simmons,  20  Mo.  363,  holding  that 
an  assignment  by  the  husband  of  a  wife's  reversionary  interest,  before  death  of 
life  tenant,  does  not  defeat  wife's  right  of  survivorship;  Taylor  v.  Yarbrough,  13 
Gratt.  183,  holding  that  a  grant  to  a  married  woman  of  the  increase,  of  three 
slave  women,  conveys  to  the  wife  the  increase  born  to  the  women  after  the  death 
of  the  husband;  Mason  v.  McNeill,  23  Ala.  201,  holding  that  law  does  not  favor 
constructive  possession  so  as  to  defeat  the  wife's  right  to  survivorship;  Thomas 
v.  Kennedy,  4  B.  Mon.  235,  on  the  power  of  a  husband  to  bar  a  wife's  vested 
remainder  in  slaves  by  a  sale  of  her  interest. 

Distinguished   in   Bugg  v.    Franklin,   4   Sneed.    129,   holding  that   case   is  no 
authority  on  husband's  rights  in  wife's  contingent  interests. 
Election  between  will  and  other  right. 

Cited  in  Moore  v.  Harper,  27  W.  Va.  362,  holding  that  whoever  claims  in 
opposition  to  a  will  must  relinquish  what  the  will  gives  him;  Kinnaird  v.  Wil- 
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liams,  8  Leigh,  400,  31  A.  D.  658,  holding  that  where  a  devisee  under  a  will  sets  up 
a  claim  to  property  devised  by  the  same  will  he  must  either  release  his  right  to 
that  or  be  excluded  from  the  devise  himself;  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  39  Ala.  489, 
holding  that  commencing  a  suit  which  is  dismissed  does  not  constitute  an 
election ;  Taylor  v.  Browne,  2  Leigh,  419,  holding  that  a  widow  may  take  under  a 
will  and  also  under  a  source  independent  of  and  paramount  to  the  will. 

Cited  in  note  in  10  E.  R.  C.  368,  on  acts  by  widow  amounting  to  election  to 
take  under  will  instead  of  by  dower. 

—  Requisites  of  election. 

Cited  in  Showalter  v.  Showalter,  107  Va.  713,  60  S.  E.  48,  holding  that  election 
either  implied  or  expressed  must  be  with  knowledge  of  the  parties's  rights; 
Millikin  v.  Wei  liver,  37  Ohio  St.  460,  holding  that  to  have  an  implied  election 
the  acts  relied  on  must  be  long  continued,  unequivocal,  and  inconsistent  with 
other  claim ;  Adams  v.  Adams,  39  Ala.  274,  on  what  evidences  a  binding  election. 

—  Effect  of  election. 

Cited  in  Shelby  v.  Clagett,  46  Ohio  St.  549,  5  L.R.A.  606,  22  N.  E.  407,  holding 
that  a  widow  by  electing  to  take  under  a  will  from  her  husband  must  thereby 
relinquish  all  right  in  property  devised  by  such  will  to  another.  • 

—  Time  for  election  by  widow. 

Cited  in  Reaves  v.  Garrett,  34  Ala.  558,  holding  that  a  widow  is  not  bound  to 
make  an  election  before  she  has  been  able  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  estate. 

—  Election  after  benefits  received. 

Cited  in  Reaver  v.  Garrett,  34  Ala.  558;  Steele  v.  Steele,  64  Ala.  438,  38  A.  R. 
15, — holding  that  a  widow  cannot  elect  not  to  take  under  a  will  where  she  cannot 
by  restoration  place  estate  in  statu  quo;  Adams  v.  Adams,  39  Ala.  274,  holding 
that  she  may  not  renounce  the  will  without  accounting  for  what  she  received 
under  it;  Dixon  v.  McCue,  14  Gratt.  540,  holding  a  widow  who  has  acted  under  a 
mistake  as  to  her  rights  under  a  will,  may  elect  to  take  her  dower  where  in  so 
doing  she  will  work  no  injury  to  others. 
Effect  of  acceptance  of  benefit  under  doubtful  right. 

Cited  in  Lucas  v.  Bank  of  Darien,  2  Stew.  ( Ala. )  280,  holding  that  an  imperfect 
right  may  be  ratified  by  acceptance  of  benefits  under  it. 
Devolution  of  title  to  slaves. 

Cited  in  Hawkins  v.  Craig,  6  T.  B.  Mon.  255,  holding  that  slaves  descend  as 
chattels. 

3  AM.  DEC.   637,  QUARLES  v.  LITTLEPAGE,  2  HEN.  &  M.   401. 
Admissions  of  debt. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Bacon,  3  Hen.  &  M.  89,  holding  it  necessary  to  produce  ac- 
counts alleged  to  have  been  "agreed"  if  in  existence  and  prove  them  as  alleged; 
Lonsdale  v.  Brown,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  148,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,494,  upholding  creditor's 
right  to  sue  on  new  promise  by  debtor  to  pay  continuing  debt. 

Distinguished  in  Marshall  v.  Adams,  11  111.  37,  on  power  of  administrator  to 
bind  estate  by  admitting  claim  not  regularly  established. 
Variance. 

Cited  in  note  in  62  A.  D.  118,  as  to  when  variance  between  allegation  and  proof 
is  material. 
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3  AM.  DEC.   639,  DEW  v.  JUDGES  OF  SWEET  SPRINGS,   3  HEN.   A 
M.  1. 

Issuance  of  and  relief  given  by  mandamus. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  6  A.  D.  589,  on  right  to  mandamus;  52  A.  D.  302, 
on  mandamus  as  proper  remedy  to  reinstate  into  office. 

Cited  in  notes  in  19  A.  D.  508,  as  to  when  mandamus  will  be  granted;  12  A.  D. 
59;  7  E.  R.  C.  332,  on  mandamus  as  remedy  to  try  title  to  office;  12  A.  D.  28,  on 
right  to  mandamus  to  restore  officer  unlawfully  removed;  19  L.R.A. (N.S.)  54,  56, 
as  to  when  mandamus  lies  to  reinstate  ousted  officer;  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  62,  on 
mandamus  to  restore  to  office  one  who  has  been  illegally  removed  when  office  is 
occupied  under  claim  of  right. 

—  In  eases  of  disputed  claims  to  corporate  offices. 

Cited  in  Booker  v.  Young,  12  Gratt.  303,  holding  mandamus  proper  proceeding 
to  try  question  of  disputed  title  to  presidency  of  branch  bank;  Cross  v.  West 
Virginia  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  35  W.  Va.  174,  12  s/e.  1071,  sustaining  right  to  man- 
damus to  try  title  to  office  as  director  of  railroad  corporation;  State  ex  rel.  Curtis 
v.  McCullough,  3  Nev.  202,  holding  mandamus  proper  remedy  to  compel  admis- 
sion of  one  with  apparently  clear  title  to  office  in  private  corporation,  when  not 
filled  by  one  claiming  under  color  of  right. 

—  In  cases  of  disputed  claims  to  public  office. 

Cited  in  Goff  v.  Wilson,  32  W.  Va.  393,  3  L.R.A.  58,  9  S.  E.  26,  holding  that  one 
entitled  to  office  of  governor  may  obtain  it  by  mandamus;  State  ex  rel.  Gill  v.  Wa- 
tertown,  9  Wis.  254,  holding  mandamus  proper  remedy  to  compel  municipal  coun- 
cil to  restore  superintendent  of  schools,  when  wrongfully  removed  from  office; 
Schmulbach  v.  Speidel,  50  W.  Va.  553,  55  L.R.A.  922,  40  S.  E.  424,  holding  man- 
damus proper  remedy  to  restore  members  of  board  of  public  works  illegally  re- 
moved from  office,  though  new  appointees  in  possession;  State,  Leeds,  Prosecutor, 
v.  Atlantic  City,  52  N.  J.  L.  332,  8  L.R.A.  697,  19  Atl.  780,  holding  mandamus 
proper  remedy  when  relator  in  office  de  jure  et  de  facto  is  interfered  with  by  one 
whose  lack  of  title  de  jure  is  rc8  judicata;  Harwood  v.  Marshall,  9  Md.  83,  hold- 
ing mandamus  proper  remedy  to  compel  incumbent  to  surrender  office  of  state 
librarian  to  successor  duly  elected  and  qualified;  State  ex  rel.  Savannah  v.  Dews, 
R.  M.  Charlt.  (Ga.)  397,  granting  mandamus  to  compel  sheriff  in  capacity  as 
jailer  to  deliver  jail  to  successor  appointed  before  expiration  of  former's  term  and 
under  statute  vesting  power  of  appointing  jailer  in  commission  other  than  that  ap- 
pointing former;  Sinclair  v.  Young,  100  Va.  284,  40  S.  E.  907,  holding  mandamus 
proper  proceeding  to  try  title  to  office  though  remedy  by  quo  warranto  provided  by 
Code:  Eastman  v.  Householder.  54  Kan.  03,  37  Pac.  989,  holding  mandamus  proper 
remedy  to  compel  trustees  of  state  charitable  institutions  to  restore  asylum  super- 
intendent wrongfully  removed,  though  office  filled  by  another;  Bradley  v.  Mc- 
Crabb,  Dallam  (Tex.)  235,  holding  mandamus  proper  remedy  for  district  court 
clerk  to  recover  books  and  papers  together  with  office  from  which  illegally  ousted ; 
State  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  Circuit  Judge,  9  Ala.  338,  holding  mandamus  proper 
remedy  to  compel  circuit  judge  to  grant  certificate  to  person  elected  clerk  of  coun- 
ty court;  Kline  v.  McKelvey,  57  W.  Va.  29,  49  S.  E.  896,  holding  that  mandamus 
lies  for  admission  to  office  of  one  who  holds  clear,  legal,  prima  facie  right  to  it; 
Moore  v.  Holt,  55  W.  Va.  507,  47  S.  E.  251,  recognizing  that  mandamus  is  proper 
remedy  to  restore  to  office  one  illegally  ousted;  Taylor  v.  Com.  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  401, 
recognizing  right  of  one  to  resort  to  mandamus  to  compel  his  restoration  to 
clerkship  of  court;  Blain  v.  Circuit  Judge,  145  Mich.  59,  108  X.  W.  440  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  right  of  court  to  determine  on  mandamus  right  of  one  to 
office  from  which  he  was  evicted;  Conklin  v.  Cunningham,  7  N.  M.  475,  38  Pac. 
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170  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  one  illegally  ousted  from  office  to  compel 
his  restoration  by  mandamus ;  Re  Strong,  20  Pick.  484,  holding  mandamus  proper 
remedy  to  compel  board  of  examiners  to  issue  certificate  to  county  commissioner- 
elect,  though  quo  warranto  necessary  to  remove  incumbent;  French  v.  Cowan,  7$ 
Me.  426,  10  Atl.  335,  holding  mandamus  not  proper  remedy  to  try  title  to  office 
held  by  another  under  color  of  right. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  A.  D.  30,  on  right  to  mandamus  in  cases  where  office  is  al- 
ready filled  by  one  claiming  title. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Torney,  7  Misc.  260,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  913,  denying  right  to 
mandamus  to  try  title  to  office  as  against  incumbent  holding  under  color  of  title ; 
Ellison  v.  Raleigh,  89  N.  C.  125,  denying  right  to  mandamus  to  compel  reinstate- 
ment of  alderman  whose  office  held  by  another  under  color  of  title,  where  statutory 
remedy  adequate;  People  ex.  rel.  Smith  v.  Olds,  3  Cal.  167,  58  A.  D.  398,  denying 
right  to  mandamus  to  try  title  to  office  when  ample,  speedy  and  adequate  remedy 
provided  by  statute. 

—  In  cases  of  contested  elections. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Broadhead  v.  Berg,  76  Mo.  136,  holding  that  mandamus 
lies  to  compel  board  of  canvassers  to  count  election  returns;  Smith  v.  Lawrence, 
2  S.  D.  185,  49  S.  W.  7,  holding  mandamus  proper  proceeding  to  compel  county 
canvassers  to  make  proper  return  of  election,  though  office  filled  by  other  candi- 
date; Marcum  v.  Ballot  Comrs.  42  W.  Va.  263,  36  L.R.A.  296,  26  S.  E.  281,  hold- 
ing that,  under  statute,  mandamus  lies  to  compel  commissioners  to  put  one  name 
on  ticket  instead  of  another;  Richardson  v.  Farrar,  88  Va.  760,  15  S.  E.  117, 
holding  that  mandamus  lies  to  compel  county  court  to  hear  and  determine  dis- 
puted election  contest  as  required  by  statute;  State  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  Mc- 
Allister, 38  W.  Va.  485,  24  L.R.A.  343,  18  S.  E.  770  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right 
to  review  by  mandamus  municipal  council's  determination  in  contested  election 
matter. 

—  To  compel  delivery  of  books  by  ex-ofllcer. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Hodgkinson  v.  Stevens,  5  Hill,  616,  denying  right  to 
mandamus  to  compel  predecessor  to  deliver  books  and  papers  to  clerk  of  municipal 
council,  where  statutory  remedy  was  direct,  specific  and  more  expeditious. 

—  To  compel  admission  or  reinstatement  of  attorney. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Shumate,  48  W.  Va.  359,  37  S.  E.  618,  on  disbarred  attorney's 
right  to  mandamus  to  compel  his  reinstatement. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  ex  rel.  Brackenridge  v.  Common  Plea  Judges,  1  Serg.  & 
R.  187,  denying  right  to  mandamus  to  compel  admission  of  attorney  by  court  of 
common  pleas. 

—  To  compel  levy  of  tax. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Mason,  39  W.  Va.  526,  26  L.R.A.  727,  20  S.  E.  580,  holding 
mandamus  creditor's  proper  remedy  to  compel  town  to  make  levy  to  pay  counsel's 
order  on  treasurer. 

Distinguished  in  King  William  Justices  v.  Munday,  2  Leigh,  165,  holding  one 
who  undertook  to  keep  public  bridge  in  repair  not  entitled  to  mandamus  to  com- 
pel county  court  to  levy  stipulated  reward,  where  specific  legal  remedy  was  pro- 
vided by  statute. 

—  To  compel  admission  of  minister  to  pnlplt. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Griffen  v.  Steele,  1  Edinond  Sel.  Cas.  505,  2  Barb.  397, 
holding  that  mandamus  lies  to  compel  church  trustees  to  admit  to  pulpit  and 
parsonage  a  minister  duly  appointed  thereat. 
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—  Alternative  relief. 

Cited  in  Fisher  v.  Charleston,  17  W.  Va.  595,  holding  it  usual  in  mandamus 
cases  to  issue  alternative  writ  on  filing  proper  petition  supported  by  affidavit; 
School  Dist.  No.  1  v.  School  Dist.  No.  7,  33  Colo.  43,  78  Pac.  690,  holding  that 
where  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus,  issued  on  petition  for  alternative  writ,  does 
not  afford  proper  relief,  pleadings  and  process  may  be  amended  to  give  relief  in- 
cluded in  prayer. 
Quo  warranto  to  try  title  to  public  office. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Paul,  5  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  40,  sustaining  right 
either  to  writ  of  quo  warranto  or  information  in  nature  thereof  to  try  title  to 
office,  as  case  may  require;  State,  Leeds,  Prosecutor,  v.  Atlantic  City,  52  N.  J.  L. 
-332,  8  L.R.A.  697,  id  Atl.  780,  holding  quo  warranto  not  proper  remedy  where 
relator  in  office  is  interfered  with  by  one  whose  title  de  jure  is  res  judicata. 
Time  to  which  rendition  of  judgment  or  decree  relates. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Parkersburg  Co-Op.  Asso.  48  W.  Va.  232,  37  S.  E.  645,  hold- 
ing that  judgment  on  attachment  relates  to  first  day  of  term  at  which  case  could 
have  been  tried;  Cresap  v.  Cresap,  54  W.  Va.  581,  46  S.  E.  582,  holding  that  stat- 
ute of  limitations  governing  appeals  and  writs  of  error  commences  to  run  at  date 
of  judgment  as  shown  by  record;  Dunn  v.  Renick,  40  W.  Va.  349,  22  S.  E.  66, 
holding  that  decree  confirming  sale  does  not  relate  to  first  day  of  term  when  report 
of  sale  not  then  filed. 
Power  of  court  to  revoke  appointment  of  clerk. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Goodin  v.  Este,  7  Ohio,  pt.  1,  p.  134,  holding  that 
court  of  common  pleas  may  rescind  order  appointing  clerk  before  oath  taken  or 
bond  furnished. 
Writ  of  error  or  supersedeas  to  review  refusal  of  mandamus  or  certiorari. 

Cited  in  Welch  v.  County  Court,  29  W.  Va.  63,  1  S.  E.  337,  sustaining  right  of 
supreme  court  of  appeals  to  review,  by  writ  of  error,  circuit  court's  refusal  of 
certiorari  to  review  county  court's  decision  on  vote  to  remove  county  seat;  Ex 
parte  Morris,  11  Gratt.  292,  sustaining  right  to  supersedeas  to  review  circuit 
court's  refusal  to  grant  mandamus  to  compel  mayor  to  allow  appeal  from  his  de- 
cision in  misdemeanor  case. 
What  constitutes  session  of  court. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Dietrich,  126  Fed.  659,  holding  that  in  statute  pro- 
viding that  district  court  might  remit  pending  indictment  to  "next  session"  of 
circuit  court  "session"  meant  immediate  sitting  and  not  term ;  Risher  v.  Wheeling 
Roofing  &  Cornice  Co.  57  W.  Va.  149,  49  S.  E.  1016,  holding  that  "session"  as 
applied  to  courts  means  whole  term  and  that  in  legal  construction  it  is  construed 
as  but  one  day. 

3  AM.  DEC.  657,  TABB  v.  ARCHER,  3  HEN.  &  M.  399. 
Construction  of  marriage  articles. 

Cited  in  Wind  v.  Haas,  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  645,  holding  that  marriage  articles  are  to 
be  construed  according  to  the  intent  of  the  parties ;  Coatney  v.  Hopkins,  14  W.  Va. 
338,  holding  that  the  intention  of  parties  to  marriage  settlements  is  to  be  ascer- 
tained from  nature  of  agreement,  language  used  and  from  right  of  parties  had 
no  such  agreement  been  entered  into;  Jones  v.  Carter,  4  Hen.  &  M.  184,  on  the 
situation  of  parties  as  a  criterion  of  intention;  Doll's  Estate,  1  Walk.  (Pa.)  277, 
on  the  proper  construction  of  marriage  articles. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  30  A.  D.  386,  on  nature  of  marriage  articles  and 
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rights  of  parties  thereunder;  104  A.  S.  R.  806,  on  antenuptial  contracts  and  mar- 
riage settlements. 
Binding  affect  of  marriage  articles. 

Cited  in  Mac] in  v.  Haywood,  90  Tenn.  195,  16  S.  W.  140,  holding  that  after 
marriage  no  subsequent  agreement  between  husband  and  wife  can  rescind  or  de- 
feat an  antenuptial  contract;  Gorin  v.  Gordon,  38  Miss.  205;  South  Carolina  Loan 
&  T.  Co.  v.  Lawton,  69  S.  C.  345,  104  A.  S.  R.  802,  48  S.  E.  282,— holding  that 
property  rights  of  children  under  an  antenuptial  contract  cannot  be  altered  by 
husband  and  wife;  Xilghman  v.  Tilghman,  Baldw.  404,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,045,  hold- 
ing that  an  antenuptial  contract  cannot  be  varied  by  parol  evidence;  Wilson  v.  Mc- 
Cullough,  19  Pa.  77,  holding  that  a  wife  cannot,  where  there  has  been  a  marriage 
settlement,  effectually  dispose  of  her  real  property  otherwise  than  according  to  the 
settlement;  Edison  v.  Fontaine,  9  Gratt.  286,  holding  that  an  indorsement  made 
on  marriage  articles  after  marriage  cannot  affect  the  claims  of  the  wife. 

Distinguished  in  Hooks  v.  Lee,  43  N.  C.   (8  Ired.  Eq.)    157,  holding  a  certain 
agreement  not  a  total  abandonment  of  all  rights  of  a  husband  in  his  wife's 
personal  property. 
Marriage  as  valuable  consideration. 

Cited  in  Payne  v.  Coles,  1  Munf .  373,  holding  that  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce 
a  promise  based  on  consideration  of  marriage;  Coutts  v.  Greenhow,  2  Munf.  363, 
5  A.  D.  472,  holding  that  a  marriage  settlement  as  to  children  born  in  fornication 
is  not  void  as  to  creditors. 
Marriage  settlement  by  an  Infant. 

Cited  in  Wetmore  v.  Kissam,  3  Bosw.  321,  holding  that  a  settlement  of  an 
infant  wife's  real  estate  is  voidable  only;  Smith  v.  Smith,  107  Va.  112,  12 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1184,  57  S.  E.  577,  holding  that  a  feme  covert  may  on  becoming  of 
age  disaffirm  a  marriage  settlement  made  as  to  real  property  while  she  was  an 
infant. 

Distinguished  in  Temple  v.  Hawley,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  153,  holding  that  a  settlement 
made  by  an  infant  female  on  the  eve  of  marriage  is  voidable. 
Construction  of  technical  words. 

Cited  in  Findley  v.  Findley,  11  Gratt.  434,  holding  that  parties  who  use  words 
of  a  definite  legal  significance  must  be  understood  as  using  them  in  their  definite 
legal  sense;  Boisseau  v.  Aldridge,  5  Leigh,  222,  27  A.  D.  590,  on  determination  of 
persons  to  take  under  grant  to  next  of  kin. 

3  AM.  DEC.  672,  UNIVERSITY  v.  FOY,  5  N.  C.   (1  3IURPH.)   58. 
Validity  of  acts  affecting  property  rights. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Bryan  v.  Patrick,  124  N.  C.  651,  33  S.  E.  151;  Walser  ex 
rel.  Wilson  v.  Jordan,  124  N.  C.  683,  33  S.  E.  139;  Hoke  v.  Henderson,  15  N.  C.  (4 
Dev.  L.)  1,  25  A.  D.  677, — holding  act  devesting  right  to  office  offensive  to  consti- 
tutional guaranty  of  private  property  rights;  Lowe  v.  Harris,  112  N.  C.  472,  22 
L.R.A.  379,  17  S.  E.  539,  holding  act  changing  parol  evidence  rule  as  to  deeds, 
unconstitutional  as  to  existing  rights. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  33  A.  D.  156;  33  A.  D.  592;  54  A.  D.  393, — on  statutes 
impairing  obligation  of  contracts;  30  A.  D.  274,  on  statutes  impairing  vested 
rights  or  obligation  of  contracts;  31  A.  D.  113,  on  unconstitutionality  of  acts  de- 
vesting private  corporations  of  powers  previously  granted;  42  A.  D.  728,  on  legis- 
lative grant  as  a  contract  the  obligation  of  which  cannot  be  impaired;  26  A.  D. 
521,  on  unconstitutionality  of  act  devesting  corporation  of  escheated  property 
previously  granted  to  it. 
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—  Property  of  college  as  private. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  White  v.  Neff,  52  Ohio  St.  375,  28  L.R.A.  409,  40  N.  E. 
720,  holding  that  the  property  of  a  corporation  maintaining  a  college  is  private, 
under  section  of  constitution  for  protection  of  private  property. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  L.R.A.  533,  on  escheated  property  devoted  to  educational 
purposes. 

Duty  of  courts  to  pass  upon  constitutionality  of  acts. 

Cited  in  Bank  of  St.  Mary's  v.  State,  12  Ga.  475;  Eakin  v.  Raub,  12  Serg.  &  R. 
330;  Beall  v.  Beall,  8  Ga.  210, — holding  that  if  an  act  is  unconstitutional  it  is 
the  duty  of  courts  to  declare  it  so;  Dale  v.  The  Governor,  3  Stew.  (Ala.)  387 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  courts  to  pass  upon  constitutionality  of  legis- 
lative acts. 

3  AM.  DEC.  678,  THOMPSON  v.  TATE,  5N.C,   (1  MURPH.)   97. 
Knowledge  as  affecting  liability  on  false  warranty. 

Cited  in  McKinnon  v.  Mcintosh,  98  N.  C.  89,  3  S.  E.  840,  holding  vendor  liable 
as  on  warranty  upon  false  representation  of  value  though  not  made  knowingly. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  52  A.  D.  343,  on  necessity  of  scienter  as  to  unsound- 
ness in  case  of  express  warranty. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  L.RA.  187,  on  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  property 
bought  for  special  purpose. 

3  AM.  DEC.  678,  WILCOX  v.  MORRIS,  5  N.  C.   (1  MURPH.)    116. 
Right  of  redemption. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  38  A.  D.  681,  on  right  of  creditor  to  redeem  in 
equity;  42  A.  D.  62,  on  right  to  redeem  land  sold  on  execution. 
Equitable  mortgages  and  trusts. 

Cited  in  Bunn  v.  Braswell,  142  N.  C.  113,  55  S.  E.  85,  holding  that  a  decree 
giving  an  equity  to  redeem  land  from  judgment  creates  the  relations  of  mortgagor 
and  mortgagee;  Jaques  v.  Weeks,  7  Watts,  261,  holding  that  equity  will  treat  an 
absolute  conveyance  intended  as  security  for  money,  as  a  mortgage  with  right  of 
redemption;  New  Orleans  Nat.  Bkg.  Asso.  v.  Adams,  109  U.  S.  211,  27  L.  ed.  910, 
3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  161,  on  no  equitable  mortgage  without  an  intention  to  create  a 
mortgage;  Huxley  v.  Rice,  40  Mich.  73,  on  equitable  trust  in  the  nature  of 
mortgage  with  right  of  redemption;  Trapnall  v.  Brown,  19  Ark.  39,  on  implied 
trust  in  case  of  fraud  in  transfer  of  land. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  32  A.  S.  R,  656,  as  to  what  constitutes  a  mortgage ; 
36  A.  D.  43,  as  to  when  absolute  deed  is  considered  as  mortgage;  90  A.  D.  351, 
on  intention  to  secure  indebtedness  by  conveyance  or  bill  of  sale  as  criterion  of 
mortgage. 

Cited  in  notes  in  27  L.  ed.  U.  S.  910,  on  nature  of  mortgage;  18  E.  R.  C.  24, 
on  agreement  creating  charge  on  property  as  equitable  mortgage. 

—  Agreements  to  buy  in  for  judgment  debtor. 

Cited  in  Ryan  v.  Dox,  34  N.  Y.  307,  90  A.  D.  696,  holding  that  a  purchase  at 
mortgage  foreclosure  sale  undertaken  for  benefit  of  mortgagor,  creates  a  trust  in 
his  favor. 

S  AM.  DEC.  680,  IjANIER  v.  AULD,  5  N.  C.   (1  MURPH.)    138. 

Implied  warranty. 

Cited  in  Ricks  v.  Dillahunty,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  134,  holding  that  to  recover  for 
defect  of  quality  in  chattel,  purchaser  must  show  warranty  by  vendor. 
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Cited  in  reference  notes  in  19  A.  D.  477,  on  warranties  on  sales  of  chattels; 
3  A.  D.  755;  5  A.  D.  547,— on  exclusion  of  implied  warranty  by  including  express 
one;  50  A.  S.  R.  231,  on  implied  warranty  of  quality  of  goods  sold. 

Cited  in  notes  in  23  A.  D.  ID  1,  on  exclusion  of  implied  warranty  by  express 
one;  102  A.  S.  R.  609,  on  effect  of  express  warranty  on  sale  of  goods  on  implied 
warranty;  24  A.  R.  112,  on  implied  warranty  of  fitness  by  vendor  for  special 
purpose. 

—  Words  of  description. 

Cited  in  Ferguson  v.  Dent,  8  Mo.  667,  holding  that  statement  in  deed  describ- 
ing land  as  "lying  west  of,  and  adjacent"  were  words  of  description  and  not  cove- 
nant as  to  location. 

8  AM.  DEC.  681,  GAT  v.  HUNT,  5  N.  C.   (1  MURPH.)    141. 
Evidence  as  to  parol  trust. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Livingston,  3  Del.  Ch.  348,  holding  that  a  parol  trust  may  be 
set  up  against  the  grantee  under  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face;  Ferguson  v.  Haas, 
64  N.  C.  772,  holding  that  where  a  trust  results  to  grantor  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  its  extent  and  nature;  Clement  v.  Clement,  54  N.  C.  (1  Jones, 
Eq.)  184,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  prove  trust  resulting  from  pur- 
chase of  estate  with  money  of  another. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  D.  663 ;  5  A.  D.  374,— on  parol  evidence  to  estab- 
lish trust;  55  A.  D.  755,  as  to  when  trust  in  land  may  be  created  or  established 
by  parol  under  statute  of  frauds. 

S  AM.  DEC.  682,  STATE  v.  STREET,  5  N.  C.   (1  MURPH.)   156. 
Sufficiency  of  indictment  for  perjnry. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  48  A.  D.  703;  56  A.  D.  160, — on  what  indictment  for 
perjury  must  allege. 

Cited  in  note  in  85  A.  D.  496,  on  averring  that  defendant  swore  under  oath 
in  perjury. 

—  Description  of  court  in  indictments  for  perjnry. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Schultz,  57  Ind.  19,  holding  "board  of  commissioners  of  said 
county"  sufficient  in  indictment  for  perjury,  where  the  county  had  been  named 
previously  therein;  State  v.  Davis,  69  N.  C.  495,  holding  "before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,"  instead  of  "before  a  court  of  a  justice  of  the  peace"  good  in  an  indict- 
ment for  perjury;  Stewart  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  184,  holding  an  indictment  for 
perjury  by  taking  oath  before  a  person  acting  as  "coroner"  defective,  where  no 
such  officer  as  coroner,  eo  nomine,  exists;  Cornwell  v.  State,  Mart,  &  Y.  147  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  necessity  of  correct  caption  of  an  indictment. 

Cited  in  note  in  124  A.  S.  R.  661,  on  description  of  tribunal  or  officer  in  indict- 
ment for  perjury. 

8  AM.  DEC.  683,  STROTHER  v.  CATHEY,  5  N.  C.  (1  MURPH.)   162. 
Impeachment  of  grants  of  public  lands. 

Cited  in  Dugger  v.  McKesson,  100  N.  C.  1,  6  S.  E.  746;  Gilchrist  v.  Middleton, 
107  N.  C.  663,  12  S.  E.  85;  Lovinggood  v.  Burgess,  44  N.  C.  (Busbee,  L.)  407,— on 
admissibility  of  parol  evidence  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  to  show  a  state  grant  of 
land  void  because  forbidden  by  law;  State  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  Makery,  139  N.  C.  3l, 
-51  S.  E.  784,  on  burden  of  proof  where  validity  of  state  grant  is  questioned  in 
action  of  ejectment. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  43  A.  D.  561,  on  collateral  attack  upon  grant;  43 
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A.  D.  175,  on  collateral  impeachment  of  government  grants;  39  A.  D.  300,  on 
right  to  impeach  patents  collaterally  for  matters  not  appearing  on  their  face; 

7  A.  D.  286,  on  impeachment  of  patent  for  fraud;  36  A.  D.  536,  on  evidence  of 
fraud  to  avoid  patent  or  other  public  grants. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  A.  D.  566,  on  right  to  avoid  patent  valid  on  its  face  col- 
laterally. 

State  grants  of  Indian  lands. 

Cited  in  Lattimer  v.  Poteel,  14  Pet.  4,  10  L.  ed.  328,  on  the  invalidity  of  state 
grants  of  Indian  lands  in  North  Carolina  before  Indian  title  was  extinguished; 
Frazier  v.  Cherokee  Indians,  146  N.  C.  477,  59  S.  E.  1005,  on  Indian  title  to  lands 
before  cession  by  treaty;  Brown  v.  Brown,  103  N.  C.  221,  9  S.  E.  706  (reversing 
on  rehearing  103  N.  C.  221,  8  S.  E.  Ill),  on  question  whether  treaty  of  Holston 
of  Nov.  11,  1791,  modified  previous  statute  forbidding  grants  of  land  within 
boundary  of  Cherokee  Indian  lands. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  50  A.  D.  559,  on  nature  of  title  of  Indians  to  land. 

S  AM.  DEO.  687,  MAPLES  v.  MEDIjIN,  5  N.  C.   (1  MURPH.)  210. 
Constructive  notice  as  to  trusts. 

Cited  in  Walsh  v.  Stille,  2  Pars.  Sel.  Eq.  Cas.  17,  holding  that  a  purchaser  of 
a  legal  estate,  from  a  vendor  known  to  be  a  trustee,  becomes  trustee  even  if  he 
has  no  notice  of  the  particular  cestui  que  trust;  Christmas  v.  Mitchell,  38  N.  C. 
( 3  Ired.  Eq. )  535,  holding  that  a  will  and  conveyance  by  executors  were  construe* 
tive  notice  to  purchaser  of  slaves  that  they  were  held  in  trust  by  the  executors; 
Hardy  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  61  N.  H.  34,  holding  that  purchaser  of  overdue  notes 
payable  to  a  party  as  guardian  was  charged  with  notice  of  the  trust;  Walsh  v. 
Stille,  2  Chester  Co.  Rep.  427,  holding  that  one  loaning  money  on  securities  show- 
ing on  their  face  that  they  are  held  by  the  borrower  for  another  without  attempt- 
ing to  ascertain  whether  the  funds  are  to  be  used  for  purposes  of  the  trust,  does 
so  at  his  peril. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  16  A.  D.  755;  26  A.  D.  199, — on  notice  of  trust  to 
purchaser;  52  A.  D.  144,  on  vendee  buying  land  with  notice  of  trust  therein 
taking  subject  to  same;  32  A.  D.  705,  on  purchaser  of  property  held  in  trust 
as  a  trustee. 

8  AM.  DEC.  691,  WARDEN  ▼.  NIELSON,  5  N.  C.  (1  MURPH.)  275. 
Extent  of  recovery  on  bond. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  33  A.  S.  R.  849,  on  damages  recoverable  on  indemnity 
bonds. 

Cited  in  notes  in  55  L.R.A.  381,  on  penalty  as  limit  of"  liability  on  statutory 
bond ;  87  A.  D.  746,  as  to  whether  interest  can  be  recovered  on  penal  bond  beyond 
penalty. 

3  AM.  DEC.  698,  HOWE  v.  O'MALLY,  5  N.  O.    (1  MURPH.)    287. 
Mutual  promises  as  consideration. 

Cited  in  Garret  v.  Malone,  8  Rich.  L.  335;  Seward  v.  Mitchell,  1  Coldw.  87, — 
holding  that  a  promise  to  refund  in  case  of  deficiency  in  quantity  of  land,  is  good 
consideration  for  promise  to  pay  for  excess;  Moss  v.  Green,  41  Mo.  389,  holding 
that  mutual  promises  to  contribute  to  procure  substitute  in  case  of  draft  of  any 
party  to  the  agreement,  are  sufficient  as  consideration;  Thomason  v.  Dill,  30  Ala. 
444,  on  mutual  promise?  as  sufficient  consideration. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  25  A.  D.  456;  34  A.  D.  222;  55  A.  D.  755,— on  mutual 
promise  as  sufficient  consideration  to  support  contract. 
_      Am.  Dec.  Vol.  I.— 29. 
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3  AM.  DEC.  604,  SEARS  v.  WEST,  5  N.  C.   (1  MURPH.)   291. 
Validity  of  license  taxes. 

Cited  in  Newton  v.  Atchison,  31  Kan.  151,  47  A.  R.  486,  1  Pac.  288;  McGrath  v. 
Newton,  29  Kan.  364, — on  validity  of  specific  taxes  on  different  kinds  of  busi- 
ness. 
Applicability  of  license  tax  to  objects  not  fop  profit. 

Cited  in  The  Germania  v.  State,  7  Md.  1,  holding  that  a  club  maintaining  a  bil- 
liard table  for  the  use  of  members  is  liable  to  tax  imposed  upon  persons  "keeping 
billiard  tables  for  use;"  St.  Louis  v.  Green,  7  Mo.  App.  468,  on  validity  of  tax  on 
amusements. 

3  AM.  DEC.  695,  JACKSON  v.  MARSHALL,  5  N.  C.   (1  MURPH.)    323. 
Relief  from  fraudulent  contracts. 

Cited  in  Bank  of  New  Hanover  v.  Adrian,  116  N.  C.  537,  21  S.  E.  792  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  validity  as  between  the  parties  of  deed  fraudulent  as  to 
creditors;  York  v.  Merritt,  80  N.  C.  285,  upholding  as  between  the  parties  con- 
veyance made  by  debtor  to  his  attorney  at  hitter's  suggestion  with  mutual  intent 
to  defraud  creditors;  Pittman  v.  Pittman,  107  N.  C.  159,  11  L.R.A.  456,  12  S.  E. 
61,  on  right  of  fraudulent  grantor  to  come  into  equity  to  have  grantee  declared  a 
trustee;  Drexler  v.  Tyrrell,  15  Nev.  114,  holding  that  a  mortgage  fraudulent  when 
made  remains  void  though  no  injury  was  caused  thereby;  Swan  v.  Castleman,  4 
Baxt.  257,  on  nonenforceability  of  fraudulent  contract  in  equity. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  31  A.  D.  484,  on  fraudulent  conveyances  and  trans- 
fers; 37  A.  D.  704,  on  equitable  aid  of  parties  to  fraudulent  deed. 

Cited  in  notes  in  3  A.  S.  R.  728,  on  validity  as  between  parties  of  transactions 
in  fraud  of  creditors ;  34  A.  D.  765,  on  rights  of  parties  to  illegal  or  fraudulent 
transactions;  15  A.  D.  600,  on  right  of  fraudulent  grantor  or  donor  to  avoid  hi9 
act;  3  A.  S.  R.  740,  on  grantee's  right  to  lay  claim  to  property  on  ground  that  con- 
veyance to  him  was  in  fraud  of  creditors;  1  L.R.A.(N.S-)  1008,  on  effect  of  intent 
on  right  to  recover  nonexempt  property  conveyed  to  avoid  nonexistent  or  unfound- 
ed demand.  , 

3  AM.  DEC.  700,  EASTERWOOD  v.  QUIN,  2  BREV.  64. 
Evidence  in  mitigation  of  libel. 

Cited  in  Folwell  v.  Providence  Journal  Co.  19  R.  I.  551,  37  Atl.  6.  holding  evi- 
dence of  precautions  taken  and  of  due  care  and  good  faith  admissible  in  mitiga- 
tion. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  24  A.  D.  105,  on  admissibility  of  general  reports  of 
similar  nature  to  charge  in  slander;  4  A.  D.  392,  on  propriety  of  giving  circum- 
stances and  manner  of  speaking  to  jury;  36  A.  D.  569,  on  evidence  of  prior  reports 
of  similar  nature  as  mitigation  of  damages  in  slander. 

Cited  in  notes  in  91  A.  S.  R.  292,  on  plea  of  justification  for  slander  or  libel; 
10  A.  D.  162,  on  evidence  of  character  or  reputation;  13  A.  D.  500,  on  admissibility 
of  proof  of  plaintiff's  general  bad  reputation  to  mitigate  damages  for  slander. 

3  AM.  DEC.  701,  SHIRTLIFF  v.  WHITFIEIjD,   2  BREV.   71. 
Agent's  duty  to  insure. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  E.  R.  C.  406,  on  duty  of  agent  to  insure  goods. 

3  AM.  DEC.  702,  FAIRCHIL.D  v.  BEL.L,  2  BREV.   129. 
Implied  contract  from  moral  obligation. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  39  A.  D.  639,  on  moral  obligation  or  equitable  duty 
as  consideration  for  promise. 
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—  To  maintain  slaves. 

Cited  in  Charleston  v.  Cohen,  2  Speers,  L.  408,  holding  owner  of  abandoned  slave 
liable  upon  implied  contract  for  his  maintenance. 

Distinguished  in  Latimer  v.  Alexander,  14  Ga.  250,  holding  hirer  of  slave  liable 
for  necessary  medical  services  furnished  at  his  instance. 

3  AM.  DEC.  704,  JONES  v.  WESTCOTT,  2  BREV.   166. 
Proof  required  from  holder  of  negotiable  note. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  16  A.  D.  758,  on  possession  of  note  as  evidence  of 
title;  39  A.  D.  102,  as  to  when  holder  required  to  prove  consideration  given  for 
note;  33  A.  D.  554,  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  good  faith  of  holder;  52  A.  D.  585, 
on  presumption  of  ownership ;  36  A.  D.  126,  on  presumption  of  ownership  of  bill  or 
note  from  possession. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  A.  S.  R.  324,  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  bona  fide  ownership 
of  negotiable  instrument. 

3  AM.  DEO.  705,  TEASDALE  ▼.  CHARLESTON  INS.  OO.  2  BREV.   190. 
Abandonment  of  insured  property. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  22  A.  D.  349,  on  abandonment  of  insured  property ; 
28  A.  D.  252,  on  abandonment  of  insured  vessel;  19  A.  D.  288,  as  to  when  aban- 
donment can  be  made;  33  A.  D.  733,  on  necessity  of  making  abandonment  within 
reasonable  and  convenient  time  after  loss. 

Cited  in  notes  in  1  E.  R.  C.  130,  on  necessity  that  insured  be  advised  of  total 
loss  before  electing  to  abandon ;  1  E.  R.  C.  45,  on  necessity  for  notice  of  abandon- 
ment to  convert  constructive  into  actual  total  loss;  1  E.  R.  C.  140,  on  necessity  foi 
reasonable  notice  to  insurers  of  intuition  to  abandon  after  receipt  of  information 
justifying  it;  1  E.  R.  C.  154,  on  effect  of  abandonment  on  right  of  insured  to 
recover  freight  for  portion  of  voyage  performed. 
Negligence  of  insured  as  defense. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  43  A.  D.  180,  on  negligence  or  misconduct  of  insured 
as  defense  to  action  for  loss  by  peril  insured  against. 

S  AM.  DEO.   713,  PRINGLE  v.  McPHERSON,  2  BREV.  279. 
Revocation  of  will. 

Cited  in  Bates  v.  Hacking  (R.  I.)  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  937,  68  Atl.  622,  holding 
that  a  will  is  not  revoked  by  a  new  will  properly  executed,  but  destroyed  by 
testator;  Godbold  v.  Vance,  14  S.  C.  458,  holding  that  where  property  was  devised 
by  will  and  also  conveyed  by  deed,  the  failure  of  the  deed  does  not  revoke  the  pro- 
vision in  the  will. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  12  A.  D.  377;  14  A.  D.  761, — on  what  constitutes 
revocation  of  will;  52  A.  D.  687,  on  necessity  that  intent  to  revoke  must  concur 
with  act  of  destruction;  48  A.  S.  R.   199,  on  effect  of  mistake  in  canceling  will. 

Cited  in  note  in  28  A.  S.  R.  348,  on  tearing  of  will  as  revocation. 

—  Effect  of  partial  obliteration  or  alteration. 

Cited  in  Means  v.  Moore,  Harp.  L.  314,  holding  that  obliteration  of  part  of  will 
without  intention  of  destroying  the  whole  is  not  a  revocation;  Re  Wilcox,  1 
Power,  204;  Gardner  v.  Gardiner,  65  N.  H.  230,  8  L.R.A.  383,  19  Atl.  651,— hold- 
ing alterations  not  executed  so  as  to  be  effective  not  revocation;  Hairs  ton  v. 
Hairston,  30  Miss.  276,  on  the  same  point. 

Cited  in  note  in  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1108,  on  cancelation  or  mutilation  of  will  as 
affected  by  invalidity  of  a  second  will. 
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Necessity  of  republication. 

Cited  in  Re  Penniman,  20  Minn.  245,  Gil.  220,  18  A.  R.  368,  on  necessity  of  re- 
publication in  case  of  alterations;  Campbell  v.  Jamison,  8  Pa.  498,  on  republica- 
tion as  a  new  devise. 

Cited  in  notes  in  76  A.  D.  655,  on  revival  of  one  will  by  revocation  of  an- 
other; 76  A.  S.  R.  252,  on  destruction  of  revoking  will  as  revival  of  will  re- 
voked. 

3  AM.  DEO.  722,  POPE  v.  CAMPBELL,  HARDIN  (KY.)  81. 
Measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  sell  or  deliver  specific 
thing. 

Cited  in  Mudd  v.  Phillips,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  50;  Talbot  v.  Bedford,  Cooke  (Tenn.) 
447, — holding  that  for  breach  'of  a  contract  to  sell,  without  fraud,  the  value  of  the 
property  with  interest  is  the  measure  of  damage;  Anderson  v.  Ewing,  3  Litt. 
(Ky.)  245,  holding  that  damage  for  breach  of  an  agreement  to  pay  in  such  notes 
as  are  deposited  in  a  bank  was  measured  by  the  value  of  the  least  valuable  notes- 
deposited. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  52  A.  D.  291,  on  measure  of  damages  for  nondelivery 
of  chattels ;  55  A.  D.  375,  on  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  deliver 
goods  sold;  88  A.  S.  R.  370,  on  measure  of  damages  for  failure  to  deliver  goods. 

Cited  in  note  in  24  A.  D.  143,  on  measure  of  damages  for  nondelivery  of  goods 
where  price  has  not  been  paid. 

3  AM.  DEO.  728,  McCOXNELL  t.  DTJNLAP,  HARDIN   (KY.)   41. 
Specific  enforcement  of  agreement  to  convey  certain  amount  of  land. 

Cited  in  Fleming  v.  Harrison,  4  Bibb,  525,  holding  that  where  part  of  one  tract 
has  been  lost  the  obligor  should  be  decreed  to  convey  the  entire  amount  from  the 
other. 

Cited  in  note  in  10  L.RJL(N.S.)  H9>  on  right  of  vendee  to  specific  performance 
with  abatement  from  purchase  price  Where  vendee  is  unable  to  convey  a  good  and 
unencumbered  title. 
Rights  on  vendor's  inability  to  convey  all  of  land  agreed. 

Cited  in  Rankin  v.  Malwell,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  488,  12  A.  D.  431,  holding  that  the 
obligee  may  take  the  remaining  part  with  damages  as  to  other  portion,  or  may 
elect  to  take  damages  for  the  entire  amount;  Morgan  v.  Boone,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  291, 
16  A.  D.  153,  upholding  decree  for  conveyance  of  portion  remaining,  and  for  dam- 
ages as  to  the  balance;  McConnell  v.  Brillhart,  17  111.  354,  65  A.  D.  661,  to  the 
effect  that  the  grantee  might  elect  to  take  conveyance  as  to  the  part  and  damages 
as  to  the  balance. 
Measure  of  damage  for  breach  of  contract  to  sell  land. 

Cited  in  Patrick  v.  Marshall,  2  Bibb.  40,  4  A.  D.  670;  Fisher  v.  Kay,  2  Bibb, 
434;  Gerault  v.  Anderson,  2  Bibb,  543;  Hammond  v.  Hannin,  21  Mich.  374,  4  A. 
R.  490, — holding  that  the  measure  of  damage  is  the  value  at  the  time  of  trial; 
Taylor  v.  Barnes,  69  N.  Y.  430;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Downing,  58  Mo.  32,  17  A.  R. 
678, — holding  that  value  at  the  time  of  breach  is  the  measure;  Pumpelly  v.  Phelps, 
40  N.  Y.  58,  100  A.  D.  463  (dissenting  opinion),  on  measure  of  damages,  on  in- 
ability of  the  obligor  to  convey,  where  he  was  unable  to  procure  title;  Moore  v. 
Smith,  19  Ala.  774,  on  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  79  A.  D.  467,  on  measure  of  damages  for  failure  or 
defect  of  title  to  part  of  land ;  92  A.  D.  736,  on  measure  of  damages  for  failure  or 
defect  in  title  to  land  conveyed  or  agreed  to  be  conveyed;  65  A.  D.  608,  on  value 
of  land  at  time  of  breach  as  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  convey. 
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Cited  in  note  in  39  A.  D.  56,  on  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  to 
convey. 

Power  of  equity  to  award  damage*. 

Cited  in  Woodman  v.  Freeman,  25  Me.  531,  holding  that  equity  has  jurisdiction 
to  award  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  to  convey  land;  Mason  v.  Harper's 
Ferry  Bridge  Co.  17  W.  Va.  396,  awarding  damages  in  equity  for  injury  to  plain- 
tiff's ferry  franchise. 
Parol  evidence  as  to  writing. 

Cited  in  note  in  6  L.R.A.  33,  on  parol  evidence  of  written  instrument. 

3  AM.  DEC.  725,  GRANT  v.  GROSHON,  HARDIN  (KY.)   85. 
Place  of  payment  or  tender. 

Cited  in  note  in  77  A.  D.  479,  on  place  of  tender. 
Necessity  of  demand  for  payment. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  43  A.  D.  256,  on  necessity  for  demand  on  bill  or  note 
payable  at  particular  time  and  place,  to  hold  maker  or  acceptor. 
Necessity  of  pleading  demand  and  refusal  under  contract. 

Cited  in  Keeton  v.  Scantland,  Hardin  (Ky.)  149;  Worley  v.  Murley,  1  Bibb, 
263;  Adams  v.  Macey,  1  Bibb,  328;  Mitchell  v.  Gregory,  1  Bibb,  449,  4  A.  D.  655,— 
holding  that  an  allegation  of  demand  at  defendant's  residence  was  not  necessary 
where  the  contract  provided  for  payment  on  a  certain  day;  Martin  v.  Chauvin, 
7  Mo.  277,  holding  that  such  allegation  is  necessary  where  payment  was  to  be  on 
demand,  no  certain  place  being  specified. 
Amendment  of  pleading  by  filing  new  pleading. 

Cited  in  Kennedy  v.  Dear,  4  Port.  (Ala.)  423,  holding  that  under  a  leave  to 
amend  a  declaration,  plaintiff  may  file  a  new  one. 

3  AM.  DEC.  727,  TARDEVEAU  v.  SMITH,  HARDIN  (KY.)   175. 
What  constitutes  usury. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  33  A.  D.  210,  on  what  constitutes  usury. 

Cited  in  notes  in  46  A.  S.  R.  182,  on  elements  of  usurious  transaction;  55  A.  D. 
393,  on  effect  of  sale  of  property  on  question  of  usury;  55  A.  D.  396,  on  penalties 
for  failure  to  pay  at  maturity  as  usury;  46  A.  S.  R.  179,  on  materiality  of  form  on 
question  of  usury. 

Stipulated  damages. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  38  A.  D.  138,  on  what  are  liquidated  damages;  61 
A.  D.  720,  as  to  when  stipulated  sum  is  measure  of  reparation  for  failure  to  per- 
form contract  and  not  a  mere  penalty. 

3  AM.  DEO.  729,  BELL  y.  ROWLAND,  HARDIN   (KY.)    301. 
Promises  tolling  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Ditto  v.  Ditto,  4  Dana,  502,  holding  that  an  admission  that  the  debt  is 
due  will  toll  the  statute;  McCormick  v.  Brown,  36  Cal.  180,  95  A.  D.  170;  Cham- 
bers v.  Garland,  3  G.  Greene,  322;  Belote  v.  Wynne,  7  Yerg.  534;  Fischer  v.  Hess, 
9  B.  Mon.  614;  French  v.  Frazier,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  425;  Rochester  v.  Buford,  5  J.  J. 
Marsh.  32;  Gray  v.  Lawridge,  2  Bibb,  284;  Harrison  v.  Handley,  1  Bibb,  443,— 
holding  that  an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  as  due  must  be  clear  and  express,  and 
applying  the  rule;  Bell  v.  Morrison,  1  Pet.  351,  7  L.  ed.  174,  holding  an  acknowl- 
edgment by  one  member  of  the  debtor  firm  to  be  insufficient;  Kegler  v.  Miles,  Mart. 
k  Y.  426,  17  A.  D.  819,  holding  that  a  barred  claim  is  a  good  consideration  for  a 
new  promise. 
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Cited  in  reference  notes  in  10  A.  D.  51,  on  acknowledging  debt  barred  by  limi- 
tation; 4  A.  D.  411,  on  acknowledgment  removing  bar  of  limitations;  11  A.  D. 
342;  18  A.  D.  662, — on  sufficiency  of  acknowledgment  to  revive  debt  barred  by 
limitation;  11  A.  D.  686,  on  acknowledgment  justifying  presumption  of  new 
promise;  12  A.  D.  173,  on  what  acknowledgments  and  promises  are  sufficient  to 
remove  bar  of  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  notes  in  23  A.  D.  588,  on  acknowledgment  to  remove  bar  of  limita- 
tions; 10  A.  D.  571,  on  necessity  of  promise  to  remove  bar  of  limitations;  16 
E.  R.  C.  175,  on  acknowledgment  of  debt  as  postponing  running  of  statute  of 
limitations;  102  A.  S.  R.  769,  on  what  constitutes  an  express  or  implied  promise 
to  pay  which  will  suspend  running  or  remove  bar  of  limitations. 

Distinguished  in  Davis  v.  Herring,  6  Mo.  21,  holding  that  acknowledgment  in 
question  was  sufficient. 

—  As  court  or  Jury  question. 

Cited  in  Shaw  v.  Newell,  2  R.  I.  264,  on  question  of  charge  to  jury  on  issue  as  to 
tolling  of  statute  of  limitations. 
Peremptory  charge  to  jury. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Howard,  82  Ky.  212,  as  to  procedure  on 
motion  for  peremptory  instruction. 
Force  of  English  decisions  as  precedents. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Dawson,  10  B.  Mon.  112;  Head  v.  Manners,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
255;  Hord  v.  Lee,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  36;  Lansdale  v.  Brashear,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  330, — 
on  application  of  British  statute  of  limitations  and  decisions  of  British  courts 
thereon;  Snoddy  v.  Cage,  5  Tex.  106,  holding  that  foreign  decisions  have  such 
force  only  as  logic  and  reason  give  them. 

S  AM.  DEC.  788,  ROGERS  v.  COLEMAN,  HARDIN   (KY.)  413. 
Conclusiveness  of  judgment  of  sister  state. 

Cited  in  Hilton  v.  Guyot.  159  U.  S.  113,  40  L.  ed.  95,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  139, 
holding  that  foreign  judgments  when  sued  on  are  only  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  justice  of  plaintiff's  claim;  Coleman  v.  Waters,  13  W.  Va.  278,  holding  that 
a  judgment  regularly  obtained  in  another  state  is  conclusive  when  sued  on. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  5  A.  D.  328,  on  judgment  of  another  state;  4  A.  D. 
322,  on  validity  of  judgment  of  other  state. 

Cited  in  notes  in  14  A.  D.  305,  on  validity  of  judgment  of  sister  state;  16  L.R.A. 
231,  on  validity  of  personal  judgments  rendered  upon  constructive  service  of 
process  against  nonresidents  in  other  states  than  those  wherein  rendered. 

—  As  to  jurisdictional  facts. 

Cited  in  Delano  v.  Jopling,  1  Litt.  (Ky.)  417,  holding  that  a  judgment  of  a 
sister  state  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  law  relating  to  process  has  been 
complied  with;  Hall  v.  Williams,  6  Pick.  232,  17  A.  D.  356,  holding  that  where 
the  record  of  the  foreign  judgment  shows  want  of  process  or  appearance,  the  judg- 
ment is  not  conclusive;  Earthman  v.  Jones,  2  Yerg.  484;  Bates  v.  Del  a  van.  5 
Paige,  299;  Gillespie  v.  Commercial  Mut.  M.  Ins.  Co.  12  Gray,  201.  71  A.  D. 
743, — holding  that  where  judgment  was  had  without  legal  notice,  an  action  cannot 
be  maintained  upon  it;  Moulin  v.  Trenton  Mut.  L.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  24  N.  J.  L.  222; 
Rathbone  v.  Terry,  1  R.  I.  73;  Middlesex  Bank  v.  Butinan,  29  Me.  19;  Leith  v. 
Leith,  39  N.  H.  20, — holding  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rendering  the  judg- 
ment may  be  inquired  into;  Pritchett  v.  Clark>  3  Harr.  (Del.)  517,  holding  that 
want  of  jurisdiction  may  be  denied  by  special  plea,  even  against  the  record ;  Mid- 
dlebrooks  v.  Springfield  F.  Ins.  Co.  14  Conn.  301,  holding  that  a  foreign  corpora- 
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tion  cannot  be  effectually  made  suable  by  writ  of  summons  in  a  state  where  a 
portion  of  its  stockholders  reside. 

—  As  to  fraud  or  mistake. 

Cited  in  Tebbetts  v.  Tilton,  31  N.  H.  273,  holding  that  fraud  in  procuring  the 
judgment  is  a  defense  when  it  does  not  involve  a  re-examination  of  the  merits  oi 
the  case. 

—  Credit  and  effect  given. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Connelly,  4  B.  Mon.  136;  Fletcher  v.  Ferrel,  9  Dana,  372,  35 
A.  D.  143;  Williams  v.  Preston,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  600,  20  A.  D.  179;  Delano  v.  Jop- 
ling,  1  Litt.  (Ky.)  117, — holding  that  a  judgment  of  a  sister  state  is  entitled  to 
the  same  credence  as  in  the  state  where  rendered;  Wood  v.  Watkinson,  17  Conn. 
600,  44  A.  D.  662;  Union  A  Planters'  Bank  v.  Memphis,  49  C.  C.  A.  466,  111  Fed. 
661;  Scott  v.  Coleman,  6  Litt.  (Ky.)  348,  15  A.  D.  71,— holding  that  such  judg- 
ments are  entitled  to  no  more  credit  than  in  the  state  where  rendered;  McArthur 
v.  Goddin,  12  Bush,  274,  holding  that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state 
where  action  is  brought  on  a  judgment,  and  not  of  the  one  where  it  was  rendered, 
governs;  Wilbur  v.  Abbot,  60  N.  H.  40,  holding  that  a  judgment,  although  valid 
where  rendered,  is  of  no  effect  in  a  state  where  it  would  have  been  void  if  rendered 
there. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  16  A.  D.  76;  17  A.  D.  368, — on  effect  of  judgment  of 
sister  state. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  A.  D.  378,  on  conclusiveness  of  judgment  of  other  state. 

3  AM.  DEC.  740,  CHISM  v.  WOODS,  HARDIN    (KY.)    581. 
Title  of  Innocent  purchaser  from  bailee. 

Cited  in  Kite  hell  v.  Vanadar,  1  Blackf.  356,  12  A.  D.  249,  holding  that  an  un- . 
authorized  sale  by  a  bailee  passes  no  title  even  to  an  innocent  buyer;  Patton  v. 
McCane,  15  B.  Mon.  555,  holding  that  payment  of  the  purchase  price  of  chattels 
must  be  made  before  title  passes  where  the  contract  so  provides. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  48  A.  D.  651,  on  title  acquired  by  bona  fide  purchaser 
at  unauthorized  sale  by  bailee;  69  A.  D.  121,  on  liability  of  bailee  for  using  bailed 
property  contrary  to  bailment. 

Cited  in  notes  in  25  A.  D.  616,  on  sales  and  pledges  by  bailees  and  agents;  66 
A.  D.  758,  on  power  of  bailees  to  make  absolute  sale  of  property  bailed. 

Distinguished  in  Adkins  v.  Blake,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  40,  holding  that  the  finder  of 
a  bank  note  can  convey  a  good  title  to  an  innocent  purchaser  thereof ;  Fahnestock 
v.  Bailey,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  48,  77  A.  D.  161,  holding  that  trustees  for  creditors,  of  a 
factor,  who  have  received  and  sold  the  property  in  good  faith  are  not  liable  to  the 
principal;  Greer  v.  Church,  13  Bush,  430,  holding  that  a  sale  under  a  guise  of 
renting  passes  a  vendible  title  to  the  buyer. 
Implied  warranty  of  title  on  sale  of  personalty. 

Cited  in  Chancellor  v.  Wiggins,  4  B.  Mon.  201,  39  A.  D.  499;  Baker  v.  McAllis- 
ter, 2  Wash.  Terr.  48,  3  Pac.  581;  Ricks  v.  Dillahunty,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  134,— hold- 
ing that  a  warranty  of  title  is  implied  on  a  sale  of  chattels;  Ligon  v.  Alexander, 
7  J.  J.  Marsh.  288   (dissenting  opinion),  on  implied  warranty  of  title. 

Cited  in  notes  in  54  A.  D.  505;  62  A.  D.  463, — on  implied  warranty  of  title  od 
sale  of  chattel. 

3  AM.  DEC.  745,  EDWARDS  v.  HANDLEY,  HARDIN   (KY.)   602. 

Duress  avoiding  deed. 

Cited  in  Shirey  v.  Beard,  62  Ark.  621,  37  S.  W.  309,  on  inapplicability  of  doe- 
trine  of  duress  of  goods  to  real  estate. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


3  AM.  DEC]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  DECISIONS.  455 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  D.  172,  on  subject  of  duress;  10  A.  D.  666;  24 
A.  D.  278;  27  A.  D.  301;  98  A.  D.  435,— on  what  constitutes  duress. 

Cited  in  notes  in  26  A.  D.  377,  on  what  is  duress;  45  A.  D.  161,  on  kind  of 
compulsion  which  will  justify  recovery  of  money  paid  under  compulsion. 
Specific  performance  of  unfair  contract. 

Cited  in  Modisett  v.  Johnson,  2  Blackf.  431,  holding  that  equity  will  not  specific- 
ally enforce  an  unjust  or  unreasonable  contract. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  35  A.  D.  520 ;  48  A.  D.  335, — as  to  when  specific  per- 
formance of  contract  will  be  refused  for  want  of  title  in  vendor;  34  A.  S.  R.  678, 
on  perfect  title  as  essential  to  specific  performance;  34  A.  D.  477,  on  effect  of 
fraud  on  right  to  specific  performance. 

Cited  in  note  in  17  A.*D.  50,  on  refusal  of  specific  performance  where  title  is 
defective. 
Denial  of  relief  in  equity  for  failure  to  seek  relief  at  law. 

Cited  in  Cook  v.  Hendricks,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  500,  holding  that  a  vendor  by  permit- 
ting judgment  against  him  at  law  for  failure  to  convey,  will  not  be  relieved  in 
equity. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  37  A.  D.  606,  on  equitable  relief  against  judgment; 
24  A.  D.  426,  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  direct  new  trial  at  law;  28  A.  D.  35, 
as  to  when  equity  will  grant  new  trial  after  trial  at  law. 

Cited  in  note  in  54  A.  D.  466,  on  equitable  relief  against  judgment  at  law  where 
no  defense  was  interposed. 
Right  of  vendor  to  compel  acceptance  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Mason  v.  Richards,  8  111.  25,  holding  that  a  vendor  after  permitting  a 
judgment  by  default  on  his  bond  for  a  deed,  cannot  compel  an  acceptance  of  a 
deed  in  lieu  of  damages. 

8  AM.  DEC.  752,  McFARIiANE  v.  MOORE,  1  OVERT.   174. 
Liability  of  seller  of  unsound  property  without  express  warranty. 

Cited  hi  reference  notes  in  52  A.  D.  343,  on  vendor's  liability  for  fraud  in 
absence  of  warranty;  44  A.  D.  358,  on  liability  of  vendor  of  personal  property  for 
breach  of  warranty  of  soundness. 

Distinguished  in  Westmoreland  v.  Dixon,  4  Hayw.  (Tenn.)   223,  9  A.  D.  763, 
holding  that  the  seller  is  not  liable  where  he  did  not  know  of  the  unsoundness. 
Actionable  deceit. 

Cited  in  Hoefier  v.  Hoefler,  12  App.  Div.  84,  42  N.  T.  Supp.  1035,  holding 
one  inducing  a  judgment  debtor  to  evade  payment  liable  to  the  creditor;  Trumbull 
v.  January,  123  Mich.  66,  81  N.  W.  070,  holding  that  an  action  for  deceit  will  lie 
against  one  fraudulently  inducing  plaintiff  to  part  with  property;  Ensor  v.  Bol- 
giano,  67  Md.  190,  9  Atl.  529  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  right  of  action  on  the 
case  by  an  attorney  against  one  inducing  his  client  to  settle  a  suit. 
Parol  evidence  as  to  matters  collateral  to  contract. 

Cited  in  Hines  v.  Willcox,  96  Tenn.  148,  54  A.  8.  R.  823,  34  L.R.A.  824,  33  S. 
W.  914,  holding  parol  evidence  of  an  agreement  by  a  lessor  to  put  the  premises 
in  a  safe  condition  admissible. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  16  A.  D.  702,  on  parol  evidence  to  explain  written 
contracts;  20  A.  D.  79,  on  parol  evidence  to  contradict,  vary,  or  to  affect  written 
instruments;  12  A.  D.  169,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  affect  deeds  and 
other  written  contracts. 
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8  AM.  DEO.  755,  SMITH  v.  WJNTON,  1  OVERT.  280. 
Grounds  for  new  trial. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  38  A.  D.  105,  on  newly  discovered  evidence  as  ground 
for  new  trial. 
Impeachment  of  grant. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  43  A.  D.  561,  on  collateral  attack  upon  grant;  43  A. 
D.  175,  on  right  of  stranger  to  impeach  grant;  36  A.  D.  535,  on  evidence  of  fraud 
to  avoid  patent  or  other  public  grants;  61  A.  D.  597,  on  right  to  impeach  patent 
in  ejectment  by  showing  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  A.  D.  565,  on  right  to  avoid  patent  valid  on  its  face  col- 
laterally. 

8  AM.  DEO.  757,  DODSON  y.  COCKE,  1  OVERT.  814. 
Impeachment  of  public  land  grant. 

Cited  in  Overton  v.  Campbell,  5  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  165,  9  A.  D.  780,  holding  that  a 
military  grant  of  land  outside  the  reservation  cannot  be  attacked  collaterally; 
Crow  v.  Holland,  15  N.  C.  (4  Dev.  L.)  417,  holding  that  a  subsequent  grantee 
cannot  maintain  scire  facias  to  repeal  the  prior  grant. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  43  A.  D.  561,  on  collateral  attack  upon  grant;  43  A. 
D.  175,  on  right  of  stranger  to  impeach  grant. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  A.  D.  565,  on  right  to  avoid  patent  valid  on  its  face  col- 
laterally; 36  A.  D.  535,  on  evidence  of  fraud  to  avoid  patent  or  other  publio 
grants. 

Distinguished  in  Polk  v.  Wendell,  5  Wheat.  293,  5  L.  ed.  92,  holding  that 
where  a  grant  is  absolutely  void  its  validity  is  examinable  at  law. 
—  Presumption  as  to  regularity. 

Cited  in  Webb  v.  Haley,  7  Baxt.  600,  holding  that  a  prior  grantee  may  maintain 
trespass  quare  clauaum  fregit  against  a  subsequent  grantee  whose  boundaries  over- 
lap. 

8  AM.  DEC.  762,  BOYD  v.  ANDERSON,   1  OVERT.  438. 
Warranty  of  title  by  seller  of  non-negotiable  chose  In  action. 

Cited  in  Keller  v.  Hicks,  22  Cal.  457,  83  A.  D.  78,  holding  that  an  assignee  of 
an  invalid  county  warrant  can  recover  from  the  assignor. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  54  A.  D.  505,  on  implied  warranty  of  title  in  sale  of 
chattels. 

Cited  in  note  in  62  A.  D.  467,  on  implied  warranty  of  title  on  sale  of  choses  in 
action. 

Distinguished  in  Walker  v.  Clark,  2  Shannon  Cas.  566,  holding  that  assignor  of 
a  note  usurious  on  its  face  is  not  liable  to  the  assignee  on  an  implied  warranty. 
Failure  of  consideration  for  assignment. 

•  Cited  in  Beckner  v.  Willson,  68  Ind.  533,  holding  that  a  note  given  to  an  as- 
signee in  substitution  of  an  assigned  note  is  without  consideration  where  the  as- 
signment is  rescinded. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A.  476,  as  to  which  contracting  party  bears  loss  in  case 
of  destruction  by  fire. 
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